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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to determine the factors that cause students drop out of school in secondary edu-
cation. This is a descriptive survey study and the quantitative research method was employed. 2985 secondary
school dropouts participated in the study and the data was collected through “Secondary School Dropout Qu-
estionnaire”. According to the findings, participants had to drop out because of financial problems, failure,
absenteeism, enrolling to open education, family problems, disliking the school, having problems with teachers
and administrators, studying for university entrance exam, health problems, marriage, the idea that attending the
school is unnecessary, migration, having to take care of parents in need, and disciplinary penalties. Based on the
findings, it is suggested that especially school administrators and teachers, all practitioners and decision-makers
need to give priority to school dropout problem. In addition, for student, teacher and administrators, curricular
and extracurricular activities and programs to reduce school dropout should be prepared and put into practice.
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Oz

Bu ¢alismanin amaci ortadgretimde okul terkine neden olan faktérlerin belirlenmesidir. Aragtirma betimsel ta-
rama modelinde tasarlanmis ve nicel arastirma yontemiyle veriler elde edilmistir. Ortadgretim diizeyinde okulu
terk eden 2985 katilimcidan veriler arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen Ortadgretim Okul Terki Anketi ile toplan-
mustir. Katilimceilarin maddi imkansizlik, basarisizlik, devamsizlik, agik lisede istenilen boliimiin okunmast, ailevi
engeller, okulu sevmeme, 6gretmenlerle ve okul yoneticileriyle sorun yagama, iiniversite smavina hazirlanma,
saglik sorunlari, evlilik, okula 6rgiin devam etmeyi gereksiz bulma, tasinma, bakima muhtag ebeveynlere bakma
ve disiplin cezas1 alma gibi nedenlerden dolay: okulu terk ettikleri belirlenmistir. Okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmeler
basta olmak iizere tiim uygulayici ve karar alicilarin okul terkini dncelikli olarak ele almasi, okul terkini azaltict
miifredat igi ve disi etkinliklere iliskin 6grenci, 6gretmen ve yonetici programlarinin hazirlanarak uygulamaya
konulmasi 6nerilmistir.
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Introduction

Today, in most countries, one of the strategic priorities of education is the
prevention of school dropouts. It is an undesirable result for any student in the
education system to leave the system because they decide not to continue with
their education or drop out because of failing to fulfill the requirements of the
formal education. The prevalence of school dropout varies among countries as
well as within specific grades, ages in a country. The school dropout is an issue
that may lead to important problems for both the individual and the community.
Therefore, it is considered as a multifaceted loss when considering the conse-
quences (Kronick, 1994). These results can be evaluated in terms of individual,
economy and society.

The school dropout harms the individual in many ways. The income of an
individual who drops out of the school without having a diploma is much lower
than those who has a degree. Moreover, dropping out of the school devoids a
person of all the benefits that education will provide. The dropouts are much
more likely to be unemployed, and even if they are business owners, they are
likely to make far less money. Compared to graduates, school dropouts are much
more likely to experience adversities such as engaging in illegal activities, having
health problems, and being unable to be economically independent (Rumberger,
1987). Likewise, the dropouts are likely to have a low quality of life, social disso-
nance, suicide and suicidal tendencies and have jobs that require less and pay less
(Taylor, 2008, p.90). Taking all these reasons in consideration, it can be argued
that school dropout leads to social problems. In this case, the school dropout
may lead to a decline in the quality of education, increased expenditures in social
welfare, and a higher tax collection. The students who continued to school for
some time and then dropped out cause the education investments and national
resources to be wasted. In this sense, school dropout is a significant risk for so-
cial consciousness and social welfare (Thomas, 2000, as cited in Uysal, 2008, pp.
139-140). In other words, school dropout leads to various economic problems.
The school dropouts will be more likely to experience situations such as cons-
tant unemployment, income inequality, or need for state aid, which will be costly
not only for the state but also for the individual (APA, 2012). For example, the
United States (USA), where school dropout rates are high, is experiencing major
social and economic losses. Over the next decade, it is estimated that 12 million
students will drop out of the school, which will cost the US some 1.5 trillion dol-
lars (AEE, 2011).

When the related literature is examined, all countries have a common con-
cern about school dropout issue and they try to find solutions to this problem
(Lamb and Markussen, 2011). However, each educational system is a social

248



Factors Contributing to Secondary School Dropouts

structure with certain dynamics and thus they are very different from each other
even if they have concerns and problems such as school dropout in common.

School dropout is of great importance in Turkey. In recent years, the impor-
tance of education is noticed for the quality of human resources, the economic
and cultural development of the country and thus large investments and neces-
sary adjustments have been made in education, national and international pro-
jects have been developed. The improvements in both the quality and quantity
of education is of vital importance for Turkey. But it can be said that the school
dropout problem in the education system is an obstacle that prevents reaching to
all these benefits of the education.

The purpose of this study is to determine the factors that cause school dro-
pout in secondary education. But research has basically two limitations. First, this
study is limited to Sanliurfa province. In some of the large-scale studies related to
school dropouts in Turkey, special emphasis was put on regional differences and
policies were proposed for the region accordingly (MOE, 2013; Ozdemir et al.,
2010; ACEY, 2006). According to these studies, the school dropout is a big prob-
lem especially in the Southeast and Eastern Anatolian regions and the number
of school dropouts is very high especially in Sanlurfa (Simsek, 2010). According
to 2013 the National Education Statistics in 2013, the high school graduation rate
across Turkey is 31.1%. Of this, Karabiik has the highest rate (49, 5%) while San-
lwurfa has the lowest rate (13, 9%) (TURKSTAT, 2013). According to 2016-2017
MEB data, the net enrollment rate in secondary education in Turkey is 85,54%
whereas it is 60.07% in Sanlurfa (MEB, 2017). According to the Ministry, the
dropout rate in secondary education in the 2012-2013 academic year in Turkey
was 26.97% while it was 37.56% in Sanlrfa, which was well above the average
of Turkey (MEB, 2013). In a research conducted in Sanlurfa, striking results
were reached about high school dropout rate. According to this, in 2008-2009,
6 out of 10 students who enrolled in high school could finish the school in time.
These results show that only 50.38% of the students who enrolled in high schools
graduated in time. The graduation rate was 67,78% for females and 42,47% for
males (Simsek, 2011, p. 28). Thus, this study is believed to make an important
contribution to the literature because it is conducted in a city which has high
school dropout rate and it analyzes the problem on regional and lower levels.

The second limitation is due to the fact that the concept of school dropout is
handled differently in the literature. The different definitions of school dropout
bring about various limitations and differences in the related studies, especially
in determining the sample. The different concepts, which can be examined in
the theories of school dropout, are generally the concepts of “absenteeism” and
“early leaving from education and training”. Although absenteeism is another
factor affecting the output of the learner’s educational performance, it is not the
subject of this research. Early leaving from education and training is a concept
that is wrongly used for school dropout. Early leaving from education and tra-
ining concerns individuals who completed lower secondary education at 18-24
years of age and did not continue to the next level of education (EUROSTAT:
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Statistics Explained). The rate of early leaving from education and training is cal-
culated as the ratio of all people (18-24) who completed their secondary school
education and who are not currently continuing to the next level of education.
This rate is operationally defined for statistical purposes of EUROSTAT as the
individuals over 18-24-year-olds who are registered in the Labor Force Survey
(LFS). (EUROSTAT: Statistics Explained). Thus, the concept of an early lea-
ving from education and training is used to describe individuals who are at least
junior high school graduates but not graduated from high school and already at
the age that can be graduated from high school. (According to recent regulations
in Turkey, as long as the students are successful, they can graduate from high
school until age 18). School education has a broader meaning than the concept
of early leaving from education and training. The school dropout can take place
at every level and every age from kindergarten to graduate education. However,
the main problem is related to which students should be treated as school dro-
pouts. Especially in countries where the education system is more local, such as
the United States, the extent of school dropout varies between states and edu-
cational districts (Gaustad, 1991). Group of students who are considered to be
school dropouts based on their type could be given as an example. Some students
prefer to attend equivalent programs, take high school completion exams or en-
roll in open and distance education institutions instead of attending to formal
education institutions. In this case, the students who are getting formal education
constitute traditional and those who obtain diplomas in different forms consti-
tute non-traditional student types. In this case, non-traditional students can be
considered as school dropout until they have their diplomas (McMillens et al.,
1994). It can be said that MEB adopted a similar approach. In the MEB e-school
system, students who are enrolled in the open education high school, who are
repeating a class, who have passed away, or who abroad and not using their right
to have education are considered to be school dropouts (MEB, 2013). Therefore,
in this study, the students who are considered to be school dropouts were deter-
mined according to the traditional and non-traditional student type.

According to this, the population of this study is composed of non-traditional
type of students in Sanlurfa; students who dropped out of regular high schools
and enrolled in the open high schools. When calculating the schooling rates, the
Ministry of National Education in Turkey (MEB) calculates open high school
institutions together with formal educational institutions. However, according to
relevant laws and regulations, they work based on open and distance education
system. With the law no. 4359 issued in 1998, open high school services were
gathered under the General Directorate of Educational Technologies. It conti-
nues its activities under the General Directorate of Lifelong Education with the
Decree Law No. 652 issued in 2011. In addition, individuals of all age groups can
receive training from open high school. In this regard, open high school students
are considered as non-traditional student type.

In conclusion, for this study which investigates the reasons for high school
dropout, the concept of school dropout is chosen instead early leaving from edu-
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cation and training because according to the definition of school dropout in the
MEB e-school system (2013) open high schools is composed of non-traditional
students who dropped out of high schools and enrolled in open high schools re-
gardless of their age.

Literature

It can be argued that the theories of school dropout are derived from some
sociological and educational theories. Firstly, Max Weber’s theory of bureauc-
racy needs to be analyzed in terms of school dropout. According to Weber, the
purpose of education is to make people productive for themselves and for society
in the economic structure by equipping the individual with specialist knowledge
and skills within the education and training process that goes from preschool to
tertiary education. As a structure and process, school dropout problem creates
a break in the educational career of the individual, making economic and social
loss both for the individual and for society. According to Schultz’s Theory of Hu-
man Capital, the information society and the information economy dominates
the 21st Century. The raw material of innovation is the human resource that has
completed the educational process but school dropout has a negative impact on
the economic survival strategies of countries in short, medium and long term.
According to Pierre Bourdieu’s Theory of Cultural Capital, the school dropout
causes children with inequalities in cultural capital to break away from the school
system and, as a result, to deepen inequalities by eliminating opportunities to
develop their cultural capital. On the other hand, it prevents the students from
different cultural capital groups from uniting, affects their cultural awareness
and attitudes and skills related to life negatively in the school and class systems
in which all layers of the society are included and can be defined as a small model
of the society. According to Marx’s Theory of Alienation, the most important
effect of alienation on students is to get them to have the idea of dropping out of
school (Simsek and Akdemir, 2015). Alienated students cannot understand the
importance and value of the school and can perceive it as a dysfunctional, boring,
routine place that will not benefit their future lives.

Various models, theories or approaches related to school dropout have been
developed in the field of education. According to the student participation mo-
del, participation of the student prevents the alienation of the student from the
school (Newmann, Wehlage and Lamborn, 1992). Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Pa-
ris (2004) studied student participation under three headings: behavioral, emoti-
onal and cognitive. Behavioral participation in general refers to the participation
of students in academic and extra-curricular activities. Emotional participation
examines the positive or negative reactions of a student to issues that connects
students to the institution, such as school, teachers, friends, homework. Cog-
nitive participation refers to the mental effort and volunteerism to achieve the
knowledge and skills that the student needs to acquire. This three-dimensional
structure is generally accepted in studies of student interaction (Archambault,
Janosz, Morizot and Pagani, 2009; Wang, Willett and Eccles, 2011).

251



Mehmet Fatih Karacabey & Adnan Boyact

According to developmental procedural models, school dropout is not a be-
havioral change that occurs at once. It happens within a certain period. This
process covers the whole range of activities of a student in any educational ins-
titution or educational system from the beginning till the time he/she drops out
(Alexander, Entwisle and Horsey, 1997). In this context, Jimerson et al. (2000)
approached the school dropout based on the developmental transactional mo-
del. According to this, the experiences and schemes that individuals developed
as a result of their interactions with their environment from early development
periods are moved to later ages to some extent. So, it can be said that early-stage
home environment, child care, socioeconomic level, intelligence level, academic
achievement, peer relations, and participation in the school are effective in high
school dropout at the age of 19 (Jimerson et al., 2000).

The model of inhibition-self-confidence and participation-identification are
other models of school dropout. Finn (1989), in explaining school dropout, ma-
kes use of two models, inhibition-self-confidence and participation-identification
model. According to the first model, young people resort to problematic beha-
viors in order to cope with their lack of self-esteem associated with social stigma
and failure. So, they look for a place to renew their self-esteem. They try to be
successful in an area that is less sanctioned by the society, or they try to gain the
approval of their peers who cannot compete in similar ways. After that, they drop
out of the school under the negative influence of their peers. Thus, the student
is saved from disappointment and humiliation due to school failure (Ekstrém,
1986; Elliott and Voss, 1974). According to other model, by beginning to expe-
rience the classroom activities, the student accepts the assigned tasks, try to ful-
fill them and starts to exhibit participant behaviors. These participant behaviors
continue to increase as the student achieves certain levels of success over time.
Increased success both at school and outside school leads to the student identif-
ying himself / herself with school and increasing participatory behavior. This way
student meets the basic requirements and complete the school. In addition to the
behavioral (participation) aspect of this second model, there is also an emotional
aspect (Hess and Greer, 1987).

Another approach related to school dropout is about the pull and push fac-
tors that cause school dropout. It is possible to mention a number of internal and
external factors that play a role in school dropout. These can be grouped into
“pull “ and “push “ dropout factors (Stearns and Glennie, 2006; Jordan, Lara and
McPartland, 1994). The pull dropout factors are related to external environment
of the school and the personal life of the student. Going to school is one of many
other things that is made in the life of a student during the youth. According to
this, attending to school or drop out of it is just the result of benefit cost calculati-
on that the students do according to their economic interests. In other words, the
financial situation of the students, whether they work in a job, and some factors
such as changes in family structure, marriage, illness, etc., can affect their decisi-
on to carry on their education or just drop out the school. The push dropout fac-
tors are related to the inner environment of the school. According to this, some
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factors such as teachers’ attitudes towards students, disciplinary policies, school
rules, exams, tests and low grades can push students out of school. According to
these theories, students drop out of school not only because of their individual
attitudes, but also because of problems arising from the school structure. So,
they focus on the school-related factors that prevents the student from staying in
school. In addition, Watt and Roessingh (1994) point out the concept of “falling
out” out of school (system). This is related to the fact that the learner does not
make any progress in an important academic work, and thus feels alienated from
the academic process and cannot make up his/her mind whether to finish or drop
out of the school. The focal point of this concept is the negative emotions and
behaviors of the student about the academic interaction. This may also start with
the fact that the student does not feel himself connected to school and staff. Fal-
ling out of school or system is not an effective decision of the learner but it stems
from the inadequate individual and educational support.

Another theory of school dropout is also presented by Battin-Pearson et al.
(2000). According to this theory, five models, academic mediation, general de-
viance, deviant affiliation, poor family socialization theory and structural strains
theory, can be used to analyze school dropout. According to the academic me-
diation theory, low academic achievement is one of the strongest predictors of
school dropout. At the same time, this theory investigates the effects of low aca-
demic achievement on the variables of the other four theories. General devian-
ce theory examines the relationship between school dropout and nonconformist
behaviors such as criminal acts, drug use and early pregnancy. Nonconformist
behaviors not only cause poor academic achievement, but also may lead to school
dropout. The theory of deviant affiliation puts emphasis on the bond between
the student and his/her antisocial peers and the influence of this bond on school
dropout. What is meant by antisocial here is the student’s lack of commitment to
school and his/her tendency to drop out of the school. If a student has antisocial
peers, the risk of dropping out school is higher regardless of his/ her academic
success. The poor family socialization theory examines the relation between the
family background of the student and the school dropout. Low family socializa-
tion includes low family expectations and low educational level. However, this
theory is not strongly related to school dropout, the impact of academic success
is higher. Finally, structural strains theory focuses on the relationship between
demographic variables such as socioeconomic level, gender and ethnicity, and
school dropout.

Finally, Rumberger and Lim (2008) developed a conceptual framework of
school dropout based on educational performance. The framework analyzes
school dropout in two general dimensions, individual and institutional. The indi-
vidual factors are the background, attitudes, behaviors and educational perfor-
mance of the student whereas institutional factors are family, school and commu-
nity. These factors are very important because they largely cover all the factors
associated with school dropout in the literature.
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Method

Study Design

This quantitative study was based on descriptive survey design. The survey
research is a research approach that aims to describe, identify a situation as it
exists, in the past or at present. The survey research allows observation, record,
identify the relationships between variables, and make generalizations on relati-
onships of the controlled variables (Karasar, 2007, p.79).

Population and Sample

The population and sample of this study is composed of open high school
students in Sanlurfa. While determining the population and the sample, some
difficulties were encountered. The compulsory education law was enacted in
2013-2014 education year. Therefore, there is no query module about the high
school dropouts in the Ministry of National Education Information Systems
[MEBBIS] Query Module. For this reason, the number of students who have
dropped out of school in Sanlurfa city center and enrolled in open high school is
not clear. However, in Sanlurfa city center, there are a total of 13,133 students
[8,008 (61,07%) male and 5,105 (38,93%) female] who dropped out of elemen-
tary and secondary school and enrolled in open high school in fall 2014/2015
academic year.

Assuming that the population of the research consists of a total of 13.113
students who dropped out of school at all levels, according to the sample size
calculation method of Biiyiikoztiirk et al. (2010); the sample calculated as 373
people. In addition, Creswell (2012) states that in studies of the descriptive sur-
vey model, data must be collected from at least 350 participants to assess the
prevalence and trend of a target subject in a particular subject. For this reason,
it is concluded that the sample consists of 373 people who dropped out of school
at secondary level and enrolled in open high school is sufficient for the research.
However, with the proportional cluster sampling method; it was aimed to reach
61% male and 39% female participants in terms of gender. However, since it is
not known how many of the 13,133 students dropped out of high school, the data
were first collected from all the students, and then just the data collected from
the students who dropped out of high school and then enrolled in open high
school were analyzed. Because it was very difficult to reach each student who
dropped out of school in terms of time and money and the number of students
who dropped out of school at the secondary level was unknown, the researcher
tried to collect data from as many participants as possible. As a result, a total of
2,985 participants were reached.

Data Collection Instrument

The data for this study was collected through, “Secondary School Dropout
Questionnaire” (OOTA), which was developed by the researcher. Expert opini-
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ons were sought for the content validity of the questionnaire. The questionnaire
(OOTA) consists of two parts. The first part consists of 22 items which were de-
signed to collect data about the participant’s demographic variables such as age,
gender, marital status, parents’ education, work and income status, siblings and
friends. The second part consists of 3 items about the participant’s characteristics
as a student in school life, reasons for dropping out of school, and his/her life
after he/she dropped out of school.

For the validity and reliability of the developed questionnaire, neither factor
analysis nor calculation of alpha value was done. This is mainly because the 22
items in the first part of the questionnaire were about demographic information,
such as age, gender, parental education level. The remaining three questions are
not much different from the demographic questions because they were made up
based on the findings of the study on school dropout and lack of attendance, of
MEB in 2013 and they are not of the Likert type which gives a total score. Beca-
use of the nature of the questions, no analysis has been performed for the cons-
truct validity. Validity is about whether the item actually measures what is me-
ant to be measured, and the reliability refers to the measure of the stability and
consistency of findings of a study (Del Greco, Walop and McCarthy, 1987). For
content validity, face validity and reliability of the questionnaire, expert opinions
were sought and necessary adjustments in accordance with the related literature
and expert opinions were made.

Data Collection and Analysis

After receiving permission from the Ministry of National Education, the
questionnaires were distributed to the volunteers during the open high school
exams held on May 30, 2015 in Sanlurfa with the help and coordination of Na-
tional Education Directorate of Sanliurfa. The central open high school exami-
nation was held in 632 classes in 35 buildings and 11,483 students did the exam.
A total of 5,356 volunteer participated and completed the questionnaire. After
the categorization of the questionnaires, it was found out that 1,897 students
dropped out of primary school. Therefore, it was decided to do the data analysis
on the remaining 3,459 participants’ questionnaires. Losses and extreme values
were examined on the data set and 474 questionnaires were excluded. As a re-
sult, the questionnaires of 2,985 participants of 1,842 men (61,71%) and 1,143
women (38,29%) were included in the analysis. SPSS package program was used
to analyze the quantitative data collected in the research.

Findings

In this section, the data related to the socioeconomic profiles of the partici-
pants are presented.
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Table 1
The Demographics of the Participants

Gender

Gender f %
Male 1842 61,7
‘Women 1143 38,3
Total 2985 100,0
Age

Age f %
14-16 172 6,3
17-19 952 34,6
20-22 698 25,4
23-25 435 15,8
26-28 186 6,8
29-31 110 4,0
32-34 79 2,9
35-37 53 1,9
38- + 64 23
Total 2749 100,0
Place of birth

Place of birth f %0
Urban 2470 85,9
Rural 406 14,1
Total 2876 100,0
Marital status

Marital status f %
Single 2336 78,8
Married 630 21,2
Total 2966 100,0

As can be seen in Table 1; of the 2985 participants 1,842 (61.7%) are males
and 1,143 (38,3%) are female. As for the age of the participants, 6,3% is between
14-16, 34,6% is between 17-19, 25,4% is between 20-22, 6.8% is between 26-28,
4% is between 29-31, 2.9% is between 32-34, 1.9% is between 35-37 and 2.3%
is 38 and over. As for the birth place of the participants, 85.2% (2470) of the
participants are of urban origin and 14.1% (406) of them were of rural origin. As
for the marital status of participants, 78.8% (2336) are single, while 21.1% are
married.
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Table 2
Farticipants’ Families’ Demographics
Number of households f %
0-3 315 11,1
4-6 1323 46,4
7-9 899 31,5
10 and above 313 11,0
Total 2850 100,0
Family structure
Participants whose parents are together 2553 86,5
participants whose father is dead 216 73
Participants whose father remarried and lives 56 1,9
with his new wife
Participants whose mother is dead 52 1,8
Participants whose parents are divorced 52 1,8
Participants whose both parents are dead 22 0,7
Total 2951 100,0
Number of the siblings
0-3 360 12,3
4-6 1438 49,1
7-9 820 28,0
10 and above 312 10,6
Total 2930 100,0
Participants’ siblings school life
Yes No
f % f %
Participants whose siblings dropped out of school 1638 583 1174 417
Participants whose siblings are repeating a class 848 29.1 2063 70.9
Participants’ parents’ educational level
Father’s Mother’s educa-
educational level tional level
f % f %
Illiterate 372 12.9 1494 51.0
Literate 428 14.8 446 15.2
Primary school graduate 1069 37.0 654 22.3
Secondary school graduate 474 16.4 217 7.4
High school graduate 391 13.5 94 32
Vocational college graduate 71 2.5 7 2
University graduate 77 2.7 11 4
Postgraduate 9 3 5 2
Total 2891 100.0 2928 100.0
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Table 2 shows demographics of the families of the participants. As the table
examines in terms of the number of the households, the number of households is
0-3 for 11, 1% of the participants, 4-6 is for 46, 4%, 7-9 is for 31, 5% and 10 and
above is for 11%. As for the family structure, 86.5% of the participants’ parents
are together, 7.3% of the participants’ fathers died, 19% of the participants’ fat-
hers remarried and live with their second wife, 1.8% of the participants’ mothers
died, 1.8% of the participants’ parents got divorced, and 0.7% of the partici-
pants” both parents are dead. When the number of siblings of participants is
examined; it is seen that 12,3% of the participants were 0-3 siblings, 49,1% were
4-6 siblings, 28% were 7-9 siblings, 10,6% were 10 siblings and over. Participants
were the most (49.1%) with 4-6 siblings and at least (10.6%) 10 with siblings.
When the table is analyzed in terms of the educational status of the siblings of the
participants; while 58.3% of the participants have siblings who also dropped out
of school, 41.7% of them have siblings that still go to school. As for the siblings’
class repetition, 29.1% of the participants’ siblings are repeating a class, while
70.9% of the participants are not repeating a class. When the findings regarding
the educational status of the parents of the participants are examined, it is found
that 12.9% of the participants’ fathers are illiterate while 51% of their mothers
are illiterate. Also, 14.8% of the participants’ fathers and 15.2% of the mothers
are literate; 37% of their fathers and 22.3% of their mothers are primary school
graduates; 16,4% of their fathers and 7,4% of their mothers are middle school
graduates; 13.5% of their fathers and 3.2% of their mothers are high school gra-
duates; 2.5% of their parents, 0.2% of their mothers graduated from a college;
2.7% of their fathers and 0.4% of their mothers are university graduates; 0.3% of
their fathers and 0.2% of their mothers are postgraduates.

Table 3

Occupational/Financial Demographics of Participants’ Families

Employment status Fathers’ Mothers’
employment status employment status
f % f %

Yes 1751 60.6 99 3.4

No 602 20.8 1183 40.2

Retired 535 18.5 13 4

Housewife - - 1645 56.0

Total 2888 100.0 2940 100.0

Fathers’ current profession f %

Tradesman 272 21.1

Self-employed 265 20.5

Worker 185 14.3

Farmer 169 13.1

Civil servant 130 10.1

Driver 108 8.4
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Table 3 (Continued)
Occupational/Financial Demographics of Participants’ Families

Technician 64 5.0
Security guard 35 2.7
Manager 23 1.8
Cook 19 1.5
Teacher 12 9
Merchant 10 .8
Total 1292 100.0
Monthly income of the families f %
0-500 166 7.6
501-1000 878 40.3
1001-1500 420 19.3
1501-2000 324 14.9
2001-2500 102 4.7
2501-3000 154 7.1
Over 3001 136 6.2
Yes No
Participants’ employments status f % f %
while attending the school
‘Working while studying 1275 43.4 1660 56.6
Ownership of the house that f %
they live in
They own it 2045 69.5
Rental 714 243
Lodgment 28 1.0
A relative’s house (not rental) 156 5.3
Total 2943 100.0

Table 3 shows that occupational / economic profile of the families of partici-
pants. When the findings of the employments status of the parents of the partici-
pants are examined, it is seen that 60.6% of the participants’ fathers are currently
employed, 20.8% are unemployed and 18.5% are retired; 3.4% of their mothers
are employed, 40.2% are unemployed, 0.4% are retired and 56% are housewives.
When the findings of the fathers’ profession are examined; it is seen that 21.1%
of the participants’ fathers are tradesmen, 20.5% are self-employed, 14.3% are
workers, 13.3% are farmers, 10.1% are civil servants, 8.4% are drivers, 5% were
technicians, 2.7% were security guards, 1.8% were managers, 1.5% were cooks,
0.9% were teachers and 0.8% were merchants. When the average monthly inco-
me of the families of the participants is examined; 7,6% of the participants have
an average monthly income of 0-500 TL, 40,3% have 501-1000 TL, 14,9% have
1501-2000 TL, 4,7% have 2001-2500 TL, 7,1% have 2501-3000 TL and 6,2% have
3001 TL and over. It can be seen that 43.4% of the participants were working
while 56.6% were not working while they were attending a school. When the
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home ownership status of participants is examined; 69.5% of them live in their
own house, 24.3% live in a rental, 1% live in lodgments and 5.3% live in a house
that belongs to a relative without paying rent.

Table 4
Participants’ Demographics Related to Their Education Life

Change of school f %
Yes 1450 49.2
No 1496 50.8
Total 2946 100.0
Type of the school which the participant dropped out f %
General high school 1673 61.3
Vocational high school 515 18.9
Religious high school 364 133
Anatolian high school 166 6.1
Anatolian Teacher high school 6 2
Science high school 6 2
Total 2730 100.0
The year when the participants dropped out of school f %
2001 and before 199 8.6
2001-2005 229 9.9
2006-2010 641 27.6
2011-2015 1252 539
Total 2321 100.0
The grade the participants dropped out of school f %

9. Grade 1759 64.9
10. Grade 627 23.1
11. Grade 238 8.8
12. Grade 86 32
Total 2710 100,0
Leisure time activities of the participants f %
Hanging out with friends 1068 33.7
Studying for the exams 926 29.2
Doing homework 899 28.4
Doing household chores 844 26.7
Watching TV 729 23
Doing sports 724 22.9
Working at a job 682 21.5
Pleasure reading 623 19.7
Doing volunteer work 480 15.2
Using technology (talking on the phone, texting and social media) 474 15
Joining extracurricular activities (sport, theater, civil society activi- 454 14.3
ties etc.)

Playing computer games. 444 14
Joining school activities (student clubs, sport etc.) 423 13.4
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Table 4 gives the characteristics of the participants in relation to the educa-
tion life. As can be seen in Table 4, 49.5% of the participants changed school be-
fore while 50.8% did not. As for the type of school that the participants dropped
out of; 61.3% dropped out of general high school, 18.9% dropped out of vocati-
onal high schools, 13.3% dropped out of religious vocational high school, 6.1%
dropped out of Anatolian high school, 0.2% are Anatolian teacher high school,
0.2% dropped out of science high school. When the year in which participants
dropped out of the school is examined; 8,6% dropped out in 2004 and before,
18,9% dropped out between 2001-2005, 27,6% dropped out between 2006-2010
and 53,9% dropped out between 2011-2015. When the grade at which the partici-
pants dropped out of school is examined; 64,9% dropped out in the ninth, 23,1%
dropped out in the tenth, 8,8% dropped out in the eleventh and 3,2% dropped
out in the twelfth grade. When the leisure time activities of the participants are
examined; it is found out that % 33.7% spend their time with their friends, %
29.2 study for exams, % 28,4 do homework, % 26,7 do household chores, % 23
watch television, % 22, 9% do sports, 21.5% working at a job, 19,7% do plea-
sure reading, 15,2% do volunteer work, 15% use technology, 14% participate
activities outside the school, 14% play computer games and 13.4% participate in
activities organized by the school.

Table 5
The Findings about If the Participants Repeated a Class or Have Disciplinary Problems

Repeating a class f %

Yes 1266 44.1

No 1606 55.9

Total 2872 100.0

The grade which was repeated f %

Grade 45 55

Grade 20 2.5

Grade 7 9

Grade 5 .6

Grade 2 2

Grade 24 3.0

Grade 13 1.6

Grade 5 .6

Grade 591 72.7

Grade 85 10.5

Grade 15 1.8

Grade 1 1

Total 813 100.0

Having disciplinary problems Yes No
f % f %

Having disciplinary problems 530 17.9 2427 82.1
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As can be seen in Table 5, 44.1% of the participants repeated a class, while
55.9% did not. 5.5% of the participants dropped out of school in the 1% grade,
2.5% in the 2" grade, 0.9% in the 3™ grade, 0.6% in the 4" grade, 0, 2% in the 5t
grade, 3% in the 6! grade, 1.6% in the 7™ grade, 0.6% in the 8t grade, 72.7% in
the 9™ grade, 10.5% in the 10™ grade, 1.8% in the 11% grade and 0.1% in the 12t
grade. It is found out that 17.9% of the participants had disciplinary problems at
the school they dropped out of while 82.1% did not.

Table 6
The Lessons that the Participants Failed

The lesson that they are least successful f %
Math 2186 69.0
English 1717 54.2
Physics 1608 50.8
Chemistry 1469 46.4
Biology 1005 31.7
Arabic 957 30.2
Geography 903 28.5
History 850 26.8
Turkish language and literature 815 25.7
The lessons that they are least successful (mark more than one) f %
Math-English 125 4.4
Math-Physics-Chemistry 90 32
Math-Physics-Chemistry-English 88 3.1
Math-Physics-English 73 2.6
Math-Physics-Chemistry-Biology-English 67 2.4
Math-Physics-Chemistry-Biology 47 1.6
Math-Physics-Chemistry-Biology-Arabic 47 1.6
Math-Physics-Chemistry-Biology-English-Arabic 40 1.4
Math-Chemistry-English 33 1.2
Math-Physics-Chemistry-Arabic 27 0.9
Failed in all 55 1.9

Table 6 shows the lessons that the participants were least successful. Parti-
cipants were asked to mark more than one option. 69% of the participants were
unsuccessful in mathematics, 54.2% were in English, 50.8% were in Physics,
46.4% were in Chemistry, 31.7% were in Biology, 30.2% were in Arabic, 28% 5%
were in Geography, 26.8% were in History and 25.7% were in Turkish Language
and Literature. 4.4% were unsuccessful in Mathematics and English, 3.2% were
in Mathematics, Physics and Chemistry, 3.1% were in Mathematics, Physics,
Chemistry and English, 2.6% were in Physics, Chemistry, Biology and English,
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1.6% were in Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry and Biology, 1.6% were in Mat-
hematics, Physics and Chemistry, Biology and Arabic,% 1,4 were in Mathema-
tics, Physics, Chemistry, Biology, English and Arabic,% 1,2 were in Mathematics,
Chemistry and English,% 0,9 were in Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry and Ara-
bic,% 1,9 indicated that they failed in all of their courses.

Table 7
The Reasons Why They Dropped Out of School

Reasons %
Financial problems 23.6
Failure 19.6
Absenteeism 7.3
To study in the department he/she wanted in open high school 7.1
Family issues 6.9
Not liking the school 6.7
Having problems with the teachers 4.9
Having problems with the school administrators 3.8
Study for the university entrance exam 2.7
Health problems 2.6
Financial problems and family issues 2.4
Marriage 1.9
Absenteeism and failure 1.7
Finding attending to school unnecessary 1.7
Moving house 1.7
Failure and not liking the school 1.7
Having problems with teachers and administrators 1.5
Financial problems and taking care of parents in need 1.1
Family issues and health problems 0.9
Taking care of parents in need 0.9
Being subject to disciplinary action 0.5

In Table 7, the reasons why the participants dropped out of school are gi-
ven. 23.6% of the participants dropped out of school because of financial prob-
lems, 19.6% because of failure, 7.3% because of absenteeism, 7.1% because they
wanted to study in a department to their liking in open high school, and 6.9%
because of family issues, 6.7% because they did not like school, 4.9% because
they had problems with teachers, 3.8% because they had problems with school
administrators, 2.7% because they needed to prepare well for university exam,
2.6% because of the health problems, 2.4% because of financial problems and fa-
mily issues, 1.9% because of marriage, 1.7% because of absenteeism and failure,
1.7% because they thought there is no point in going to school, 1,7% because of
moving house, 1,7% because of failures and not liking the school, 1,5% because
of having problems with teachers and school administrators, 1,1% because of
financial problems and having to take care of parents in need, 0.9% because of
family issues and health problems, 0.9% because they had to take care of their
parents in need, and 0.5% because they were subject to disciplinary action.
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Table 8
The Reasons Why They Enrolled in Open High School

Reasons %
To get a high school diploma 324
Thinking attending to open high school would be more comfortable 18.7
To get the chance to study in the department he/she wanted 11.4
Enthusiasm of studying 10.5
Regret 10.5
Aspired by the friends who are attending school 6.2
For career prospects 5.8
To raise his/her children better 2.7
Not to be forced into marriage 1.8

Table 8 shows the reasons why participants decided to enroll in open high
school. 32.4% of the participants enrolled to get a high school diploma while
18.7% thought it would be a lot easier to study there. 11.4% did to get the op-
portunity to study in the desired department, 10.5% because of the enthusiasm
of studying, 10.5% did because they regretted dropping out of school, 6.2% did
because they were aspired by their friends who continue to study, 5.8% did for
better career prospects, 2.7% did to raise their children better and 1.8% did so as
not to be forced into marriage.

Discussion

According to the findings related to previous experiences of the partici-
pants; the ratio of men who dropped out of school is higher than that of women.
The effect of gender on school dropout is inconsistent. While some studies show
that women drop out of school more (Rumberger, 2001); in some studies, it is
found that men drop out of school more and the likelihood of their dropping
out of school is higher (Andrei, Profiroiu, Profiroiu and Iacob, 2011; Laird, Lew,
DeBell and Chapman, 2006). The result of this study seems to be consistent with
the results of other studies that examines school dropout problem in Turkey. The
school dropout rate for men in Turkey is higher than girls (MEB, 2013; Tamer,
2014; Tung, 2009). In Turkey, the men seem to skip classes and drop out of school
more, they do not come school as regularly as women (Uysal and Sahin, 2007).
When the age ranges of the participants were examined, it was seen that indi-
viduals aged 17-19 years old drop out of school more. This finding is consistent
with the findings of MEB (2013). When the marital status of the participants was
examined, 21.2% were found to be married. However, the ratio of participants
who stated that they dropped out of school because of marriage is 1.9%. In addi-
tion to these, the ratio of those who stated that they enrolled in open high school
not to be forced into marriage is found to be 1.8%.
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In terms of family size, the number of households of 11% of the participants
is 10 and above. In terms of the number of siblings, the number of siblings of
46.4% of the participants was between 4 and 6, while 10.6% had 10 or more
siblings. Moreover, 53.8% of the participants had siblings who had already drop-
ped out of schools. According to some studies the likelihood of dropping out of
school increases if one of the siblings had already dropped out of school before
(Rumberger, 2001; Teachman, Paasch and Carver, 1996, 1997). In terms of family
structure, it is found out that 7.3% of the participants’ fathers died, 1.9% of the
participants’ fathers remarried and are currently living with his second wife, 1.8%
of the participants’ mothers dies, 1.8% of the participants’ parents got divorced,
0.7% of the participants’ parents both died, which makes a total of 13.5% of
the participants come from separated families one way or another. According
to some studies, the school dropout rate of children living with both parents was
found to be lower than the others (Rumberger, 2001). According to a study con-
ducted in Turkey, the family structure was found to have an impact on student
achievement (Alkan, 2014). The most striking aspect of parents’ education is that
while 12.9% of the participants’ fathers are illiterate, 51% of their mothers are
illiterate. According to the related studies, the high parental education level was
found to be associated with low school dropout rate. In addition, it was found
that the school dropout rate is higher in families where the family head is not a
high school graduate, and the school dropout rate is lower in families where the
family head is a university graduate (MEB, 2013, p.17; Lundetree, 2011; Rumber-
ger and Lim, 2008).

When the employment status of the parents is examined, it is seen that
20.8% of the fathers and 40.2% of the mothers do not work in any job and 56% of
the mothers are housewives. 21.1% of the parents are tradesmen, 20.5% are self-
employed, 14.3% are workers, 13.3% are farmers, 10.1% are civil servants, 8.4%
are drivers, 5% are technicians, 2.7% are security officers, 1.8% are managers,
1.5% are cooks, 0.9% are teachers and 0.8% are merchants. When the findings
related to the financial resources of the families of the participants are examines,
it is seen that 40.3% of the families have a monthly income of 501-1000 liras while
4.7% of them have a monthly income of 2001-2500 liras. In addition, when the
home ownership status of the participants is examined, 69.5% of them live in the-
ir own house, 24.3% in a rental, 1% in a lodging, and 5.3% in a house owned by
a relative without paying rent. In the literature, the mother’s working status and
income is found to be a significant predictor for high school dropout (Randolph,
Fraser and Ornthner, 2006). It is also found that children of high income famili-
es, not only in high school but also in secondary school and primary school, are
less likely to drop out of school than children in low income families (Rumberger
and Lim, 2008; Randolph, Fraser and Ornthner, 2006). According to White and
Kelly (2010), the students from low-income families are at four times more risk
of dropping out of school than the ones from high-income families. One of the
10 students from low-income families drop out of school (10.4%) while 2.5% of
the students who come from rich families drop out of school.
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When the findings were examined, 49.5% of the participants stated that they
had changed school during their education life and 50.8% of them did not change
school at all. School change is one of the most effective factors in school dropout
(Sander, 2001) because it can lead to problems with teachers and friends, in ot-
her words it can cause academic and social integration problems. When the year
in which attendees dropped out of school is examined, it was found out that 8,6%
of the participants dropped out of school in 2004 and before, 18,9% between
2001-2005, 27,6% between 2006-2010 and 53,9% between 2011-2015. When the
grade at which the participants dropped out of school is examined; it was found
out that 64,9% dropped out of school in the ninth grade, 23,1% in the tenth gra-
de, 8,8% in the eleventh grade and 3,2% in the twelfth grade. In the literature, it
is stated that the most school dropout happens is the ninth grade (MEB, 2013, pp
16, Witte and Rogge 2013, Belfied and Levin, 2007). While 44.1% of the partici-
pants who dropped out of school repeated a class, 55.9% did not repeat a class. It
is thought that there is a relationship between repeating a class in the past years,
or only in the ninth grade and high school dropout (MEB, 2013; Rumberger and
Lim, 2008). Randolph, Fraser and Ornthner (2006) found that students who re-
peated the ninth grade were 89% more likely to drop out of the school than those
who did not regardless gender and ethnicity variables. Furthermore, when being
subject to disciplinary action in the school is examined, 17.9% of the participants
had disciplinary problems while 82.1% did not have disciplinary problems. Vari-
ous studies in the literature show that students who have disciplinary problems
are at more risk of dropping out of school (Bryk and Thum, 1989).

When the reasons why the participants dropped out of school are analyzed.
it was found out that 23.6% of the participants dropped out of school because of
financial problems, 19.6% because of failure, 7.3% because of absenteeism, 7.1%
because they wanted to study in a department to their liking in open high school,
and 6.9% because of family issues, 6.7% because they did not like school, 4.9%
because they had problems with teachers, 3.8% because they had problems with
school administrators, 2.7% because they needed to prepare well for university
exam, 2.6% because of the health problems, 2.4% because of financial problems
and family issues, 1.9% because of marriage, 1.7% because of absenteeism and
failure, 1.7% because they thought there is no point in going to school, 1,7%
because of moving house, 1,7% because of failures and not liking the school,
1,5% because of having problems with teachers and school administrators, 1,1%
because of financial problems and having to take care of parents in need, 0.9%
because of family issues and health problems, 0.9% because they had to take
care of their parents in need, and 0.5% because they were subject to disciplinary
action. The findings of some studies are consistent with the findings of this study.
Rotermund (2007) found that 44% of the tenth-grade students who dropped out
of school in 2002 did not come to school regularly, b) 41% thought the GED
could be reached more easily, c) 38% experienced failure d) 37% did not like
school, e) 32% could not keep up with work the school required. Also, some
studies point out the negative effects of absenteeism on school dropout (Cabus
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and De Witte, 2015; Randolph, Fraser and Ornthner, 2006). Furthermore, low
achievement and poor grades in the school are also the factors that lead to school
dropout (Mahuteau and Mavromas, 2014, Bowers, Sprott and Taff, 2013, Ciurej,
Hirschman and Willhoft, 2012; Allensworth and Easton, 2007). In addition to
this, financial difficulties, having to take care of family and family pressure also
have effect on school dropout (MEB, 2013, Tung, 2011, Hupfeld 2007).

Results

The school dropouts are mostly between 17-22 years old, they are of urban
origin, single, and live in house with 9 households. They have 4-9 siblings and
approximately 33% of their siblings repeated a class and 60% also dropped out
of school. Besides, about 66% of their parents are primary school graduates,
literate or illiterate at all. Approximately 66% of their families have an average
monthly income of 1500 liras and below.

Based on these findings, it can be said that the school dropouts usually live
in an environment which has limited social and cultural capital, they have low so-
cio-economic background and very low income. When school dropout problem is
analyzed in terms of equality of opportunity in education; it can be said that des-
pite education is a constitutional right, especially considering regional features in
Turkey, there are some social, cultural and financial problems in ensuring equa-
lity of opportunity in education. Thus, it seems that education policy and system
in general, school system in particular is inadequate to solve these problems.

When evaluating the demographic factors that cause school dropout, the
factors related to past experience; the first performance in the school, past expe-
riences including health problems; educational performance (academic achieve-
ment, educational continuity and attitudes towards self, values and expectations),
attitudes (incompatible behaviors, interaction with the others, characteristics of
the school, employment status and peers) and attitudes towards self, values and
expectations can be considered as predictors. In this study, it was found out that
about 65% of the participants dropped out of school in the ninth grade and about
45% of them repeated a class. So, repeating a class and absenteeism are reliable
predictors of school dropout.

When the causes of this situation are examined, it is found out that the stu-
dents think they were academically successful until the high school years, but
they failed because the high school courses are more difficult. They also have
supposedly more difficult courses (mathematics, physics, chemistry, English, bi-
ology) within the same day. Also, madrasah education and the heavy workload
of the lessons in the school, disciplinary problems, working at a job, a negative
perception related to the meaning of education and importance of school, and
the problems experienced with the education staff are other factors that lead to
school dropout.
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Suggestions

Given that there is a relationship between school dropout and the socioeco-
nomic level of the individual, it can be said that the current education design can-
not solve the problems of disadvantaged groups in ensuring their access to equa-
lity of opportunity in education. Although the study was conducted in Sanlurfa,
instead of centralized educational management system, educational system sho-
uld be decentralized and regional or provincial differences should be taken into
consideration and necessary changes should be done accordingly. Thus, the soci-
ocultural and socioeconomic characteristics of the regions should be taken into
consideration, everyone should be provided with access to education as a struc-
ture, system, organization and the equality of opportunity in education should be
ensured for the disadvantaged groups. In this design; the school system, which is
the last step of the education system, should be evaluated in terms of social and
cultural capital and assumptions about the school should be re-questioned and a
school system which meets the future expectations and provides solutions to fun-
damental questions such as school dropout should be developed in accordance
with the new school theory.

Under the supervision of the governorships, with the coordination of Pro-
vincial National Education, Youth Sports and Provincial Cultural Directorates,
schools should develop extracurricular activities. At regional level, all the stake-
holders in the education system should be made aware of school dropout prob-
lem, at political level, generic intervention strategies should be developed and
multilayered strategies and at operational level, practices that involve the parti-
cipation of teachers and school administrators should be developed. At regional
level, policy makers have a responsibility to raise public awareness related to
school dropout. Policy makers need to give priority to school dropout problem.
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Tiirkce Siiritm

Giris

Giintimiizde diinyadaki pek ¢ok tilkenin egitimle ilgili stratejik oncelikle-
rinden biri okul terkinin 6nlenmesidir. Egitim sistemi igerisindeki herhangi bir
Ogrencinin, egitimine devam etmeme karari almasi ya da egitime devam etmenin
geregini yerine getiremeyerek siirecten ayrilmak zorunda kalmasi egitsel acidan
istenmeyen bir sonuctur. Okul terkinin yaygilig iilkeler arasinda oldugu gibi
iillke i¢inde de belirli yas ve sinif araliginda cesitlilik gostermektedir. Okul terki
gerek birey ve gerekse toplum icin dnemli sorunlara yol agma potansiyeli tagsi-
maktadir. Bu yilizden yol actig1 sonuclar dikkate alindiginda ¢ok yonlii bir kayip
olarak nitelendirilmektedir (Kronick, 1994). Bu sonuglar birey, ekonomi ve top-
lum acisindan degerlendirilebilir.

Okul terkinin kisiye zarar1 oldukca yiiksektir. Bir diploma sahibi olamadan
okuldan ayrilmig bireyin kazanci hayat boyu biiyiik oranda diisiik olmaktadir.
Ayrica, okul terki, egitimin bireye saglayacag tiim getirilerden yoksun olma an-
lamma gelmektedir. Okulu terk eden kisilerin issiz kalma ihtimalleri ¢ok daha
yiiksektir ve ayrica, ig sahibi olsalar bile daha az ticretle calismak zorundadirlar.
Okulu terk edenlerin mezun olanlara gore yasal olmayan islere girisme, saglik
problemi yasama, ekonomik yonden bagimsiz olamama gibi olumsuzluklar ya-
sama ihtimalleri ¢ok daha yiiksektir (Rumberger, 1987). Benzer sekilde, okulu
terk eden bireylerin goze carpan Ozellikleri diisiik yasam kalitesi, diistik ticretli
daha dustik nitelikler gerektiren islerde calisma, issizlik, sosyal agidan uyumsuz-
luk, suca ve intihara egilim seklinde 6zetlenebilir (Tayli, 2008, s. 90). Bu nedenler
genel olarak ele alindiginda okul terkinin toplumsal sorunlara da yol actig1 du-
stintlebilir. Bu durumda okul terki egitim kalitesinin diismesine, sosyal yardim
harcamalarinin artmasina ve tolumdan daha fazla vergi toplanmasina yol agabi-
lir. Bir stire okula devam etmis ve okuldan ayrilmis 6grenciler egitime yapilan
yatirimlarin bosa gitmesine neden olmakta, milli kaynaklarin israf edilmesine yol
acmaktadir. Bu acidan okul terki toplumsal bilin¢ ve toplumsal refah acisindan
o6nemli bir risk olusturmaktadir (Thomas, 2000’den akt. Uysal, 2008, s. 139-140).
Bu dogrultuda okul terki, ekonomik acidan da cesitli sorunlara yol agmaktadir.
Okulu terk eden bu bireylerin, siirekli issizlik, gelir esitsizligi ya da devlet yar-
dim1 gereksinimi gibi durumlar1 yasama ihtimalleri daha yiiksek olacak ve bu
durum sadece devlet icin degil birey i¢in de ¢ok maliyetli olacaktir (APA, 2012).
Ornegin, okul terk oraninin yiiksek oldugu Amerika Birlesik Devletleri (ABD),
toplumsal ve ekonomik yonden biiyiik kayiplar yasamaktadir. Gelecek on y1l i¢in-
de, 12 milyon 6grencinin okulu terk edecegi ve bu durumun ABD’ye yaklasik 1,5
trilyon dolara mal olacagi tahmin edilmektedir (AEE, 2011).

Ilgili alanyazin incelendiginde diinyadaki diger iilkelerde de okul terkine
iliskin ortak bir kaygi ve bu sorunu ortadan kaldirmak icin harekete gecmeye
yonelik ¢aba ve calismalar bulundugu goriilmektedir (Lamb ve Markussen,
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2011). Ancak, her egitim sistemi belirli dinamiklerin i¢cinde bulundugu toplumsal
yapilarda gergeklesir. Bu nedenle her ne kadar okul terki gibi cesitli egitim so-
runlarinda ortak kaygi ve yonelimleri varsa da egitim sistemleri birbirinden farkl
ozellikler tagimaktadir.

Okul terki, Tirkiye agisindan da bityiik 0nem tagimaktadir. Egitime yonelik
son yillarda yapilan yatirimlar, ulusal ve uluslararasi projeler, insani gelismislik
diizeyinin artirilmasia yonelik atilan adimlar, tilkenin ekonomik ve kiiltiirel
ac¢idan kalkinmasinda egitimin 6nemini giderek artirmasi gibi faktorler 6n plana
cikmistir. Bu baglamda egitimin hem nicelik hem de nitelik acisindan gelistiril-
mesi Tirkiye acisindan hayati 6nem tagimaktadir. Fakat egitim sisteminde var
olan okul terklerinin elde edilmek istenen tiim bu faydalarin Oniinde bir engel
olarak durdugu soylenebilir.

Bu calismanin amaci, ortadgretimde okul terki nedenlerinin nasil dagilim
gosterdigini belirlemektir. Ancak arastirma temel olarak iki sinirliliga sahiptir.
Birincisi bu calisma Sanlurfa iliyle simirlandirilmigtir. Tirkiye’de okul terkine
iliskin yapilmig genis 6lgekli cahismalara (MEB, 2013; Ozdemir ve dig., 2010;
ACEY, 2006) bakildiginda bolgesel farkliliklara vurgu yapilmig ve bolgelere ilis-
kin ozel politika onerilerinde bulunulmustur. Buna gore 6zellikle Giineydogu
ve Dogu Anadolu boélgeleri ile bu bolgeler icinde 6zellikle Sanlurfa ilinde okul
terklerinin oldukca fazla oldugu 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. (Simsek, 2010). Buna ek
olarak, TUIK Ulusal Egitim Istatistikleri verilerine gore 2013 yilinda Tiirkiye
genelinde lise ve dengi okul mezunu genclerin orant %31,1 iken bu oranin en
yiksek oldugu il %49,5 ile Karabiik, en diigiik oldugu il ise %13,9 ile Sanlur-
fa oldugu gozlenmistir (TUIK, 2013). 2016-2017 MEB verilerine gore Tiirkiye
genelinde ortadgretim net okullagsma orant %82,54 iken Sanlurfa’da bu oran
%60,07°dir (MEB, 2017). Ortadgretimde okul terk oranlart MEB verilerine gore,
2012-2013 egitim 6gretim yilinda, Tiirkiye genelinde %26,97 iken Sanlurfa’da
%37,56 ile Tiirkiye ortalamasinin hayli iizerindedir (MEB, 2013). Sanlurfa ilinde
yapilan bir arastirmada lise diizeyinde okul terki hakkinda carpici sonuglara
ulasilmistir. Buna gore 2008-2009 yilinda, kayit yapan 10 6grenciden ancak 6’s1
zamaninda okulu bitirebilmistir. Bu sonuglar ilde liseye baslayan 6grencilerin
ancak %50,38’inin zamaninda mezun olabildigini géstermektedir. Liseyi bitirme
oranimin kizlarda %67,78 iken, erkeklerde %42,47 olarak gerceklesmistir (Sim-
sek, 2011, s. 28). Bu baglamda bu ¢alismanin, hem okul terkleri agisindan yiiksek
bir orana sahip olan bir ilde yapilmast hem de okul terklerinin bolgesel ve daha
alt diizeyde incelenmesinden dolay1 alanyazina 6énemli bir katki yapacag diisii-
nillmektedir.

Ikinci simirlilik ise okul terki kavraminin alanyazinda farkli sekillerde ele
alimmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Okul terki kavraminin farkli sekillerde tanim-
lanmasi, ilgili calismalarda ozellikle 6rneklemin belirlenmesinde cesitli sinirlilik
ve farkliliklar meydana getirmektedir. Okul terkine iliskin teorilerle de incele-
nebilen bu kavramlar genellikle “devamsizlik (absenteeism)” ve “egitim ve 0g-
retimden erken ayrilma (early leaving from education and training)” kavramla-
ridir. Devamsizlik her ne kadar 6grencinin egitsel performansina iliskin ciktilara
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etki eden diger bir faktor olsa da bu aragtirmanin konusu degildir. Egitim ve
ogretimden erken ayrilma ise okul terki ile oldukca karistirilmaya agik bir kav-
ramdir. Egitim ve §gretimden erken ayrilma, 18-24 yaslar1 arasindaki bireyler-
den en fazla ortaokulu (lower secondary education) tamamlamig ve sonraki egi-
tim kademelerine halihazirda devam etmeyen bireylerle ilgilidir (EUROSTAT:
Statistics Explained). Egitim ve 6gretimden erken ayrilma orani ise 18-24 yas
araligindaki en fazla ortaokulu tamamlamis ve sonraki egitim kademelerine
halihazirda devam etmeyen bireylerin 18-24 yas arasi cag niifusu iceresindeki
tim bireylere oraniyla hesaplanmaktadir. Bu oran EUROSTAT 1n istatistiksel
amaclar1 dogrultusunda operasyonel olarak Isgiicii Anketinde (Labour Force
Survey-LFS) kayitli olan 18-24 yas arasi bireyler iizerinden tanimlanmaktadir.
(EUROSTAT: Statistics Explained). Dolayisiyla egitim ve 6gretimden erken ay-
rilma kavrami en az ortaokul mezunu ama lise mezunu olmayan ve hali hazirda
liseden mezun olunabilecek yas iizerindeki (Tiirkiye’de son diizenlemelerle bir
Ogrenci Orgiin egitimde basarili oldugu siirece en fazla 18 yasinda liseden mezun
olabilmektedir.) bireyleri kapsamaktadir. Okul terki ise egitim ve 6gretimden
erken ayrilma kavramindan daha genig bir anlam ifade etmektedir. Okul terki
anaokulundan lisansiistii egitime kadar her kademede ve her yasta gerceklesebi-
lir. Fakat buradaki temel problem hangi 6grencilerin okulu terk etmis olarak ele
alinmasi gerektigi ile ilgilidir. Ozellikle Amerika Birlesik Devletleri gibi egitim
sisteminin daha yerel oldugu tilkelerde eyaletler ve egitim bolgeleri arasinda okul
terkinin kapsami degisebilmektedir (Gaustad, 1991). Bunlara bir 6rnek olarak
ogrenci tipine gore okul terki kapsaminda ele alinan 6grenci gruplar verilebilir.
Kimi 6grenciler orgiin egitim kurumlarina devam etmektense esdeger program-
lara, lise tamamlama gibi sinavlara ya da acik ve uzaktan egitim veren kurumlara
yonelmektedir. Bu durumda Orgiin egitime devam eden Ogrenciler geleneksel
(traditional), 6rgiin egitim kurumundan ayrilarak farklh sekillerde diploma elde
edenler de geleneksel olmayan (non-traditional) 6grenci tipini olusturmaktadir.
Bu durumda geleneksel olmayan 6grenciler de diplomalarini alana dek okul
terki kapsaminda degerlendirilebilmektedir (McMillens et. al., 1994). Tiirkiye
acisindan okul terki kapsamina alinacak dgrencilerin belirlenmesinde MEB’in
de benzer bir yaklagimi benimsedigi sdylenebilir. MEB E-okul sisteminde okul
terki kapsaminda ele alinabilecek 6grenciler arasinda, “acik 6gretim lisesine ka-
yit olan, ikinci defa sinif tekrari yapan, vefat etmis olan, yurt digina c¢ikan ya da
6grenim hakkini kullanmayan 6grenciler” yer almaktadir (MEB, 2013). Dola-
yistyla bu calismada da okul terki kapsamina alinacak dgrenciler geleneksel ve
geleneksel olmayan 6grenci tipine gore belirlenmigtir.

Buna gore bu calismanin evrenini Sanlurfa’da geleneksel olmayan, yani;
herhangi bir 0rgiin egitim veren liseden ayrilarak acik liseye kayit yaptirmis olan
ogrenciler olusturmustur. Tirkiye’de acik liseler her ne kadar Milli Egitim Ba-
kanligi (MEB) tarafindan yillik egitim istatistiklerinde kademelere gore okul-
lasma oranlar1 hesaplanirken Orgiin egitim veren kurumlarla beraber hesapla-
malara dahil edilse de ilgili yasa ve yonetmeliklere gore uzaktan ve agik 6gretim
sistemine dayali olarak calismaktadirlar. 1998 yilinda ¢ikarilan 4359 sayili yasa ile
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birlikte acik lise hizmetleri Egitim Teknolojileri Genel Miidiirliigii altinda toplan-
mistir. 2011 yilinda cikan 652 sayili Kanun Hitkmiinde Kararname ile de Yagsam
Boyu Ogretim Genel Miidiirliigii altinda faaliyetlerine devam etmektedir. Ek
olarak acik lisede her yag grubundan bireyler egitim alabilmektedir. Bu yoniiyle
de acik lise 6grencileri geleneksel olmayan dgrenci tipine uygun 6grencilerdir.

Sonug olarak bu calismada MEB E-okul sistemindeki okul terkine iligkin ta-
nimlama (2013), agik liselerin geleneksel olmayan 6grencilerden olusmasi ve egi-
tim ve 0gretimden erken ayrilma kavraminda oldugu gibi bir yas sinirlamasinin
gozetilememesi gibi nedenlerle lise diizeyinde okuldan ayrilan bireylerin neden
ayrildiklarinin arastirildigl bu ¢alismada” egitim ve Ogretimden erken ayrilma”
yerine “okul terki” kavrami secilmistir.

Alanyazin

Okaul terkine iligkin teorik arka planin genel sosyoloji teorileri ve egitim ala-
nindaki bazi teorilerden olustugu sdylenebilir. Okul terki genel sosyoloji teorileri
acisindan ele alacak olursa ilk olarak Max Weber’in Is Boliimii ve Uzmanlasma
Kuramia deginilmistir. Weber’e gore egitim, bireyi, okuldncesinden yiiksekog-
retime kadar gecen egitim 6gretim siireci icinde uzmanlik bilgi ve becerisi ile do-
natarak iktisadi yap icerisinde kendisi ve toplum icin iiretken kilmaktadir. Okul
terkinin bir yap:1 ve siire¢ olarak varlig1 bireylerin uzmanlagmaya giden egitim
kariyerlerinde bir kirilma yaratarak iktisadi ve toplumsal acidan hem bireyin ken-
disi hem de toplum icin bir kayip olusturmaktadir. Schultz’'un Insan Sermayesi
Kuramu agisindan bilgi toplumu ve bilgi ekonomisinin hakim oldugu 21. Yiizyil-
da, yenilesmenin hammaddesinin egitim-6gretim siireclerini tamamlamis insan
kaynagi oldugu distiniildiigiinde, okul terki kisa, orta ve uzun vadede iilkelerin
iktisadi var olma stratejileri iizerinde olumsuz bir etki yarattig1 diigtintilebilir. Pi-
erre Bourdieu’nun Kiiltiirel Sermayesi Kurami incelendiginde okul terki kiiltiirel
sermaye acisindan esitsizliklere sahip ¢ocuklarin okul sisteminden kopmalariyla
kiiltiirel sermayelerini gelistirme firsatlarini yok ettigi gibi esitsizliklerin derinles-
mesini saglar. Ote yandan okul terki toplumun tiim katmanlarinimn yer aldig1 ve
toplumun kiiciik bir modellemesi olarak tanimlanabilecek okul ve sinif sistemleri
icerisinde farkli kiiltiirel sermaye gruplarindan gelen 6grencilerin ortaklagmasi-
n1 engeller, kiiltiirel farkindalik ve birlikte yasamaya iliskin tutum ve becerileri
olumsuz etkiler. Marx’m Yabancilasma Kurami agisindan okul terki incelendi-
ginde ise yabancilasmanin 6grencilerde yarattig1 en 6nemli etki okuldan ayrilma
diistincesidir (Simsek ve Akdemir, 2015). Yabancilagan 6grenciler, okulun 6ne-
mini ve degerini anlayamamakta ve okulu can sikici, rutin ve ileriki yagamlarinda
fayda saglamayacak iglevsiz bir yer olarak algilayabilmektedir.

Okul terkine iligkin egitim alaninda ¢esitli modeller, teori ya da yaklagimla-
rin gelistirildigi gdzlenmektedir. Bunlardan 6grenci katilim modeline gore, 0g-
rencinin katilimi 6grencinin okuldan yabancilagmasini engelleyen bir durumdur
(Newmann, Wehlage ve Lamborn, 1992). Bu dogrultuda Fredricks, Blumenfeld
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ve Paris (2004) 6grenci katilimini davranigsal, duyussal ve biligsel olmak tizere
i¢ baglik altinda incelemiglerdir. Buna gore davranigsal katilim genel itibariyle
ogrencilerin akademik ve miifredat dis1 etkinliklere katilimini ifade eder. Duyus-
sal katilim, okul, 6gretmenler, arkadaslar, 6devler gibi 6grenciyi kuruma bagla-
yan konulara iligkin 6grencinin olumlu ya da olumsuz tepkilerini inceler. Biligsel
katilim ise 6grencinin edinmesi gereken bilgi ve becerileri elde etmeye yonelik,
zihinsel cabasini ve goniilliliigiini ifade eder. Bu ii¢ boyutlu yap1 6grenci etkile-
simiyle ilgili calismalarda genel itibariyle kabul gérmiistiir (Archambault, Janosz,
Morizot ve Pagani, 2009; Wang, Willett ve Eccles, 2011).

Gelisimsel islemsel modele gore ise okul terki birden gerceklesen bir davra-
nig degisikligi degildir. Belli bir siireg icerisinde gerceklesir. Bu siire¢ 6grencinin
herhangi bir egitim kurumuna ya da egitim sistemine ilk defa adim atmasindan
okulu biraktig1 zamana kadarki etkinliklerin timiini kapsamaktadir (Alexander,
Entwisle ve Horsey, 1997). Bu baglamda, Jimerson ve digerleri (2000) okul terki-
ne gelisimsel islemsel modeli temel alarak yaklagmiglardir. Buna gore bireylerin
erken gelisim donemlerinden itibaren gevreleriyle olan islemleri (etkilesimleri)
sonucu edindikleri tecriibeler ve semalar kismen de olsa ileriki yaslara taginir. Bu
baglamda erken donem ev ortami, cocuk bakimi, sosyoekonomik diizey, zeka dii-
zeyi, akademik bagari, akran iligkileri ve ailenin okula katiliminin lise diizeyinde
19 yasindaki risk altindaki cocuklarin okulu birakmasinda etkili oldugu soylene-
bilir (Jimerson vd., 2000).

Engelleme-ozgiiven ve katilim-6zdesim modeli okul terkinine iligkin bir di-
ger model olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Finn (1989) ise okul terkini agiklarken, engel-
leme-0zgiiven ve katilim-6zdesim modeli olmak tizere iki modelden yararlanir.
Ilkinde gengler, toplumsal damgalanma ve basarisizlikla iligkili 6zsaygisinin azal-
mastyla basa ¢ikmak icin problemli davraniglara bagvurur. Boylelikle 6zsaygilari-
n1 yenilemek icin bir alan ararlar. Bu alan genellikle toplum tarafindan yaptirimi
daha az olan seylerde basarili olmak ya da benzer sekillerde topluma ayak uydu-
ramayan akranlariin onayini kazanmaktan gecer. Bundan sonra akranlarinin da
olumsuz etkisiyle okulu birakir. Boylelikle 6grenci okul basarisizligindan dolay1
hayal kiriklig1 ve asagilanmadan kurtulmusg olur (Ekstrom, 1986; Elliott ve Voss,
1974). Diger modelde ise, 6grencinin ilk defa sinif etkinliklerini tecriibe etmeye
baglamasiyla beraber kaliteli bir 6gretim dahilinde verilen gorevleri kabul ede-
bilir ve en asag1 diizeyde olsa da yerine getirmesiyle katilimci davranislar goster-
meye baglar. Ogrenci zamanla belli diizeyde basar1 da elde edince bu katilimei
davranislar artarak devam eder. Hem okulda hem de okul disinda artan basa-
rilar, 6grencinin kendini okul ile tanimlamasina ve artan katilimeci davraniglara
yol acar. Bu sekilde devam eden 6grenciler temel gereklilikleri karsilar ve okulu
tamamlarlar. Bu ikinci modelin davranigsal (katilim) yoniine ek olarak duyussal
bir yont de vardir (Hess ve Greer, 1987).

Okul terkinin nedenlerine iliskin diger bir yaklasim okuldan iten ve okul
disina cikan faktorler olarak ifade edilebilir. Okulu terk eden 6grencilerin terk
stirecinde rol oynayan bir takim igsel ve digsal faktorlerden s6z etmek miimkiin-
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diir. Bunlar “okul digina ¢eken (pull out)” ve “okuldan iten (push out)” faktorler
olarak gruplandirilabilir (Stearns ve Glennie, 2006; Jordan, Lara ve McPartland,
1994). Okul digina ¢eken faktorler okulun dig ¢evresinden ve 0grencinin Kisisel
hayatindan kaynaklanir. Ogrencinin yasaminda okula gitme genglik yillarinda
yapilan diger seylerden bir tanesidir. Buna gore dgrencilerin okulda kalmala-
11 kendi ekonomik ilgilerine gore yaptiklar: rasyonel bir fayda maliyet hesabina
gore belirlenir. Yani 0grencilerin finansal durumu, bir iste ¢alisip calismamalari,
aile yapisinda yasanan degisiklikler, evlilik, hastalik gibi cesitli faktorler egitime
devam etmelerine ya da okulu birakmalarina etki edebilir. Okuldan iten fak-
torler okulun i¢ gevresinden kaynaklanir. Buna gore 6gretmenlerin 6grencilere
kars1 tutumu, disiplin politikalari, okul kurallari, sinavlar, testler ve bunlardan
alinan diistik notlar gibi bazi faktorler 6grenciyi okulun digina itebilir. Bu te-
orilere gore 6grenciler yalnizca bireysel tutumlarindan dolayr degil, okul yapi-
sinda kaynaklanan sorunlar yiiziinden de okuldan ayrilir. Bu yiizden dgrenciyi
okulda kalmaktan alikoyan okul ile ilgili faktorlere yogunlagirlar. Buna ek olarak
Watt ve Roessingh (1994) okulun (sistemin) disina ¢ikma “falling out” kavramini
one stirmektedir. Bu durum 6grencinin 6nemli bir akademik islerde bir ilerleme
kaydetmedigi, akademik siiregten ve okuldan sogudugu ve okulu tamamlamaya
iliskin kararsizlik yagamaya baglamasiyla kendini gdstermektedir. Bu kavramin
odak noktas1 grencinin akademik etkilesimsizlige iligkin olumlu duygu ve davra-
niglaridir. Bu durum 6grencinin kendini okul ve personel ile baglantili oldugunu
hissetmemesiyle de baslayabilir. Sistemin ya da okulun digina ¢ikma, etkin bir ka-
rardan ziyade bireysel ve egitsel desteklerin yetersizliginden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Okul terkine iliskin bagka bir kuram da Battin-Pearson ve digerleri (2000)
tarafindan ortaya konmustur. Akademik uzlagsma, genel uyumsuzluk, uyumsuz
grup lyeligi, zayif aile sosyallesmesi ve yapisal ozellikler adi verilen bu kurama
gore okul terki, akademik arabuluculuk (academic mediation), genel uyumsuzluk
(general deviance), uyumsuz grup tyeligi (deviant affiliation), zayif aile sosyal-
lesmesi (poor family socialization theory) ve yapisal 6zellikler teorisi (structural
strains thoery) olmak iizere bes modelde incelenebilir. Akademik arabuluculuk
teorisine gore duisiik akademik basar1 okul terkinin en giiclii yordayicilarindan
biridir. Ayn1 zamanda bu teori diisiik akademik basarinin diger dort teorinin
degiskenleri tizerindeki etkisini de ele alir. Genel uyumsuzluk kurami, suc dav-
raniglari, uyusturucu madde kullanimi ve erken yastaki hamilelik gibi uyumsuz
davranislartyla okul terki arasindaki iligkiyi inceler. Uyumsuz davraniglarinin di-
siik akademik basarinin etkisinden bagimsiz olarak da okul terkine etkisi vardir.
Uyumsuz grup iyeligi teorisinde ise 6grencinin anti sosyal akranlariyla arasin-
daki baga ve bu bagin okul terki tizerindeki etkisine vurgu yapilir. Buradaki anti
sosyal kavrami 0grencinin okula bagliliginin azlig1 ve okulu birakma egiliminin
sonucu kullanilan bir kavramdir. Eger bir 6grencinin anti sosyal arkadaglar1 varsa
onun da okulu birakma riski akademik basarisina bakmaksizin yiiksektir. Zayif
aile sosyallesmesi teorisinde ise dgrencinin aile arka plani ile okul terki arasin-
daki iligki incelenir. Diigtik aile sosyallesmesi diigiik aile beklentileri ve egitim
diizeyini igerir. Ancak bu teorinin okul terkiyle iligkisi giiclii degildir, akademik
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basarinin etkisi daha yiiksektir. Son olarak yapisal 6zellikler teorisi, sosyoekono-
mik diizey, cinsiyet ve etnisite gibi demografik degiskenlerle okul terki arasindaki
iliskiye odaklanir.

Son olarak Rumberger ve Lim (2008), okul terkine iliskin egitimsel perfor-
mansi temel alarak kavramsal bir cerceve gelistirmistir. Cerceve, okul terkini
bireysel ve kurumsal faktorler olmak tizere iki genel boyutta ele almaktadir. Bi-
reysel faktorler kendi i¢inde 6grencinin arka plani, tutumlar, davraniglar ve egit-
sel performansi olarak dorde ayrilirken; kurumsal faktorler de kendi iginde aile,
okul ve toplum olmak iizere li¢ grupta toplanmistir. Bu basliklar okul terki alan-
yaziniyla iligkili biitiin faktorleri biytlik 6l¢tide kapsadigi igin oldukg¢a dnemlidir.

Yontem

Aragtirma Modeli

Bu nicel arastirma betimsel tarama modelinde tasarlanmis. Tarama modeli,
gecmiste ya da o anda var olan bir durumu var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyen,
tanimlamayr amaclayan arastirma yaklagimidir. Tarama modelinde bilimin goz-
leme kaydetme, olaylar arasindaki iligkileri tespit etme, kontrol edilen degismez
iligkiler izerinde genellemelere varmaya olanak saglanmaktadir (Karasar, 2007,
s.79).

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmada evren ve 6rneklem Sanlurfa’daki acik lise 6grencileri tizerin-
den belirlenmistir. Evren ve 6rneklem belirlenirken birtakim giicliiklerle karsila-
stlmistir. 2013-2014 egitim 6gretim yilindan itibaren zorunlu egitime gecildigi icin
Milli Egitim Bakanhg Bilisim Sistemleri [MEBBIS] Sorgu Modiilii icerisinde lise
dizeyinde okulu terk eden 6grencilere ait bir sorgu modiilii bulunmamaktadir.
Bu nedenle Sanlurfa il merkezi genelinde lise diizeyinde okulu terk etmis ve agik
liseye kayit yaptirmig 6grenci sayist net olarak belli degildir. Ancak ilkdgretim ve
ortadgretimde okulu terk etmis ve 2014/2015 giiz doneminde acik liseye kayit
yaptiran biitiin 6grencilerden 8.008’i (%61,07) erkek, 5.105’1 (%38,93) kiz olmak
iizere Sanhurfa il merkezinde toplam 13.113 6grenci bulunmaktadir.

Arastirmanin evreninin biitiin kademelerde okulu terk eden toplam 13.113
6grenciden olustugu varsayildiginda, 6rneklem biiyiikliigi Bityiikoztiirk ve diger-
lerinin (2010) belirttigi hesaplama yontemine gore; 373 kisi olarak ortaya ¢ik-
maktadir. Ayrica Creswell (2012) betimsel tarama modelindeki ¢aligmalarda bir
hedef kitlenin belli bir konudaki yaygin kanisini ve egilimini degerlendirmek igin
en az 350 katilimcidan veri toplanmasi gerektigini ifade etmektedir. Bu nedenle
orneklem biiyiikliigliniin ortadgretim diizeyinde okulu terk edip acik lisede oku-
yan 373 kisiden fazla olmasi aragtirma i¢in yeterli oldugu kanisina varilmistir. Bu-
nunla beraber, oranl kiime 6rnekleme yontemiyle; cinsiyet acisindan kiimelene-
rek, %61 erkek, %39 kadin katilimci oran1 ulasmak hedeflenmistir. Ancak 13.113
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ogrenciden ne kadarmnin lise diizeyinde okulu terk ettigi bilinmediginden, aras-
tirmada Oncelikle veriler tiim 6grencilerden toplanmig daha sonra yalnizca lise
diizeyinde okulu terk edip agik lise kayit 6grencilerden elde edilen veriler analiz
edilmistir. Bununla beraber okulu terk etmis olan 6grencilerin her birine tek tek
ulagmak calismanin finans ve zaman maliyetini cok fazla arttirmaktadir. Arastir-
manin basindan itibaren orta 6gretim diizeyinde okulu terk eden 6grenci sayisi
bilinmedigi igin arastirmaci olabildigince fazla sayida katilimcidan veri toplama
yoluna gitmistir. Sonuc itibariyle toplamda 2.985 katilimciya ulasiimistir.

Veri Toplama Aract

Ilgili alan yazina gore hazirlanan “Ortadgretim Okul Terki Anketi” (OOTA)
gelistirilmistir. Anketin kapsam gecerliligine iliskin bes alan uzmanindan goriis
alinmugtir. Ortadgretim Okul Terki Anketi (OOTA) iki boliimden olugmaktadir.
Birinci boliim katilimeinin; yas, cinsiyet, medeni durum gibi demografik degis-
kenler ve ebeveynin egitim, calisma ve gelir durumu, kardesler ve arkadaglarina
iliskin bilgi sunan 22 maddeyi icermektedir. Tkinci boliim ise; katilimcinin okul
hayatindaki ¢ok yonli 6grenci 6zelliklerini, okulu terk nedenleri ve terk ettikten
sonraki siirece dair bilgi veren 3 maddeyi icermektedir.

Olusturulan anketin gegerlik ve giivenirligine iligkin olarak, bilinen olgek-
lerdeki gibi bir faktor analizi ya da alfa degerinin hesaplanmasi gibi islemleri
yapilmamuistir. Bunun baglica nedeni anketin ilk boliimiindeki 22 sorunun temel
olarak yas, cinsiyet, ebeveynlerin egitim diizeyi gibi demografik bilgilere iligkin
sorulardan olugmasidir. Geriye kalan 3 soru ise alanyazina dayali olarak ve 6zel-
likle MEB’in 2013 yilinda yaptig1 okul terki ve devamsizliga iliskin ¢alismanin
bulgularindan hareket edilerek olusturulan sorular oldugu ve likert tipinde olma-
yip toplam puan vermesi amaglanmayan sorulardan olustugu igin 6zellik olarak
demografik sorulardan ¢ok da farkli degildir. Buna gore yapi gegerliligine iligkin
analize gidilmemistir. Ancak gecerlik maddenin/sorunun gergekten 6lgmek iste-
nen seyi Ol¢iip 6lcmedigi ve glivenirlik maddenin/sorunun tutarh dlgiimler yapip
yapmadig1 seklindeki genel anlamiyla ele alindiginda (Del Greco, Walop and
McCarthy, 1987), sorularin giinliik dildeki genel-geger anlamlarini yansitacak
sekilde olusturulmus olmasina dikkat edilerek uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda
alanyazin ve dilsel agidan gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmis olup igerik gecerligi, go-
riinii gecerligi ve giivenirlik (Del Greco, Walop and McCarthy, 1987) acisindan
yasanabilecek sorunlar en aza indirilmeye calisilmig ve anket uygulamaya hazir
hale getirilmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Coziimlenmesi

Milli Egitim Bakanligindan izin alinarak Sanhurfa il Milli Egitim Miidiirlii-
ginlin yardimi ve koordinasyonu ile 30 Mayis 2015 tarihinde il genelinde yapi-
lan merkezi agik lise sinavina giren 6grencilerden her salonda goniillii olanlara
anketler dagitilarak, veriler toplanmistir. Merkezi acik lise sinavi 35 bina, 632
salonda yapilmis olup 11.483 dgrenci sinava katilmigtir. Toplamda 5.356 goniilli
katilimcr anketi doldurmustur. Yapilan siiflama sonrasinda 1.897 6grencinin il-
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kogretim diizeyinde okulu terk ettigi goriilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla geriye kalan orta-
Ogretim diizeyinde okulu terk eden 3.459 katilimcr aragtirmanin kapsamina dahil
edilmigtir. Elde edilen eri seti izerinden kayip ve ug degerlere iligkin incelemeler
yapilmis ve 474 anket gecersiz sayilmistir. Sonug olarak, 1.842 (%61,71) erkek,
1.143 (%38,29) kadin olmak iizere toplamda 2.985 katilimcinin ankete verdigi
yanitlari igeren veri seti analize dahil edilmistir. Arastirmada toplanan nicel veri-
lerin analizinde SPSS paket programi kullaniimugtir.

Bulgular

Bu bolimde okulu terk eden 6grencilerin sosyo-ekonomik profilleri hakkin-
da elde edilen veriler sunulmustur.

Tablo 1
Okul Terk Eden Ogrencilerin Bireysel Profil Ozellikleri

Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Cinsiyeti

Cinsiyet f %
Erkek 1842 61,7
Kadmn 1143 38,3
Toplam 2985 100,0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Yasi

Yas f %
14-16 172 6,3
17-19 952 34,6
20-22 698 25,4
23-25 435 15,8
26-28 186 6,8
29-31 110 4,0
32-34 79 2,9
35-37 53 1,9
38- + 64 2,3
Toplam 2749 100,0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Dogum Yeri

Dogum yeri f %
Kent 2470 85,9
Kir 406 14,1
Toplam 2876 100,0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Medeni Durumu

Medeni durum f %
Bekar 2336 78,8
Evli 630 21,2
Toplam 2966 100,0
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Tablo 1 incelendiginde; 2985 katilimcinin 1.842’si (%61,7) erkek, 1.143’G
(38,3) kadindan olusmaktadir. Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin yaslari incelendi-
ginde, 14-16 yas arasindakiler toplam katilimcilarin %6,3’lini, 17-19 yas arasin-
dakiler %34,6’s1n1, 20-22 yas arasindakiler %25,4’tiinii, 23-25 yag arasindakiler
%15,8’ini, 26-28 yas arasindakiler %06,8’ini, 29-31 yas arasindakiler %4’ind,
32-34 yag arasindakiler %2,9’unu, 35-37 yas arasindakiler %1,9’unu, 38 yas ve
tizerindekiler %2,3’iinii olugturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin en fazla bulundugu yas
araligt (%34,6) 17-19 olurken, en az (%1,9) 35-37 yas araligi olmaktadir. Oku-
lu terk eden katilimcilarin dogum yeri incelendiginde, katilimcilarin %85,2’si
(2470) kentlerden olusurken, %14,1’i (406) kirdan olusmaktadir. Katilimcilarin
medeni durumu incelendiginde %78,8’i (2336) bekar iken, %21,1’inin evli oldu-

gu goriilmektedir.
Tablo 2

Okulu Terk Eden Ogrencilerin Ailelerinin Sosyal Profil Ozellikleri

HanedekKi Kisi sayisi f %
0-3 315 11,1
4-6 1323 46,4
7-9 899 31,5
10 ve tizeri 313 11,0
Toplam 2850 100,0
Okulu Terk Eden Katihmeilarin Aile Biitiinliigiine iliskin Bulgular
Anne- babasi birlikte yagayanlar 2553 86,5
Babasi vefat edenler 216 7,3
Babasi ikinci evlilik yapip, ikinci 56 1,9
esiyle yasayanlar
Annesi vefat edenler 52 1,8
Anne-baba bosandi 52 1,8
Anne ve babasi vefat edenler 22 0,7
Toplam 2951 100,0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Kardes Sayisi
0-3 360 12,3
4-6 1438 49,1
7-9 820 28,0
10 ve tizeri 312 10,6
Toplam 2930 100,0
Katilimcilarin Kardeslerinin Okul Durumuna Iliskin Bulgular
Evet Hayir
f % f %
Kardeslerinden okulu birakanlar 1638 58.3 1174 41.7
Kardeslerinden sinif tekrari yapanlar 848 29.1 2063 70.9

OKulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Ebeveynlerinin Egitim Durumuna Iliskin Bulgular

Baba Egitim Durumu

Anne Egitim Durumu

f % f %
Okuma yazma yok 372 12.9 1494 51.0
Okur-yazar 428 14.8 446 15.2
Ilkokul mezunu 1069 37.0 654 22.3
Ortaokul mezunu 474 16.4 217 7.4
Lise mezunu 391 13.5 94 3.2
Yiiksekokul mezunu 71 2.5 7 2
Universite mezunu 77 2.7 11 4
Lisansiistii mezunu 9 3 5 2
Toplam 2891 100.0 2928 100.0
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Tablo 2’de okulu terk eden dgrencilerin ailelerinin sosyal profil dzellikleri
yer almaktadir. Katihmcilarin oturduklart hanedeki kisi sayisi incelendiginde;
oturduklar1 hanede 0-3 kisi yasayanlar tiim katihmcilarin %11,1’ini, 4-6 kisi ya-
sayanlar %46,4’ini, 7-9 kisi yasayanlar %31,5’ini, 10 ve iizeri yagayanlar %11’ini
olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilar yasadiklar: hanedeki kisi sayisi en fazla (%46,4)
4-6 kisiden olusurken, en az (%11) 10 ve iizeri kisiden olusmaktadir. Okulu terk
eden katilimcilarin aile biitiinligiine iligkin bulgular incelendiginde; toplamda
katilimcilarin %86,5’ini anne-babasiyla birlikte yasayanlar, %7,3’tinii babas ve-
fat edenler, %1,9unu babasi ikinci evlilik yapip, ikinci esiyle yasayanlar, %1,8’ini
annesi vefat edenler, %1,8’ini anne ve babasi bosananlar, 0,7’sini anne babasi
vefat edenler olusturmaktadir. Katiimcilarin kardes sayis1 incelendiginde; top-
lamda katilimcilarin %12,3’iintin 0-3 kardesi, %49,1’inin 4-6 kardesi, %?28’inin
7-9 kardesi, %10,6’siin 10 ve tizeri kardesi oldugu goriilmektedir. Katilimeilarin
en fazla (%49,1) 4-6 kardesi olurken en az (%10,6) 10 ve iizeri kardesi oldugu
gozlenmektedir. Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin kardeslerinin okul durumuna
iliskin bulgular incelendiginde; katilimcilarin %58,3’tiniin kardeslerinden oku-
lu terk ettigine rastlanirken, %41,7’sinin kardeslerinden okulu terk etmedigine
rastlanmigtir. Yine katiimcilarin kardeslerinden %29,1’1 sinif tekrari yaparken,
%70,9unun kardesi sinif tekrari yapmamustir. Katilimcilarin ebeveynlerinin egi-
tim durumuna iligkin bulgular incelendiginde, katilimcilarin babalarinin %12,9’u
okuma yazma bilmezken, annelerinin %51’i okuma yazma bilmemektedir. Yine
katilimcilarin babalarinin %14,8’i, annelerinin %15,2’si okur-yazar; babalarinin
%37T’si, annelerinin %22,3’1 ilkokul mezunu; babalarinin %16,4’1i, annelerinin
%7,41 ortaokul mezunu; babalarmin %13,5’i, annelerinin %3,2’si lise mezunu;
babalarinin %2,5’1, annelerinin %0,2’si yiiksekokul mezunu; babalarinin %2,7’si,
annelerinin %0,4’4 Gniversite mezunu; babalarinin %0,3’1, annelerinin %0,2’si
lisanstistii mezunu oldugu gozlenmektedir.

Tablo 3
Okulu Terk Eden Ogrencilerin Ailelerinin Mesleki/Ekonomik Profili

Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Babalarin Annelerin

Ebeveynlerin Calisma Durumuna Calisma Durumu Calisma
_Iliskin Bulgular Durumu

f % f %

Evet 1751 60.6 99 34

Hayir 602 20.8 1183 40.2

Emekli 535 18.5 13 4

Ev hanimui - - 1645 56.0

Toplam 2888 100.0 2940 100.0

Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Babalarinin f %

Meslek Durumuna iliskin Bulgular

Esnaf 272 21.1

Serbest Meslek 265 20.5

Isci 185 14.3

Ciftci 169 13.1

Memur 130 10.1
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Tablo 3 (Devami)
Okulu Terk Eden Ogrencilerin Ailelerinin Mesleki/Ekonomik Profili

Sofor 108 8.4
Teknisyen 64 5.0
Giivenlik Gorevlisi 35 2.7
Yonetici 23 1.8
Asct 19 1.5
Ogretmen 12 9
Ticcar 10 .8
Toplam 1292 100.0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Ailelerinin f %
Ortalama Aylik Gelirleri
0-500 166 7.6
501-1000 878 40.3
1001-1500 420 19.3
1501-2000 324 14.9
2001-2500 102 4.7
2501-3000 154 7.1
3001 tstii 136 6.2
Evet Hayir
Katihmcilari Okula Devam Ederken Bir Iste f % f %
Calisma Durumuna Iliskin Goriisleri
Okurken bir iste caligma durumu 1275 43.4 1660 56.6
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin f %
Oturduklar: Evin Miilkiyet Durumu
Kendi evimiz 2045 69.5
Kira 714 24.3
Lojman 28 1.0
Bir yakimnin evi (kira 6demiyor) 156 53
Toplam 2943 100.0

Tablo 3’te okulu terk eden katilimcilarin ailelerinin mesleki/ekonomik pro-
fili incelenmektedir. Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin ebeveynlerinin calisma duru-
muna iligkin bulgular incelendiginde, babalariin %60,6’s1 bir iste ¢alistigi, %20
,8'inin calismadigr ve %18,5’inin emekli oldugu goriilmekteyken; annelerinin
%3,4’1 bir iste calismakta, %40,2’si calismamakta, %0,4’ti emekli ve %56’simin
ev hanimi oldugu goriilmektedir. Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin babalarimin
meslek durumuna iliskin bulgular incelendiginde; %21,1’i esnaf, %20,5’i serbest
meslek, %14,3’1 isci, %13,30 ciftgi, %10,1’i memur, %8,4’1 sofdr, %5°i teknis-
yen, %2,7’si givenlik gorevlisi, %1,8’1 yonetici, %1,5’1 as¢1, %0,9u 6gretmen ve
%0,8’inin tiiccar oldugu goriilmektedir. Okulu terk eden katilimeilarin ailelerinin
ortalama aylik geliri incelendiginde; %7,6’s1 0-500 lira, %40,3’4 501-1000 lira,
%14,9'u 1501-2000 lira, %4,7’si 2001-2500 lira, %7,1’i 2501-3000 lira ve %6,2’si
3001 lira ve tizeri oldugu gorilmektedir. Katilimcilar ailelerinin %40,3’t 501-
1000 lira aylik gelir ile en yiiksek oranda temsil edilirken, %4,7’si 2001-2500
lira aylik gelir ile en diisiik oranda temsil edildigi gortilmektedir. Katilimcilarin
%43,4’1 okula devam ederken bir iste ¢alisirken, %56,6’s1 okurken bir iste calis-
madig1 gozlenmektedir. Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin oturduklar: evin miilkiyet
durumu incelendiginde; %69,5’inin kendi evi, %24,3’1 kira, %1’i lojman, %5,3’t
bir yakinin evinde kira 6demeden oturdugu goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 4

Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilann Egitim-Ogretim Siirecine Iligkin Ozellikleri

Okulu Terk Eden Katihmeilarin Ogrenim Hayati Boyunca Okul Degistirme  f %
Durumu

Evet 1450 49.2
Hayir 1496 50.8
Toplam 2946 100.0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimeilarin Terk Ettikleri Okul Tiirt f %
Genel lise 1673 61.3
Meslek lisesi 515 18.9
Imam hatip 364 13.3
Anadolu Lisesi 166 6.1
Anadolu 6gretmen lisesi 6 2
Fen lisesi 6 2
Toplam 2730 100.0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Okulu Terk Ettikleri Yil f %
2001 ve oncesi 199 8.6
2001-2005 229 9.9
2006-2010 641 27.6
2011-2015 1252 539
Toplam 2321 100.0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Okulu Terk Ettikleri Siif f %
9. Simif 1759 64.9
10. Smnuf 627 23.1
11. Sinif 238 8.8
12. Sinif 86 32
Toplam 2710 100,0
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Okuldaki Ders Saatleri f %
Disinda Yaptiklar:

Arkadaslarla vakit gecirmek 1068 33.7
Sinavlara ¢alismak 926 29.2
Odev yapmak 899 28.4
Aile ile ilgili islerde gorev almak. 844 26.7
Televizyon izlemek. 729 23
Spor yapmak. 724 22.9
Ihtiyaglarmi gidermek igin bir iste calismak 682 21.5
Kisisel ilgiler dogrultusunda okumak (kitap, dergi, gazete vb). 623 19.7
Goniillii igler yapmak. 480 15.2
Teknolojiyi kullanmak (telefonda konugmak, mesaj yazmak ve sosyal med- 474 15
yayn)

Okul digindaki etkinliklere katilmak (spor, tiyatro, sivil toplum etkinlikleri 454 14.3
vb.)

Bilgisayar oyunlar1 oynamak. 444 14
Okulun diizenledigi etkinliklere katilmak (Ogrenci kuliipleri, spor vb.) 423 13.4
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Tablo 4de okulu terk eden katilimcilarin egitim-0gretim siirecine iligkin
ozellikleri verilmektedir. Okulu terk eden katilimeilarin %49,5’i 6grenim hayati
boyunca okul degistirirken, %50,8’i okul degistirmemistir. Okulu terk eden ka-
tilimcilari okul tiirii incelendiginde; %61,3’i genel lise, %18,9’u meslek lisesi,
%13,3’i imam hatip, %6,1’i Anadolu lisesi, %0,2’si Anadolu 6gretmen lisesi,
%0,2’si fen lisesini terk ettigi goriillmektedir. Katilimcilarin okulu terk ettikleri yil
incelendiginde; %8,6’s1 2004 ve dncesi, %18,9’u 2001-2005, %27,6’s1 2006-2010
ve %53,9’u 2011-2015 yillar1 arasinda okulu terk ettigi gortilmektedir. Okulu terk
eden katilimcilarin okulu terk ettikleri sinif diizeyi incelendiginde; %64,9’u do-
kuzuncu, %23,1’1 onuncu, %8,8’1 on birinci, %3,2’si on ikinci sinifta okulu terk
ettigi gorilmektedir. Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin (birden fazla isaretleyerek
belirttikleri) okuldaki ders saati diginda yaptiklari incelendiginde; %33,7’si ar-
kadaglariyla vakit gecirmekte, %?29,2’si sinavlara caligmakta, %?28,4’ii 6dev yap-
makta, %26,7’si ailesiyle ilgili islerde gorev almakta, %23’ televizyon izlemekte,
%722,9’u spor yapmakta, %21,5’i ihtiyaglarini gidermek icin bir iste ¢alismakta,
%19, 7’si kigisel ilgiler dogrultusunda okuma yapmakta, %15,2’si goniillii igler
yapmakta, %151 teknolojiyi kullanmakta, %14,3’ti okul digindaki etkinliklere
katilmakta, %141 bilgisayar oyunlar1 oynamakta ve %13,4’ okulun diizenledigi
etkinliklere katilmaktadir.

Tablo 5

Okul Terk Eden Kattlimcdarim Sumif Tekrart Yapma ve Disiplin Sorunu
Yasama Durumu

Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Sumif Tekrari Yapma Durumu f %

Evet 1266 44.1

Hayir 1606 55.9

Toplam 2872 100.0

Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilarin Simif Tekrar: Yaptiklar: Simif f %

Sinif 45 55

Sinif 20 2.5

Sinif 9

Sinif .6

Sinif 2

Sinif 24 3.0

Sinif 13 1.6

Sinif 5 .6

Sinif 591 727

Sinif 85 10.5

Sinif 15 1.8

Sinif 1 1

Toplam 813 100.0

Katilimcilarim Terk Ettikleri Okulda Disiplin Sorunu Yasama Durumu Evet Hayir
f % f %

Terk ettikleri okulda disiplin sorunu yasayanlar 530  17.9 2427 82.1
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Tablo 5’de goriildiigli tizere okulu terk eden katiimcilarin %44,1’1 sif
tekrar1 yaparken, %55,9’u simif tekrar1 yapmamigtir. Okulu terk eden katilim-
cilarin %5,5’1 birinci, %2,5’1 ikinci, %0,9’u iglincii, %0,6’s1 dordiincii, %0,2’si
besinci, %3’ altinci, %1,6’s1 yedinci, %0,6’s1 sekizinci, %72,7’si dokuzuncu,
%10,5’1 onuncu, %1,8’1 on birinci ve %0,1’i on ikinci sinifta sinif tekrar yaptigi
goriilmektedir. En fazla sinif tekrarinin %72,7 ile dokuzuncu simifta oldugu go-
rilmektedir. Katilimcilarin terk ettikleri okulda disiplin sorunu yagama durumu
incelendiginde; %17,9’u disiplin sorunu yasarken, %82,1’i disiplin sorunu yasa-
madig1 goriilmektedir.

Tablo 6
Okulu Terk Eden Katilimcilanin En Basarisiz Olduklar: Dersler

En basarisiz olduklar: ders f %
Matematik 2186 69.0
Ingilizce 1717 54.2
Fizik 1608 50.8
Kimya 1469 46.4
Biyoloji 1005 31.7
Arapga 957 30.2
Cografya 903 28.5
Tarih 850 26.8
Tirk Dili ve Edebiyati 815 25.7
En basarisiz olduklar dersler (birden fazla isaretleyen) f %
Matematik-ingilizce 125 44
Matematik-Fizik-Kimya 90 3.2
Matematik-Fizik-Kimya-Ingilizce 88 3.1
Matematik-Fizik-Ingilizce 73 2.6
Matematik-Fizik-Kimya-Biyoloji-Ingilizce 67 2.4
Matematik-Fizik-Kimya-Biyoloji 47 1.6
Matematik-Fizik-Kimya-Biyoloji-Arapga 47 1.6
Matematik-Fizik-Kimya-Biyoloji-ingilizce-Arapga 40 1.4
Matematik-Kimya-Ingilizce 33 1.2
Matematik-Fizik-Kimya-Arapca 27 0.9
Timiinden basarisiz olan 55 1.9

Tablo 6’da okulu terk eden 6grencilerin en basarisiz oldugu derslere iligkin
bulgular yer almaktadir. Katilimeilar en basarisiz olduklar: dersleri birden fazla
secenek isaretleyerek belirtmiglerdir. Katilimcilarin %69’u matematik, %54,2’si
1ngilizce, %350,8’1 Fizik, %46,41 Kimya, %31,7’si Biyoloji, %30,2’si Arapga,
%728,5’1 Cografya, %?26,81 Tarih, %25,7’si Tirk Dili ve Edebiyat1 derslerinden
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basarisiz olmusglardir. Katiimcilarin birden fazla dersi birlikte sectiginde en ba-
sarisiz olduklari dersler %4,4’ii Matematik ve 1ngilizce, %3,2’si Matematik, Fizik
ve Kimya, %3,1’i Matematik, Fizik, Kimya ve ingilizce, %?2,6’s1 Matematik, Fizik
ve 1ngilizce, %2,40 Matematik, Fizik, Kimya, Biyoloji ve 1ngilizce, %1,6’s1 Ma-
tematik, Fizik, Kimya ve Biyoloji, %1,6’s1 Matematik, Fizik, Kimya, Biyoloji ve
Arapga, %1,4’i Matematik, Fizik, Kimya, Biyoloji, 1ngi1izce ve Arapga, %1,2’si
Matematik, Kimya ve ingilizce, %0,9u Matematik, Fizik, Kimya ve Arapca,
%1,9’u derslerin timiinden basarisiz olduklarini belirtmislerdir.

Tablo 7
Katilmcilarin Okulu Terk Etme Nedenleri

Nedenler %
Maddi imkansizlik 23.6
Basarisizlik 19.6
Devamsizlik 7.3
Acik lisede istedigi boliimii okumak 7.1
Aile engeli 6.9
Okulu sevmemek 6.7
Ogretmenlerle sorun yagamak 4.9
Okul yoneticileriyle sorun yasamak 3.8
Universite sinavina hazirlanmak 2.7
Saglik sorunlari 2.6
Maddi imkansizlik ve aile engeli 2.4
Evlilik 1.9
Devamsizlik ve bagarisizlik 1.7
Okula orgiin devam etmeyi gereksiz bulmak 1.7
Taginmak 1.7
Basarisizlik ve okulu sevmemek 1.7
Ogretmenlerle ve okul yoneticileriyle sorun yasamak 1.5
Maddi imkansizliklar ve bakima muhtag ebeveynlere bakmak 1.1
Aile engeli ve saglik sorunlari 0.9
Bakima muhtag ebeveynlere bakmak 0.9
Disiplin cezas1 almak 0.5

Tablo 7’de katimcilarin okulu terk etme nedenleri verilmektedir. Katilim-
cillarin %23,6’s1t maddi imkansizliktan, %19,6’s1 basarisizliktan, %7,3’i devam-
sizliktan, %7,1’i acik lisede istedigi bolimi okumak igin, %6,9u ailesi engel
oldugundan 6tiirii, %6,7’si okulu sevmediginden, %4,9’u 6gretmenlerle yasadi-
&1 sorunlardan dolay1, %3,8’1 okul yoneticileriyle yaganilan sorunlardan dolayi,
%2, 7’si liniversite siavina iyi hazirlanmak igin, %2,6’s1 saglik sorunlarindan do-
lay1, %2,4’ti maddi imkansizlik ve ailesinin engel oldugundan dolayi, %1,9’u ev-
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lilikten otiirdl, %1,7’si devamsizlik ve basarisizliktan dolayi, %1,7’si okula 6rgiin
devam etmeyi gereksiz buldugundan, %1,7’si tasinmadan dolay1, %1,7’si basari-
sizlik ve okulu sevmediginden dolay1, %1,5’1 6gretmen ve okul miidiirleriyle ya-
sanilan sorunlardan dolay1, %1,1’i maddi imkansizliklar ve bakima muhtac ebe-
veynlere baktigindan otiirii, %0,9’u ailenin engel olmasi ve saglik sorunlarindan
dolay1, %0,9’u bakima muhta¢ ebeveynlere baktigindan otiirii, %0,5’i disiplin
cezasl aldigindan dolay1 okulu terk etmistir.

Tablo 8
Katilimcilarnin Acik Liseye Baslama Gerekgeleri

Gerekeeler %
Lise diplomas alabilmek 324
Acik liseyi okumanin daha rahat olmasi 18.7
Istedigi boliimde okuma firsatin elde etmek 11.4
Okuma hevesi 10.5
Pismanlik 10.5
Okumaya devam eden arkadaglara 6zenmek 6.2
Is imkanlarinin artmast 5.8
Cocuklarini daha iyi yetistirmek 2.7
Evlilikten kurtulmak 1.8

Tablo 8de katihmcilarin agik liseye baslama gerekgeleri verilmistir. Ka-
tilmcilarin %32,4’1 lise diplomas: alabilmek icin, %18,7’si acik liseyi okumak
daha rahat oldugundan otiirli, %11,4’0 istedigi bolimde okuma firsatimi elde
etmek i¢in, %10,5’i okuma hevesinden 6tiirt, %10,5’1 pisman oldugundan do-
layl, %6,2’si okumaya devam eden arkadaslara 6zendiginden dolayi, %5,8’1 is
imkanlarmin artmasi icin, %?2,7’si ¢ocuklarini daha iyi yetistirmek icin ve %1,8’i
evlilikten kurtulmak igin acik liseye basladig1 goriilmektedir.

Tartisma

Bu arastirmanin bulgularina gore gecmis yasantilara iliskin olarak; okulu
terkeden erkeklerin orani kadinlara gore daha yiiksektir. Cinsiyetin okul terki
iizerindeki etkisi degiskenlik gostermektedir. Kimi caligmalar kadinlarin okulu
daha fazla terk ettiklerini gosterirken (Rumberger, 2001); kimi caligmalara gore
erkekler okulu daha yiiksek oranda terk etmekte ve terk olasiliklar1 daha ytiksek
olarak ifade edilmistir (Andrei, Profiroiu, Profiroiu ve Iacob, 2011; Laird, Lew,
DeBell ve Chapman, 2006). Bu sonug¢ Tiirkiye’de yapilan diger okul terki ¢a-
lismalariyla da tutarlilik gostermektedir. Turkiye’de erkeklerin okul terki orani
kizlara gore daha yiiksektir (MEB, 2013; Tamer, 2014; Tung, 2009). Tirkiye’de
erkekler dersten kacma, okula diizensiz gelme ve okulu terk etme davranisini
kizlara gore daha fazla oldugu goriilmektedir (Uysal ve Sahin, 2007). Katilim-
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cilarin yag araliklar incelendiginde en fazla 17-19 yag araligindaki bireylerin
okulu terk ettikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu durum MEB (2013) bulgulariyla tutarlilik
gostermektedir. Katilimcilarin medeni durumu incelendiginde %21,2’sinin evli
olduklar1 bulunmustur. Ancak, okulu evlilikten 6tiirii biraktigini ifade eden ka-
tilimcilarin orani ise %1,9’dur. Bunlara ek olarak evlilikten kurtulmak i¢in acik
liseye bagladigini ifade edenlerin orani ise %1,8 olarak bulunmustur.

Aile biyiikliigii agisindan katilimeilarin %11°nin ailesinde 10 ve tizere Kisi-
nin bulundugu ortaya cikmistir. Bu baglamda katilimcilarin kardeg sayilar aci-
sindan en fazla 4-6 arasi kardese sahip katilimcilar toplamin %46,4’sin1, 10 ve
tizeri kardese sahip olanlar ise biitiin katilimcilart %10,6’sin1 olusturmaktadir.
Bundan bagka katilimcilarin %53,8inin kardesleri de daha 6nceden okulu terk
etmiglerdir. Alan yazindaki cesitli ¢calismalar kardeglerden birisinin okul terki
yasamas! durumunda diger kardeslerin de okul terki yasama durumu oranimnin
arttigr ifade edilmistir (Rumberger, 2001; Teachman, Paasch ve Carver, 1996,
1997). Aile biitiinliigi acisindan katilimcilarin %7,3’iinii babasi vefat edenler,
%1,9’unu babasi ikinci evlilik yapip, ikinci esiyle yasayanlar, %1,8’ini annesi vefat
edenler, %1,8’ini anne ve babasi bosananlar, 0,7’sini anne babasi vefat edenler
olmak iizere toplamda %13,5’inin aile buitiinligii olmadigi goriilmektedir. Yapi-
lan ¢aligmalara gore her iki ebeveyniyle yasayan ¢ocuklarin okul terki oranlarinin
diger aile ortamlarina gore daha diisiik oldugu bulunmugtur (Rumberger, 2001).
Tirkiye’de yapilan bir ¢calismaya gore de parcalanmis aile yapisinin, 6grenci ba-
sarisinin Ogrenci basarist tizerinde olumsuz bir etkiye sahip oldugu bulunmus-
tur (Alkan, 2014). Ailelerin egitim agisindan en dikkat ¢ekici durum ise biitiin
katilimeilar iizerinden babalariin %12,9’u okuma yazma bilmezken, anneleri-
nin %51’i okuma yazma bilmemekte oldugudur. Ilgili cahismalara gore yiiksek
ebeveyn egitim diizeyinin disiik okul terk oraniyla iligkili oldugu bulunmustur.
Ayrica aile reisinin lise mezunu olmadigr aile ortamlarinda okul terki oraninin
daha yiiksek oldugu ve aile reisinin tiniversite mezunu oldugu ailelerde okul terki
oraninin daha diisiik oldugunu ortaya konulmustur (MEB, 2013, s.17; Lundetrzae,
2011; Rumberger ve Lim, 2008).

Ebeveynlerin ¢aligma durumu incelendiginde babalarin %20,8’inin, annele-
rin ise %40,2’sinin herhangi bir iste calismadigi ve %56’sinin ev hanimi oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ebeveynlerin %21,1°i esnaf, %?20,5’1 serbest meslek, % 14,31 isci,
%13,3’1 ciftci, %10,1’i memur, %8,4’ sofor, %5’1 teknisyen, %2,7’si glivenlik
gorevlisi, %1,8’1 yonetici, %1,5’1 asc1, %0,9’u 6gretmen ve %0,8’i tiiccar oldugu
goriilmektedir. Okulu terk eden 6grencilerin ailelerinin finansal kaynaklarina
iliskin bulgular degerlendirildiginde ailelerin %40,3’i 501-1000 lira aylik gelir ile
en yiiksek oranda temsil edilirken, %4,7’si 2001-2500 lira aylik gelir ile en disiik
oranda temsil edildigi goriilmektedir. Bunlara ek olarak, katilimcilarin oturduk-
lart evin miilkiyet durumu incelendiginde; %69,5’inin kendi evi, %24,3’i kira,
%1’i lojman, %35,3’t bir yakinin evinde kira 6demeden oturdugu goriilmektedir.
Alanyazinda annenin ¢alisma durumu ve gelirinin lise diizeyinde okul terkini an-
laml bir sekilde yordadigi bulunmustur (Randolph, Fraser ve Ornthner 2006).
Bunun yaninda genellikle yalnizca lise degil, ortaokul ve ilkokul diizeyinde de
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yiiksek gelir diizeyine sahip ailelerin ¢ocuklarimin, diisiik gelir diizeyine sahip ai-
lenin ¢ocuklarina gore okul terki oranlarimin diisiik oldugu bulunmustur (Rum-
berger ve Lim, 2008; Randolph, Fraser ve Ornthner 2006). White ve Kelly’ye
(2010) gore, diisiik gelirli aileden gelen 6grencilerin yiiksek gelirli aileden olan
ogrencilere gore okul terki riski dort kat daha fazladir. Diigiik gelirli aileden ge-
len 10 6grenciden biri okulu terk ederken (%10,4); zengin aileden gelen dgrenci-
lerin ise %2,5’1 okulu terk etmektedir.

Bulgular incelendiginde, katilimeilarin %49,5’i 6grenim hayati boyunca okul
degistirirken, %50,8’i okulunu hi¢ degistirmedigini ifade etmistir. Okul degis-
tirmek yeni bir okula, 6gretmenlere ve arkadaslara kisaca akademik ve sosyal
entegrasyon problemlerine yol acgabileceginden okul terkinde etkili olan faktor-
lerden biri olarak 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Sander, 2001). Katilimcilarin okulu terk
ettikleri yil incelendiginde; %8,6’s1 2004 ve dncesi, %18,9’u 2001-2005, %27,6’st
2006-2010 ve %53,9u 2011-2015 yillar1 arasinda okulu terk ettigi gorilmektedir.
Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin okulu terk ettikleri sinif diizeyi incelendiginde;
%64,9u dokuzuncu, %23,1’i onuncu, %8,8’i on birinci, %3,2’si on ikinci sinifta
okulu terk ettigi goriilmektedir. Tlgili alanyazinda da en ¢ok okul terki goriilen
sinifin dokuzuncu siif oldugu belirtilmektedir (MEB, 2013, s. 16; Witte ve
Rogge 2013; Belfied ve Levin, 2007). Okulu terk eden katilimcilarin %44,1’1 sinif
tekrar1 yaparken, %55,9u sinif tekrar1 yapmadigi goriilmektedir. Gecmis yillar-
da ya da yalnizca dokuzuncu sinifta sinif tekrar1 yapmanin lise diizeyinde okul
terkine neden oldugu belirtilmektedir (MEB, 2013; Rumberger ve Lim, 2008).
Randolph, Fraser ve Ornthner (2006), cinsiyet ve etnisite degiskenlerini kont-
rol ederek dokuzuncu sinifta sinif tekrar1 yapan 6grencilerin sinif tekrari yap-
mayanlara gore okulu terk etme riskinin %89 daha yiiksek oldugunu bulmustur.
Bundan bagka katilimcilarin terk ettikleri okulda disiplin sorunu yasama durumu
incelendiginde; %17,9’u disiplin sorunu yasarken, %82,1’i disiplin sorunu yasa-
madig1 goriilmektedir. Alan yazindaki cesitli calismalar disiplin sorunlar1 yasayan
ogrencilerin okul terki riskine daha fazla sahip oldugunu gostermektedir (Bryk
ve Thum, 1989).

Okulu terk etme nedenleri arasinda katilimcilardan %?23,6’st maddi
imkansizliktan, %19,6’s1 basarisizliktan, %7,3’i devamsizliktan, %7,1’1 acik lise-
de istedigi boliimii okumak icin, %6,9’u ailesi engel oldugundan otiirii, %6,7’si
okulu sevmediginden, %4,9’u 6gretmenlerle yasadigi sorunlardan dolayi, %3,8’i
okul miidiir/miidiir yardimcilariyla yasanilan sorunlardan dolayi, %2,7’si iiniver-
site smavina iyi hazirlanmak icin, %2,6’s1 saglik sorunlarindan dolayi, %2,4’i
maddi imkansizlik ve ailesinin engel oldugundan dolay1, %1,9’u evlilikten 6tiiri,
%1,7’si devamsizlik ve basarisizliktan dolayi, %1,7’si okula 6rgiin devam etmeyi
gereksiz buldugundan, %1,7’si tasinmadan dolay1, %1,7’si basarisizlik ve okulu
sevmediginden dolayi, %1,5’i 6gretmen ve okul midirleriyle yasanilan sorun-
lardan dolay1, %1,1°i maddi imkansizliklar ve bakima muhtag ebeveynlere bakti-
gindan oOtiirii, %0,9’u ailenin engel olmasi ve saglik sorunlarindan dolay1, %0,9’u
bakima muhtag ebeveynlere baktigindan 6tiirii, %0,5’1 disiplin cezast aldigindan
dolay1 okulu terk ettigini ifade etmistir. Ilgili alanyazin incelendiginde de ben-
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zer sonuglara rastlanmaktadir. Rotermund (2007), 2002 yilinda okulu terk etmis
onuncu sinif 6grencilerinin, a) %44’li ¢cok fazla okula gelmemek, b) %41’ GED’e
daha kolay ulagilabilir oldugunu diisiinmek, ¢) %38’ i okulda basarisiz olmak, d)
%37’si okulu sevmemek, e) %32’si okulun gerektirdigi ¢alismaya ayak uydura-
mamak nedeniyle okul terki durumu yasadiklarini ortaya koymustur. Yine ayn
sekilde devamsizligin okul terki tizerindeki olumsuz etkisi yapilan cesitli caligma-
larla ortay konulmustur (Cabus ve De Witte, 2015; Randolph, Fraser ve Ornt-
hner 2006). Bundan bagka okuldaki diisiik basar1 ve zayif notlar yine okul terkine
neden olmaktadir (Mahuteau ve Mavromas, 2014; Bowers, Sprott ve Taff, 2013;
Ciurej, Hirschman ve Willhoft, 2012; Allensworth ve Easton, 2007). Bunun ya-
ninda maddi imkansizliklar, aileye bakim ve aile baskis1 gibi nedenler de kati-
limcilarin okul terki karari almasinda etkili olmustur (MEB, 2013; Tung, 2011;
Hupfeld 2007).

Sonuclar

Okulu terk eden katilimcilar agirlikli olarak 17-22 yag araliginda, kent ko-
kenli, bekar, 4-9 kisiden olusan hanelerde yasayan, agirlikli olarak 4-9 kardese
sahip, kardeslerinin yaklagik 1/3 i siif tekrar1 yapmis ve yaklasik %6071 okulu
terk etmis bireylerden olusmaktadir. Bunun yani sira ebeveynlerin yaklagik 2/3’si
ilkokul mezunu ve alt kategorilerde yer almaktadir. Ailelerinin yaklagik 2/3’i
1500 lira ve altinda ortalama aylik gelire sahiptir.

Bu bulgular degerlendirildiginde okulu terk eden bireylerin diisiik sosyo-
ekonomik arka plandan gelen sosyal ve kiiltiirel sermayesi smirli cevrelerde
yasamlarin siirdiirdiikleri ve yoksulluk sinirinda gelir sahibi olduklar1 goriil-
mektedir. Egitimde firsat esitligi tartismalar1 ¢cercevesinde degerlendirildiginde;
egitim anayasal bir hak olmasina kargin 6zellikle Tirkiye’deki bolgesel 6zellikler
dikkate alindiginda imkén esitliginin saglanmasinda sosyal, kiiltiirel ve ekono-
mik acidan sorunlar oldugu gézlenmektedir. Bu baglamda genel anlamda egitim
politikalar1 ve sistemi, 6zelde ise okul sisteminin bu sorunlar1 ¢6zmede yetersiz
kaldig1 goriilmektedir.

Okul terki siirecine iligkin alan yazinda terke neden olan bireysel 6zellik-
ler degerlendirildiginde, gecmis deneyimleri; okuldaki ilk performansini, saglik
sorunlarini igeren gecmis yasantilar; egitimsel performans (akademik basari,
egitimsel devamlilik ve egitimi siirdirme; davranislar (uyumsuz davranislar, 6g-
rencilerin yakin cevresiyle etkilesimi ve okuldaki 6zellikleri, bir iste calisma duru-
mu ve akranlarla iligkileri) ve kendine, degerlere ve beklentilere iliskin tutumlari
temel parametreler olarak ortaya ¢cikmaktadir. Bu baglamda katilimcilarin yak-
lasik %65’inin dokuzuncu sinifta okulu terk ettikleri gdzlenmistir. Bunun yani
sira katilimeilarin yaklasik %45’inin sinif tekrari yaptiklar: gozlenmektedir. Bu
baglamda okulu terk eden bireylerde yiiksek sinif tekrar1 ve devamsizlik gozle
goriir bicimde belirgindir.
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Bu durumun nedenleri irdelendiginde dgrencilerin lise yillarina kadar aka-
demik acidan yeterli olduklar1 ancak lisede derslerin akademik agidan daha zor
algilanmas, biitiin ‘zor derslerin’ (Matematik, Fizik, Kimya, Ingilizce, Biyoloji)
ayni giine konulmasi, medrese egitimi ile okuldaki derslerin agir gelmesi, okul-
da yasanilan disiplin sorunlari, okul disinda bir iste ¢aligma, okula ve egitimin
anlamina iligkin diisiik benlik algis1 ve yOnetici ve egitim personeliyle yasanan
sorunlar oldugu sdylenebilir.

Oneriler

Okul terkinin sosyo-ekonomik profille olan iligkisi dikkate alindiginda mev-
cut egitim tasariminin dezavantajl gruplara erisiminde ¢ok degiskenli sorunlari
¢ozemedigi gozlenmektedir. Calisma her ne kadar Sanlwrfa ili 6zelinde yapil-
mig olsa da merkezi bir egitim yonetimi sistemine sahip bir iilkede bolge veya il
odakl yapilacak diizenlemeler ulusal diizeyde degisiklikler yapilmasini gerekti-
rebilir. Bu baglamda egitimin bir yapi, sistem, orgiit ve siirec olarak tasarimin-
da dezavantajli gruplar olarak tanimlanabilecek kitlelere de erisimi konusunda,
bolgelerin sosyo kiiltiirel ve sosyo-ekonomik ozellikleri de dikkate alinmalidir.
Bu tasarimda; egitim sistemi dizgisinin en son basamagi olan okul sistemi sosyal
ve kiiltiirel sermaye baglaminda degerlendirilerek okula iligkin varsayimlarimiz
yeniden sorgulanmali ve icinde okul terkinin de yer aldig1 temel sorunlarimizi ve
gelecek beklentimizi dikkate alan 6zgiin yeni bir okul teorisi baglaminda bir okul
sistemi gelistirilmelidir.

. 11 diizeyinde valiliklerin koordinasyonunda 1l Milli Egitim, Genglik Spor ve
I Kiltiir Miidiirliikleri ile ig birligiyle okullarda miifredat dis1 etkinlikler diizen-
lenmelidir.

Yine il diizeyinde egitim 0gretim siireclerindeki tiim paydaslar diizeyinde
okul terkine iligkin bir farkindalik kazandirilmali, politik diizeyde jenerik miida-
hale stratejileri belirlenmeli operasyonel diizeyde ise okul Orgiitii icerisindeki 6g-
retmen, okul yoneticisi ve rehber 6gretmenlerin i¢inde yer alacagi cok katmanl
strateji ve uygulamalar gelistirilmelidir. Ayrica il diizeyinde okul terkine iligkin
toplumsal farkindalik uyandirmada politika yapicilarin rolii aciktir. Bu baglam-
da politika yapicilarin okul terkini 6ncelikli giindem maddeleri arasina almalari
gerekmektedir.
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