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ABSTRACT

The factors contributing to educational opportunity inequality can be divided into five dimensions:
economic, societal, geographical/regional, biological, and political. This inequality not only restricts
individuals' access to basic educational rights but also hinders other fundamental rights throughout
their lives. Prioritizing educational opportunity equality, improving the quality of education, and
narrowing performance gaps between regions and school types are crucial for the broader
population. Variability in school quality can lead to disparities among students. Student
performance differentials often arise from family structures and socio-economic conditions).
Furthermore, these performance differences can be directly linked to the unique pedagogical
approaches and educational strategies a school adopts. Consequently, choosing schools that
uphold high pedagogical standards can profoundly influence student success in a favorable
manner. This research aimed to investigate the variation in student distribution across faculties
and fields in higher education based on social class criteria. The study employed a survey research
method. The sample comprised 1,052 students from various departments/programs at Kirsehir Ahi
Evran University during the spring term of the 2022-2023 academic year. Data were collected
online using the “Determinants of Higher Education Access Survey” developed by Bulbil (2021)
and a “Demographic Information Form” designed by the researcher. The SPSS 27 software and the
Chi-Square test were used to determine if the students' characteristics and opinions varied by
faculty/field of study. The findings suggest that factors such as parents' educational level,
professions, family income, the type and quality of high school attended, high school guidance, and
resources available during university preparation (e.g., tutoring and private lessons) significantly
influence students' distribution across faculties and fields in higher education.
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INTRODUCTION

Higher education acts as a vital tool for enhancing individual social mobility and quality. However, for this
potential to be fully realized, equal opportunity in accessing higher education must be guaranteed. Equal
opportunity ensures that individuals receive the same conditions in education, irrespective of their
socioeconomic status. However, in many countries, socioeconomic status remains a significant factor that
directly or indirectly influences individuals' access to higher education. For students who confront socioeconomic
challenges, entering higher education institutions can become more complex due to various barriers such as
financial constraints, lack of information, or absence of social support. In this light, comprehending the role of
socioeconomic status in accessing higher education becomes critically important for informing educational

policies and truly guaranteeing equality of opportunity.

Individuals' biological and cultural attributes contribute to varying degrees of inequality within societal
structures. Fundamentally, these dynamics of inequality play a critical role in determining individuals' access to,
and control over, resources across economic, political, and cultural domains (Kurtdas, 2021). The emergence of
the equality of opportunity paradigm, born from modern epistemological approaches, is seen as a significant
progression from traditional societal structures in which individuals were limited in changing their class positions
or fully realizing their potential (Unal & Ozsoy, 1998). Historically, measures have been implemented to redress
these inequalities, with access to education specifically targeted as a tool to mitigate such disparities. The
principle of educational opportunity equality centers on offering all societal segments an equal chance to
maximize their personal abilities without prejudice. In the contemporary international context, while many
countries have enshrined the right to educational equality in law, the presence of these legal provisions doesn't
guarantee equal educational opportunities in practice (inan & Demir, 2018; Tezcan, 2016). The goal of
educational opportunity equality is to neutralize the social and economic advantages individuals might
experience while navigating their societal roles and positions. In this framework, the expectation is that
individuals, irrespective of their socioeconomic backgrounds, should have opportunities to attain social roles and
fully manifest their potentials based on their capabilities and aspirations (Ergtin, 1997; Isik & Bahat, 2021). The
potential for individuals from lower social strata to ascend to upper classes based on their innate abilities and
inclinations remains a cornerstone in sociological theories, from classical to modern. In today's societies, it is
believed that the status of upper-class members should rest not on factors like gender, lineage, ethnicity, or
religious identity, but predominantly on individual merit and inclination. Societal constructs that hinder mobility
between classes or layers are deemed inconsistent with the norms of a progressive civil society (Topses, 2014;
Akgl, 2019). As such, achieving educational opportunity equality is both normatively and practically viewed as
a commendable and attainable goal (lllich, 2013). Within this scope, the principle of educational opportunity
equality holds a pivotal position in sociological education studies and in ongoing debates regarding the societal
role of education (Degirmencioglu, 2008). It signifies that children from economically disadvantaged
backgrounds, even with scarce educational resources, should also benefit from quality education (Aslankurt,

2013). In modern societal constructs, beyond economic categorizations, the transformation of societal status
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and ensuring equal opportunity is perceived as a moral imperative. Thus, in conjunction with educational
opportunity equality, the strategy of widespread education, designed to engage a broader demographic, is seen
as augmenting the prospects of socioeconomically stagnant lower-income groups by endowing them with

knowledge, skills, and capabilities, thereby solidifying their societal standing (Sugur, 2008).

The factors contributing to educational opportunity inequality can be divided into five dimensions: economic,
societal, geographical/regional, biological, and political. This inequality not only restricts individuals' access to
basic educational rights but also hinders other fundamental rights throughout their lives (Bilgin & Erbug, 2021).
Prioritizing educational opportunity equality, improving the quality of education, and narrowing performance
gaps between regions and school types are crucial for the broader population (Hansen, Chalk & Ladd, 1999;
Hutmacher, Cochrane, & Bottani, 2001; Wiseman, 2010). Variability in school quality can lead to disparities
among students. Student performance differentials often arise from family structures and socio-economic
conditions (Dinger & Uysal, 2010; Halim et al., 2014). Furthermore, these performance differences can be directly
linked to the unique pedagogical approaches and educational strategies a school adopts. Consequently, choosing
schools that uphold high pedagogical standards can profoundly influence student success in a favorable manner

(Berberoglu & Kalender, 2005).

When making decisions about education, the economic income status of families stands as a crucial factor. From
a macroeconomic perspective, a family's intent to complete basic education and the probability of enrolling in
university have direct implications for the family budget (Tabak, 2019). The socio-economic variables that
significantly influence access to higher education institutions and admission to specific academic programs
depend not only on parental demographics (such as income level, occupational status, and educational
attainment) and the characteristics of the residence but also on an individual's pre-tertiary educational
experiences and their quality. Moreover, elements like the teacher-student ratios and physical resources of the
educational institution in question also matter. More broadly, access to higher education entails ensuring that
potential tertiary education students can pursue courses best aligned with their socio-economic and academic
profiles, uninhibited by external constraints, and complemented by their own skills and endeavour’s (Ekinci,
2009). To avert potential inequities in higher education access, it is vital to guarantee consistent and equal access
to pedagogical resources, especially for individuals with unique circumstances (Altunoglu, 2020). Given the socio-
cultural and economic diversity of individuals, a balanced representation of this diversity in tertiary institutions
and specialized programs is a significant gauge of the just distribution of educational access and opportunities
throughout society. On the other side, any imbalance signals that opportunities in higher education or specific
courses favor particular societal segments, sidelining others. This skewness suggests a constraint in a society's
capability to leverage the full spectrum of individual talents in crafting optimal human capital (OECD, 2007).
Zgaga et al. (2014) note that the demand for—and subsequently, participation in—higher education surged
notably in the 20th century. With the growth in tertiary capacity and the consequent rise in participation, it was
hoped that this would foster greater inclusion of previously underrepresented societal groups. Yet, in many

nations, this growth has unveiled only a tenuous link between the burgeoning diversity of student demographics
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and structural differentiation (Eurostudent, 2012). In essence, the anticipated evolution in the student
demographic has not fully materialized, with higher education predominantly serving specific socio-economic

brackets.

Research Objective

Education serves as a fundamental pillar that profoundly affects individuals' lives. However, the trajectory of this
educational journey hinges on various influencing factors and the consequences of these influences. Numerous
studies have delved into how socio-economic variables, such as social class, gender, economic status, the quality
and focus of pre-tertiary education, parents' professions and educational backgrounds, preparations for
centralized placement exams, and associated expenses, shape educational choices and outcomes. This research
seeks to discern how the distribution of students across different faculties and fields in higher education is

influenced by social class criteria. Pursuant to this objective, the study addresses the following questions:

e How is the distribution across faculties/fields affected by the educational backgrounds and professions
of students' parents?

¢ How does students' family income level influence the distribution across faculties/fields?

¢ In what ways does the faculty/field distribution relate to the high schools students attended and their
valuations of their high school education?

e Whatis the distribution of students' preparation strategies and allocated budgets for central placement
exams by faculty/field?

e What is the distribution of students’ faculty/field choices by their educational expenditures?

METHOD

Research Design

This study sought to elucidate the impact of students' socio-economic status and the high schools they attended
on their access to higher education, with an emphasis on portraying the prevailing landscape and realities. To
this end, the research was structured around the survey model, a quantitative research method (Karasar, 2014).
The study aimed to ascertain how students from diverse social backgrounds are influenced by potential
inequalities shaping their access to higher education. Concurrently, the study endeavoured to characterize the

relationship between their socio-economic status and the faculties/fields they could pursue in higher education.

Population and Sample

The population for this study encompassed students enrolled at Kirsehir Ahi Evran University during the spring
term of the 2022-2023 academic year. During this term, the university had a total enrollment of 18,774 students:
6,419 were pursuing associate degrees, 10,873 were undergraduates, 1,167 were master's degree students, 168

were PhD candidates, and 147 fell into other categories. In simple random sampling, each unit within the
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population has an equal and independent probability of being included in the sample. This equal chance ensures
that every unit within the population has the same likelihood of selection. When a comprehensive list of the
population is available, this method can be an optimal sampling strategy (Balci, 2013). For a population size of
up to 50,000, a sample size of 1,044 is required to achieve a confidence level of 97% with an allowable margin of

error (Anderson, 1990). To satisfy this criterion, the study reached 1,052 individuals.

Table 1 presents the distribution of the 1,052 students in the sample, categorized by gender and their respective

faculty/area of study.

Table 1. Distribution of students by gender

Gender Frequency Percentage (%)
Female 773 73,5

Male 279 26,5

Total 1052 100,0

Of the 1,052 students participating in the study, 73.5% (773) are female, and 26.5% (279) are male.

Table 2. Distribution of Students by Faculties/High Schools/Vocational High Schools and Their Fields of Study

Distribution by Faculties/High Schools/VHS f % Distribution by Field f %

Faculty of Education 94 8.9

Faculty of Arts and Sciences 101 9.6

Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences 96 9.0 Faculties in the Field

Kaman Applied Sciences School 24 2.3 . . 379 36.0
. of Social Sciences

Neset Ertas Faculty of Fine Arts 12 1.1

School of Foreign Languages 25 2.4

Faculty of Sports Sciences 27 2.6

Physical Therapy and Rehabilitation School 89 8.5 Faculties in the Field 328 312

Faculty of Health Sciences 239 22.7 of Health Services '

Faculty of Engineering and Architecture 6 .6 Faculties in the 61 53

Faculty of Agriculture 55 5.2 Engineering Field '

Faculty of Medicine 29 2.8 Faculty of Medicine 29 2.8

Kaman Vocational School 26 2.5 . .

Health Services Vocational School 226 21.5 \S/ftfszllznal High 255 24.2

Technical Sciences Vocational School 8 .8

Total 1052 100.0 Total 1052 100.0

Out of the students participating in the study, 379 are enrolled in faculties in the Field of Social Sciences, 328 in
faculties in the Field of Health Services, 61 in faculties in the Engineering Field, 29 in the Faculty of Medicine, and

255 in Vocational High Schools.

Data Collection and Analysis

In this research, data were collected using the "Determinants of Access to Higher Education Survey" developed
by Bilbil (2021). Due to the adoption of distance education during the specified period, data were gathered
through an online form. To examine whether the socio-economic characteristics of students and their
experiences prior to higher education vary based on the faculty or discipline they are enrolled in, the "Chi-square"
statistical test was employed. Additionally, the motivations of students for participating in higher education were

assessed using percentage and frequency analyses.
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Ethical Text

Ethics committee approval was obtained for the research with the decision number 2023/04/18 dated
10/05/2023 of the Social and Human Sciences Scientific Research Ethics Committee of Kirsehir Ahi Evran

University.

FINDINGS

The findings obtained from the research are presented under three headings, which correspond to the sub-

objectives of the study: "socio-economic characteristics," "pre-higher education experiences," and "purposes for

pursuing higher education."

Table 3. Distribution of students based on their parents' educational levels across faculties/fields.

Social Health Vocational Faculty of Faculty of Total
Sciences Sciences Schools Engineering Medicine

Mother f % f % f % f % f % f %
Lower Class 231 60.9 210 64.0 146 573 39 63.9 12 41.4 638 60.6
Middle Class 127 33.6 101 30.8 100 39.2 18 29.5 11 37.9 357 33.9
Upper Class 21 5.5 17 5.2 9 3.5 4 6.6 6 20.7 57 5.4
Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
x%: 20.901, df: 8, p: .00

Father f % f % f % f % f % f %
Lower Class 155 40.9 133 40.5 103 404 20 32.8 4 13.8 415 39.4
Middle Class 167 44.1 139 42.4 128 50.2 30 49.2 16 55.2 480 45.6
Upper Class 57 15.0 56 17.1 24 94 11 18.0 9 31.0 157 14.9
Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100

x*: 20.410, df: 8, p: .00

Lower Class: llliterate - Primary school graduate. Middle Class: Middle school - High school graduate. Upper Class:

University - Postgraduate degree holder.

The distribution of students participating in the study across faculties/fields shows a significant difference based
on the parents' educational levels, which are used as criteria for determining social class (Mother: x%:20.901;
p:<.001, Father: x2:20.410; p:<.001). Specifically, in all fields, a considerable majority of students' mothers (Social
Sciences: 60.9%; Health Sciences: 64.0%; Vocational Schools: 57.3%; Faculty of Engineering: 63.9%; Faculty of
Medicine: 41.4%) belong to the "illiterate/primary school graduate" category, which is considered the lower
socioeconomic class. Conversely, for fathers across all disciplines (Social Sciences: 44.1%; Health Sciences: 42.4%;
Vocational Schools: 50.2%; Faculty of Engineering: 49.2%; Faculty of Medicine: 55.2%), the majority are found to
be "middle/high school" graduates, categorizing them within the middle socioeconomic class. Parents with
education levels corresponding to the upper socioeconomic class are predominantly seen within the Faculty of

Medicine (Mother: 20.7%; Father: 31.0%) and the Faculty of Engineering (Mother: 6.6%; Father: 18.0%).

Table 4. Distribution of students across faculties/fields based on their parents' professions.

Social Health Vocational Faculty of Faculty of Total
Sciences Sciences Schools Engineering Medicine
Mother f % f % f % f % f % f %
Lower Class 339 89.2 300 91.5 222 874 52 85.2 22 75.9 935 88.9
Middle Class 15 4.0 5 1.5 11 4.3 6 9.8 4 13.8 41 3.9
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Upper Class 26 6.8 23 7.0 21 8.3 3 5.0 3 10.3 79 7.2
Total 380 100 328 100 254 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
x%: 19.933, df: 8, p: .01

Father f % f % f % f % f % f %
Lower Class 194 52.9 190 58.8 121 490 32 53.3 15 53.6 552 53.9
Middle Class 40 10.9 42 13.0 27 109 9 15.0 8 28.6 126 12.3
Upper Class 133 36.2 91 28.2 99 40.1 19 31.7 5 17.9 347 33.9
Total** 367 100 323 100 247 100 60 100 28 100 1052 100

x%: 18.843, df: 8, p: .01
Lower Class: Farmer/Laborer/Homemaker/Unemployed, Middle Class: Government Employee/Small Business

Owner/Private Sector Salaried Employee/Retiree, Upper Class: Professionals, Businessperson, Senior Executives.

** Some of the students participating in the study had deceased parents, leading to fewer data points than the

number of participants.

The distribution of participating students across faculties/fields displays a significant variation when considering
the professions of the parents, an indicator for social class. (Mother: ¥%:19.933; p:.01, Father: x*:18.843; p: .01).
The data reveals that the majority of students' mothers across all fields (Social Sciences: 89.2%; Health Sciences:
91.5%; Vocational Schools: 87.4%; Engineering Faculties: 85.2%; Medical Faculty: 75.9%) fall under the lower
social class, typified as "farmers/laborers/unemployed". Notably, it was highlighted by the participants that a
significant number of students' mothers were homemakers and were not formally employed. Conversely, the
majority of students' fathers across all disciplines (Social Sciences: 52.9%; Health Sciences: 58.8%; Vocational
Schools: 49.0%; Engineering Faculties: 53.3%; Medical Faculty: 53.6%) are categorized under the middle social

class, characterized as "farmers/laborers/unemployed".

Table 5. Distribution of students across faculties/fields based on their families' income.

Social Health Vocational Faculty of Faculty of

Sciences Sciences Schools Engineering Medicine Total
Families’ income f % f % f % f % f % f %
Lower Class 98 259 95 29.0 73 286 11 18.0 4 13.8 281 26.7
Middle Class 269 71.0 226 68.9 176 69.0 41 67.2 23 76.3 735 69.9
Upper Class 12 3.1 7 2.1 6 2.4 9 14.8 2 6.9 36 3.4
Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100

x%: 31.605, df: 8, p: .00
Lower Class ($0-400), Middle Class ($401-1400), Upper Class ($1401 and above).

Upon examining the table, a significant difference was observed in the distribution of students across
faculties/fields based on family income (x2: 31.605, p: .00). From the total student participants, it is evident that
a significant proportion of their families (f:735; 69.9%) has an average monthly income that places them within
the "middle social class". Notably, the engineering faculty boasts the highest percentage of families classified

within the income bracket of the upper social class, at 14.8%.
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Table 6. Distribution of students across faculties/fields according to the type of high school they graduated

from
Social Health Vocational Faculty of Faculty of Total
Sciences Sciences Schools Engineering Medicine
Type of High School f % f % f % f % f % f %
Graduated
General High School 16 4.2 14 4.3 9 3.5 10 16.4 1 3.6 50 4.8
Anatolian High 167 441 195 595 110 43.1 27 443 11 393 510 485
School
Science/Social/Teac
her Training High 22 5.8 21 6.4 4 1.6 1 1.6 11 393 59 5.6
School
Vocational and
Technical Anatolian 89 235 52 15.9 95 37.3 15 24.6 0 0 251 239
High School
Religious Vocational
High School (Imam 54 14.2 33 10.1 29 11.4 3 4.9 3 10.7 122 116
Hatip High School)
Private High School 31 8.2 13 4.0 8 3.1 5 8.2 2 7.1 59 5.6
Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100

X% 146.276, df: 20, p: .00

The distribution of students across faculties/fields reveals a significant difference based on the type of high
school from which they graduated (x*: 146.276; p< .00). Analyzing the distribution according to the type of high
school, we find that "Anatolian High School" graduates make up the largest segment, comprising 48.5% of the
total student population. They are followed by graduates of "Vocational and Technical Anatolian High Schools"
at 23.9%. Graduates from "Science High Schools," "Social Sciences," and "Teacher Training High Schools"
constitute 5.6% of the overall student body, with the highest concentration found in the "Faculty of Medicine".
The field with the most graduates from "Vocational and Technical Anatolian High Schools" is the "Vocational

Higher Education Institutes".

Table 7. Distribution of students across faculties/fields based on their evaluation of the education they

received in high school

. . Faculty of
Social Health Vocational Enc;eirin Faculty of Total
Sciences Sciences Schools g g Medicine

f % f % f % f % f % f %

Ireceiveda  Yes 150 396 120 366 64 251 19 483 14 483 367 349
high-quality  No 86 22.7 48 146 60 237 15 138 4 13.8 213 20.2
educationin TSE* 143 37.7 160 488 131 514 27 379 11 379 472 449
highschool. Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
x%: 28.287, df: 8, p: .00
| was Yes 106 28.0 80 244 46 180 14 230 13 448 259 246
provided No 151 398 118 36.0 108 424 25 410 6 20.7 408 388
with proper  TSE* 122 36.0 130 396 101 396 22 360 10 345 385 36.6
guidance Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
during my
high school
years.
x%: 18.745, df: 8, p: .01

Yes 245 646 213 649 184 722 42 688 17 586 701 66.6
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Had | No 55 145 45 13.7 30 11.8 5 8.2 6 20.7 141 134
attended a TSE* 79 209 70 214 41 16.0 14 23.0 6 20.7 210 20.0
more Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
prestigious

high school,

I might have

secured

admission

to a more

renowned

program.

X2 7.792, df: 20, p: .00

*TSE: To some extent

Students' perceptions of their high school education differ regarding the statements "I received a high-quality
education in high school." and “I was provided with proper guidance during my high school years." However,
their views are consistent concerning the statement, "Had | attended a more prestigious high school, | might
have secured admission to a more renowned program." Of the students in the medical and engineering faculties,
48.3% believe they received a quality education in high school. Conversely, 22.7% of social sciences students and
23.7% of vocational high school students believe they did not receive a good education. Nearly half of the
participants (44.9%) feel they received a somewhat good education in high school. A notable portion of medical
faculty students (44.8%) believes they received adequate guidance in high school. In contrast, a significant
percentage of students from other disciplines — Social Sciences (39.8%), Health Sciences (36.0%), Vocational
High Schools (42.4%), and Engineering Faculties (41.0%) — feel they lacked proper guidance during their high
school years. An overwhelming majority of students across various fields (Social Sciences: 64.6%; Health Sciences:
64.9%; Vocational High Schools: 72.2%; Engineering Faculties: 68.8%; Medical Faculty: 58.6%) concur that

attending a better high school would have enabled them to gain admission to a more prestigious program.

Table 8. Distribution of students based on annual expenditures for university preparation across faculties/fields

(in USD).
Social Health Vocational Faculty of Faculty of Total

Sciences Sciences Schools Engineering Medicine

f % f % f % f % f % f %
No expenditures 68 36.9 50 15.2 60 325 6 9.8 2 6.9 186  17.7
were made
1-300 175 46.2 146 445 109 427 22 36.1 8 27.6 460 43.7
301-600 85 22.4 78 23.8 65 255 19 31.1 12 41.4 259 24.6
601 and above 51 13.5 54 16.5 21 8.2 14 3.2 7 24.1 147 14.0
Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100

X% 31.724, df: 12, p: .00

The distribution of students across faculties/fields changes significantly based on the expenditures incurred for
university preparation (x2 = 31.724; p < .00). A considerable proportion of students (43.7%) reported expenses
ranging from 1 to 300 dollars during their university preparation phase, indicating that most students faced costs

within this range while preparing for university. It is noteworthy that a relatively high percentage of students in
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Social Sciences (36.9%) and Vocational Schools (32.5%) reported no expenditures at all. Among those who spent

"601 dollars and above," the Medical Faculty stands out, with 24.1% of its students falling into this category.

Table 9. Distribution of students based on their modes of university preparation across faculties/fields

Social Health Vocational Faculty of Faculty of Total

Sciences Sciences Schools Engineering Medicine

f % f % f % f % f % f %
Attended a 166 43.8 158 48.2 96 376 33 54.1 16 55.2 469 44.6
tutoring center
Prepared 177 46.7 143 438 147 576 21 34.4 8 27.6 496 47.1
independently
Received private 36 9.5 27 8.2 12 4.7 7 11.5 5 17.2 87 8.3
tutoring
Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100

X% 25.211, df: 8, p: .00

Students' methods of preparation for the university entrance exam varied significantly across faculties/fields (x>
= 25.211; p < .00). The data shows that the majority either attended tutoring centers (44.6%) or opted for
independent preparation (47.1%). Notably, students from the faculties of Medicine (55.2%) and Engineering
(54.1%) predominantly attended tutoring centers. Conversely, a considerable segment (57.6%) of students from

vocational schools prepared independently for their university entrance exams.

Table 10. Distribution of students across faculties/fields based on how anticipated educational expenses

influenced their choice of faculty/field.

Social Health Vocational Faculty of Faculty of

Sciences Sciences Schools Engineering Medicine Total

f % f % f % f % f % f %
Economic costs 165 435 154 47.0 108 42.4 29 47.5 18 62.1 474 45.1
were somewhat
influential.
I did not take 120 31.7 96 29.3 68 26.6 21 34.5 8 27.6 313 29.8

economic costs

into consideration.

My decision was 94 24.8 78 23.8 79 31.0 11 18.0 3 10.3 265 25.2
solely based on

economic costs.

Total 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100
x%: 12.069, df: 8, p: .14

The distribution of students across various faculties/fields does not exhibit significant difference when
considering the influence of anticipated educational expenses on their faculty or field preferences (x2 = 25.211;
p =.00). Notably, 45.1% of the students mentioned that economic considerations played a moderate role in their
decision-making process. Within this context, the Faculty of Medicine had the most prominent representation,
with 62.1% of its students echoing this sentiment. Conversely, about 29.8% of the students asserted that they
disregarded economic costs entirely during their selection process. This perspective was predominantly shared
among students from the Health Sciences (29.3%) and Social Sciences (31.7%) faculties. Furthermore, a quarter

of the students, 25.2% to be precise, indicated that their academic choices were exclusively influenced by
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economic costs. Among these, students from Vocational Schools were most represented, accounting for 31.0%

in this category.
CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

The research examined variations in students' distribution across faculties and fields in relation to social class
determinants. Within educational sociology, numerous studies have underscored the pivotal role parents'
educational attainment plays in influencing their children's academic trajectories and choices (Ural & Cinar, 2014;
Ciftci & Caglar, 2014; Ozeren et al., 2020). The findings from our study indicate that a significant proportion of
students belong to the lower and middle social strata, as determined by their parents' educational backgrounds.
Notably, students enrolled in engineering disciplines and the Faculty of Medicine tend to have fathers with a
more advanced educational pedigree, situating these students predominantly within the middle and upper social
tiers. Corroborating this, Ekinci (2011) highlighted in his research that offspring from families with a higher

educational background tend to achieve superior exam results.

This study's findings delineate a limited association between markers identified as indicators of social class—
including family educational background, parental profession, and household income—and the selected faculty
or field in tertiary education. Builbil (2021) discerned a nexus between parents' educational attainments, family
income brackets, and students' chosen faculty or discipline, positing that the socio-economic standing of parents
markedly shapes trajectories towards more esteemed disciplines like engineering and medicine. Evaluative data
suggest that a significant proportion of mothers (88.9%) and fathers (53.9%) predominantly occupy positions
associated with the lower socio-economic tier. Such patterns can be construed as manifest reflections of
entrenched societal gender norms and prevailing economic determinants. The prevalent trend of students'
mothers being primarily homemakers underscores the pervasive impact of societal gender dynamics on women's
educational and vocational aspirations (Avci et al., 2019; Demir, 2020). The study infers that this inequitable
dynamic does not exert a substantive influence on the academic paths students embark upon. Delving into the
economic metrics of students' families, the preponderance was ascertained to affiliate with the middle socio-
economic tier. Contrary to potential assumptions, familial financial status demonstrated minimal bearing on
students' entry into tertiary institutions—a finding corroborated by numerous prior investigations (Baker &
Velez, 1996; Trusty, Robbinson, Plata & Ng, 2000; Karen, 2002; Tansel 2002; Clark-Kaufman et al., 2003; Ekinci,
2011). Intriguingly, the faculty of engineering evidenced a higher representation of students hailing from the
upper socio-economic echelons. A commensurate enhancement in parental educational attainment augments

academic outcomes for offspring, as expounded by Cémlekcioglu (2020).

The nature of secondary schooling markedly influences decisions pertaining to tertiary institution and disciplinary
selection. A pronounced 48.5% of students hailing from Anatolian High Schools underscores their efficacy in
university preparation and their eminent role within the educational matrix. Notably, the substantial proportion
(37.3%) of Vocational College attendees originating from Vocational and Technical Anatolian High Schools,

juxtaposed with their conspicuous absence from medical faculties, elucidates the educational system's pivotal
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role in sculpting student predilections in specialized domains. As posited by Yiicedaglar and Tung (2022), a
considerable segment of students exhibit dissatisfaction with their secondary educational experiences, harboring
inclinations to transition if feasible. Empirical evidence accentuates the instrumental role of secondary school
instructional caliber and guidance in shaping trajectories towards tertiary education. Evaluating perspectives on
secondary educational quality, an aggregate of 48.3% of students from medical and engineering domains
affirmed the superiority of their high school educational experiences, foregrounding the imperative of robust
secondary education for aspirations necessitating elevated scholastic prowess. A sizable 44.9% of participants
appraised their secondary education as moderately commendable, yet a salient fraction (66.6%) postulated that
enhanced instructional quality might have pivoted them towards more academically prestigious majors. These
insights solicit critical reflections on the integrity of the extant secondary educational framework, particularly
given its perceived inadequacy by a predominant student base. A majority opined a perceived deficit in academic
guidance during their high school tenure, with 38.8% outright negating its presence and 36.6% deeming it
marginal, thereby spotlighting the exigency for amplified advisory support during transitions to tertiary levels.
Corroborating this notion, Kogyigit, EEmir, and Akgil (2018) advocate that secondary educational quality, in
conjunction with school-centric and familial advisories, significantly govern students' tertiary choices and
eventual academic outcomes. Echoing this sentiment, Atli and Gir (2019) contend that institutional and familial

guidance provisions are pivotal in informing career trajectories and tertiary educational decisions.

Engaging in university preparation frequently imposes financial encumbrances on students, intensifying the
extant socio-economic disparities in our nation and exacerbating challenges for the economically marginalized
cohorts. Within the study's purview, 17.7% of respondents indicated an absence of incurred expenses during
their university preparatory phase, whereas a notable 43.7% reported expenditures within the 1-300 dollar
spectrum. Notably, prospective students of the faculties of engineering and medicine manifested the zenith of
preparatory expenditure. Such escalated financial outlays, particularly for admissions into these coveted
faculties, underscore the entrenched inequalities in educational accessibility. Leppel, Williams, and Waldauer
(2001) ascertained that both male and female students, if fathered by individuals occupying professional or
managerial echelons, manifested a pronounced inclination towards engineering and science disciplines. In
consonance with this, Golpek and Yildiz (2019) as well as Kavak and Goélpek (2020) discerned that a predominant
faction of university aspirants refrained from any preparatory expenditures, attributable primarily to their

familial economic constraints, thereby accentuating the scholastic inequities.

In examining the strategies students employ for university readiness, a notable segment (47.1%) emerges as self-
reliant in their preparatory endeavors. Simultaneously, enrollment in private cram schools mirrors this
preference, with an equivalent 47.1%. Students pursuing engineering and medicine predominantly gravitate
towards private tutoring, registering at 11.5% and 17.2% respectively, a trend that aligns with previous
observations on preparatory expenditures. Yet, it is discernible that a majority of those enrolled in Vocational
Colleges lean towards self-preparation. This could be indicative of either a less rigorous admissions criterion or a

constrained financial capacity hindering access to external preparatory institutions. Corroborating this,
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Yicedaglar and Tung (2022) elucidated in their study that while the majority of high school students opted for
cram schools in their university preparation phase, those fortified with financial resources predominantly chose

private tutoring.

Economic considerations emerge as salient determinants in students' choices of faculties. A substantial segment
of university attendees (45.1%) conveyed that financial concerns moderately influenced their decisions, while
for a significant 25.2%, it was the primary factor. This not only accentuates the centrality of financial
considerations in the decision-making process but also manifests the socio-economic disparities influencing
higher education choices. Contrarily, 29.8% of the cohort intimated that financial concerns were inconsequential
in their choices. Notably, students hailing from Vocational High Schools seemed to place a heightened emphasis
on economic constraints, illuminating the nuanced influence of economic considerations that may vary based on
individual socio-economic contexts. In the continuum of higher education, students grapple with the dual
pressures of sustenance and academic expenditures. These financial demands are often offset by scholarships,
loans from both public and private entities, familial support, or personal earnings. Such economic factors wield
considerable influence over a student's choice of university and academic discipline, as substantiated by Golpek,

Dineri, and Korkmaz (2020).

Generally, this study elucidates the interplay between socio-economic determinants and societal stratification in
shaping students' preferences for faculties and fields of study. Moreover, it sheds light on the extent to which
disparities in educational access mold these choices. An evaluation of the findings underscores that educational
selections are not merely contingent upon personal competencies or inclinations; they are profoundly influenced
by socio-economic dynamics, prevailing gender norms, and prevailing perceptions surrounding the educational

landscape.

e Socio-Economic Factors' Influence: Variables such as the educational level of parents, their professions,
and familial income significantly shape students' inclinations towards specific faculties or disciplines.
There is a pronounced presence of students from economically advantaged backgrounds and well-
educated families within sectors like engineering and medicine, highlighting potential amplification of
socio-economic imbalances in education.

e Implications of Gender Norms: The educational and occupational backgrounds of students' mothers
demonstrate the enduring impact of societal gender expectations. Common profiles, featuring lower
educational achievements or homemaking roles for mothers, emphasize the reflection of gender
dynamics and societal conventions in educational pathways.

e Education System's Impact: The nature and perceived caliber of secondary education are pivotal in
guiding students' university decisions. Distinct high school categories, such as Anatolian or science high
schools, seem to bestow a competitive edge in university access. Additionally, students' evaluations of

their high school education's quality resonate in their tertiary academic preferences.
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e Economic Considerations: Financial hurdles faced during the university preparatory phase delineate
some students' academic directions. Fields demanding considerable preparatory expenditure,

exemplified by medicine, tend to gravitate towards students of superior economic means.

In summary, educational choices emerge as a product of intricate and multifarious determinants. Consequently,
educational strategies must champion inclusivity and equity, prioritizing considerations beyond mere academic
merits, and actively addressing socio-economic imbalances, entrenched gender expectations, and economic

challenges.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the presented research findings, the following recommendations are proposed to ensure educational

equity and enhance student achievement:

e Educational institutions should understand the impact of social class on education and initiate
awareness campaigns accordingly. This will reinforce the goal of providing equal opportunities to
students.

e The research has revealed insufficient guidance in high schools. Therefore, there should be a greater
investment in counseling and advisory services in schools.

e Attending cram schools or private tutoring sessions in preparation for university poses a financial burden
for many families. Thus, state-supported online educational platforms and free resources should be
expanded and made more accessible.

e Theinfluence of economic costs on faculty choices should be thoroughly examined, and this information
should be utilized in policy-making. Measures should also be taken to meet students' needs throughout

their educational journeys, including increasing scholarship opportunities.

These suggestions aim to refine our education system to serve students in a more equitable, inclusive, and
effective manner. However, each recommendation should be implemented considering local conditions, student

needs, and educational policies.
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TOPLUMSAL SINIFIN YUKSEKOGRETiM TERCIHLERINE VE ERiSiIMINE ETKiSi

0z

Egitimde firsat esitsizliginin sebeplerini ekonomik, toplumsal, cografi/bolgesel, biyolojik ve politik
olmak Uzere bes boyutta ele alinabilir. Ortaya cikan bu esitsizlik durumu sadece bireylerin temel
egitim haklarina tam anlamiyla erisememeleriyle sinirli kalmayip, yasamlari boyunca diger temel
haklarin kullaniminda da engellere yol agar. Egitimde firsat esitliginin saglanmasi, egitim kalitesinin
artirilmasi ve bolgeler ile okul tiirleri arasindaki bagari farklarinin azaltilmasi toplumlarin geneliigin
halen buyulk bir 6nem tagimaktadir. Bu arastirma, yiiksekogretimde 6grencilerin fakiltelere ve
alanlara dagiliminin toplumsal sinif élgltlerine gore nasil farklilik gésterdigini belirlemek amaciyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmada nicel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama deseni kullanilimistir.
Arastirmanin 6rneklemini 2022-2023 egitim-6gretim yil bahar déneminde Kirsehir Ahi Evran
Universitesinde farkh bélim/programlarda o6grenim goren 1052 &grenci olusturmaktadir.
Arastirmada veriler Bilbll (2021) tarafindan gelistirilen “Yiiksek6gretime Erisimin Belirleyicileri
Anketi” ile arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen “Demografik Bilgi Formu” araciligiyla ¢evrim ici olarak
toplanmistir. Anketle elde edilen Ogrenci oOzellikleri ve gorislerinin  6grenim gorilen
fakulte/alanlara gore farkhlasip farkhlagmadigini test edebilmek igin SPSS 27 programi ve ‘Ki-Kare’
testi kullanilmistir. Arastirma sonucunda 06grencilerin ylksekdgretimde 6grencilerin fakilte ve
alanlara dagihmlarinda anne ve babanin egitim dizeyinin, mesleginin, ailenin gelir diizeyinin,
O6grenim gorilen lisenin tirdnin ve niteliginin, lisede yapilan yonlendirmenin, niversite hazirhk
sirecinde elde ettikleri olanaklarin (dershane, 6zel ders) etkili oldugu belirlenmistir

Anahtar kelimeler: Anahtar kelimel, anahtar kelime 2, anahtar kelime 3.
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GiRiS

Yiksekogretim, bireylerin sosyal hareketliligini ve niteligini artirma 6zelligine sahip dnemli bir aragtir. Ancak, bu
potansiyelin beklenen ve istendik diizeyde gergeklesebilmesi igin, yilksekogretime erisimde firsat esitliginin
saglanmasi gerekmektedir. Firsat esitligi, bireylerin sosyoekonomik durumlarindan bagimsiz olarak egitimde esit
sartlara sahip olmalari anlamina gelir. Ancak, bir¢ok llkede sosyoekonomik durum, bireylerin yiksekogretime
erisimini dogrudan veya dolayli olarak etkileyen 6nemli bir faktordir. Sosyoekonomik zorluklarla karsi karsiya
kalan 6grenciler igin yliksekdgretim kurumlarina giris, ekonomik sinirlamalar, bilgi eksikligi veya sosyal destek
eksikligi gibi cesitli engeller nedeniyle daha karmasik hale gelebilmektedir. Bu baglamda, sosyoekonomik
durumun yuksekogretime erisimdeki rolliniin derinlemesine anlasilmasi, egitim politikalarinin sekillendirilmesi

ve firsat esitliginin gergekten saglanmasi igin kritik bir 5neme sahiptir.

Bireylerin tasidiklari biyolojik ve kiilttrel 6zellikler, her toplumsal yapinin iginde belirli derecelerde esitsizliklerin
ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmaktadir. Bu esitsizlik dinamikleri, en temel diizeyde, bireylerin ekonomik, siyasi ve
kilturel alanlarda kaynaklara erisimleri ve bu kaynaklari kontrol etmeleri baglaminda belirleyici olur (Kurtdas,
2021). Modern epistemolojik yaklasimlarin dogusuyla birlikte tanimlanan firsat esitligi paradigmasi, bireylerin
sinifsal konumlarini degistiremedikleri ve kendi potansiyellerini tam manasiyla gergeklestiremedikleri geleneksel
toplum vyapilariyla karsilastirildiginda énemli bir gelisme olarak degerlendiriimektedir (Unal ve Ozsoy, 1998).
Toplumlar tarafindan tanimlanan ve yasatilan bu esitsizlikleri gidermek amaciyla tarihsel sureg icerisinde gesitli
onlemler alinmis ve 6zellikle egitime erisimle esitsizliklerin 6niine gegilmeye ¢alisilmistir. Egitimde firsat esitligi
kavrami, ayrim gozetilmeksizin toplumun tim kesimlerine, bireysel yeteneklerini en verimli sekilde gelistirme
olanagini esit derecede sunma ilkesi (izerine kurulmustur. Cagdas uluslararasi arenada, birgok Ulke resmi
yasalarla bireylere egitimde firsat esitligi hakkini tanimistir. Bununla birlikte, bu yasal diizenlemelerin varligi,
uygulamanin her diizeyinde tiim bireylere esit egitim firsatlarinin sunuldugunu anlamina gelmez (inan & Demir,
2018; Tezcan, 2016). Egitimde firsat esitligi ilkesi, bireylerin sosyal konumlari ve rollerini kazanirken karsilastiklari
sosyal ve ekonomik avantajlari ortadan kaldirmayi amaglar. Bu kavramsal gergevede, bireylerin sosyo-ekonomik
kokenlerinden bagimsiz olarak, yetenek ve isteklerine uygun bicimde toplumsal rollerini edinme ve bireysel
potansiyellerini tam anlamiyla gerceklestirme firsatlarina sahip olmalari beklenir (Ergiin, 1997; Isik & Bahat,
2021). Toplumsal alt sinif mensuplari igin bireysel yetenek ve egilimlere dayali olarak (st siniflara gegis imkani,
klasikten cagdasa sosyolojik teorilerin odak noktasindadir. Modern toplumun kritik bir gdstergesi olarak, tst sinif
mensuplarinin statisiiniin cinsiyet, soy, etnik koken veya dinsel kimliklerine degil, 6ncelikle bireysel kapasite ve
egilimlere dayandigi varsayilir. Sinif ya da sosyal katmanlar arasinda gegislere izin vermeyen toplumsal yaplilar,
ileri derecede sivil toplum normlarina uymadigi kabul edilir (Topses, 2014; Akgiil, 2019). Dolayisiyla, egitimde
firsat esitligi hem normatif hem de pratik acidan arzulanan ve hayata gegcirilebilir bir hedef olarak kabul edilir
(lllich, 2013). Bu baglamda, egitimde firsat esitligi kavrami, egitime yonelik sosyolojik incelemelerde ve 6zellikle
egitimin sosyal islevselligine dair devam eden mizakerelerde merkezi bir rol oynamaktadir (Degirmencioglu,
2008). Egitimde firsat esitligi kavrami, ekonomik olarak dezavantajli ve egitim olarak sinirli imkanlara sahip

ailelerin ¢ocuklarinin da kaliteli bir egitimle donatilmasini ifade eder (Aslankurt, 2013). Cagdas toplum yapisinda,
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bireylerin ekonomik siniflandirmalarindan bagimsiz olarak, toplumsal statilerini donustiirme ve esit firsatlara
erisimi temsil eden bir ahlaki ylikiimlGlik olarak kabul gormektedir. Bu perspektifte, egitimde firsat esitliginin
yani sira, egitimin daha genis kitlelere ulastirilmasi amaciyla benimsenen yaygin egitim yaklasimi, sosyoekonomik
hareketliligi kisitlanmis alt gelir gruplarina yonelik olarak, bilgi, yetenek ve beceri kazandirma siireglerini destekler
nitelikte olup, bu bireylerin toplumsal konumlarini giiglendirme potansiyelini artirdigi disiiniilmektedir (Sugur,

2008).

Egitimde firsat esitsizliginin sebeplerini ekonomik, toplumsal, cografi/bdlgesel, biyolojik ve politik olmak lzere
bes boyutta ele alinabilir. Ortaya ¢ikan bu esitsizlik durumu sadece bireylerin temel egitim haklarina tam
anlamiyla erisememeleriyle sinirli kalmayip, yasamlari boyunca diger temel haklarin kullaniminda da engellere
yol acar (Bilgin & Erbug, 2021). Egitimde firsat esitliginin saglanmasi, egitim kalitesinin artirilmasi ve bolgeler ile
okul turleri arasindaki basari farklarinin azaltiimasi toplumlarin geneli igin halen biylk bir 6nem tasimaktadir
(Hansen, Chalk & Ladd, 1999; Hutmacher, Cochrane, & Bottani, 2001; Wiseman, 2010). Okullarin nitelik agisindan
farklilasmasi  dgrenciler arasinda esitsizligin  ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmaktadir. Ogrencilerin
performanslarindaki farkliligin olusmasinda bireylerin aile yapilari ile igerisinde bulunduklari sosyo-ekonomik
durumlar da etkilidir (Dinger & Uysal, 2010; Halim ve vd., 2014). Ogrenci performansindaki farkliliklar, okulun
benimsedigi 6zel pedagojik yaklasimlar ve egitsel stratejilerle dogrudan iliskilendirilebilir. Bu baglamda, yliksek
pedagojik standartlara sahip okullarin secilmesi, 6grenci basarisini énemli Olgiide pozitif yonde etkileme

potansiyeline sahiptir (Berberoglu ve Kalender, 2005).

Egitimle ilgili kararlar alirken, ailelerin ekonomik gelir durumu kritik bir degisken olarak degerlendirilmelidir.
Makroekonomik perspektiften bakildiginda, ailelerin temel egitimi tamamlama istegi ve Universiteye kaydolma
olasilig, aile bitgesine direkt olarak etki eden faktorlerdendir (Tabak, 2019). Yiiksekogretim kurumlarina erisim
ve belirli akademik programlara kabul edilmede belirleyici olan sosyoekonomik degiskenler, ana-baba
demografisine (gelir seviyesi, mesleki stati, egitim seviyesi) ve yerlesim birimi 6zelliklerine ek olarak, bireyin
yuksekogretim dncesi egitim deneyimlerine ve bu deneyimlerin kalitesine de baglidir. Bunlara ek olarak 6grenim
gordigu egitim kurumunun 6zellikleri (6gretmen/6grenci orani, fiziksel olanaklar vb.) de bu kapasite lzerinde
etkilidir. Dolayisiyla, ylksekogretim erisimini en genis kapsamda tanimlarsak, bu, potansiyel yiksekogretim
ogrencilerinin kisisel beceri ve ¢abalarinin yaninda herhangi bir dissal kisitlamaya maruz kalmaksizin, kendi
sosyoekonomik ve akademik Ozelliklerine en uygun programlarda egitim alabilmelerinin garantisiyle ilgilidir
(Ekinci, 2009).Yuiksekogretim erisimindeki potansiyel dezavantajlarin 6nlenmesi amaciyla, 6zel durumlari olan
bireylerin pedagojik kaynaklara esit ve sirdirilebilir erisiminin saglanmasi kritik bir neme sahiptir (Altunoglu,
2020). Bireylerin sosyo-kiiltirel ve ekonomik cesitliligi dikkate alindiginda, bu cesitliligin ylksekogretim
kurumlarina erisimde ve belirli programlara katilimda dengeli bir sekilde yansitilmasi, pedagojik erisim ve
firsatlarin toplum genelinde esitlik¢i bir sekilde dagitildigina dair énemli bir gostergesidir. Bunun tersi ise
dengenin eksikligi, yiksekdgretim olanaklarinin veya spesifik programlarin toplumun belirli kesimlerini ayricalikh
kilarken diger kesimleri marjinallestirdigine isaret edebilir. Bu farkhlik, toplumun, bireysel potansiyelleri tam

anlamiyla degerlendirerek optimum insan sermayesi olusturma kapasitesinin sinirlandigini gésterir (OECD, 2007).
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Zgaga ve Arkadaslari (2014) yuksekogretimde 20. yizyilla birlikte baslayan talebin ve buna bagli olarak katilimin
daha da arttigini ifade etmektedir. Bununla birlikte yliksekdgretime katilan 6grencilerin geldigi sosyo-ekonomik
cevre, aile, yetenek ve beklentilerin farkllasacagi 6ngorilmektedir. Yiksekdgretimin kapasite artisiyla birlikte
katiimin artmasi toplumun daha énce yiiksekégretimde daha az temsil edilen gruplarinin katilimini kolaylastirmig
olsa da birgok Ulkede bu genisleme 6grenci kitlesinin yapisal olarak farklilasmasi arasinda ¢ok zayif bir iliski
belirlenmistir (Eurostudent, 2012). Bir baska ifadeyle halen yiiksekdgretime katilim belirli sosyo-ekonomik

gruplara dahil olan 6grencileri kapsamis 6grenci profilinde beklendik degisim gerceklesememistir.
Arastirmanin Amaci

Egitim, bireylerin hayatinda belirleyici bir rol oynayan temel unsurlardan biridir. Ancak bu egitim siirecinin nasil
sekillendigi, hangi faktérlerin buna etki ettigi ve bu etkilerin sonuglariyla iliskilidir. Toplumsal sinif, cinsiyet,
ekonomik durum, yiiksekégretim oncesi egitimin niteligi ve yonlendirme, anne ve babanin meslegi ve 6grenim
durumu, merkezi yerlestirme sinavlarina hazirlanma siireci ve bu siiregte yapilan harcamalar gibi sosyo-ekonomik
faktorlerin egitimdeki tercihleri ve basarilar nasil etkiledigi konusu, bircok arastirmaya konu olmustur. Bu
arastirmanin amaci; yliksekégretimde 6grencilerin fakiltelere ve alanlara dagiliminin toplumsal sinif 6lgitlerine

gore nasil farkhhk gosterdigini belirlemektir. Bu amacla birlikte asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir;

. Ogrencilerin anne-babalarinin egitim diizeyi ve mesleklerine gore fakiilte/alan dagilimi nedir?

. Ogrencilerin ailelerinin gelir diizeyine gore fakiilte/alan dagilimi nedir?

. Ogrencilerin mezun olduklari lise ve lisedeki egitimi algilama sekillerine gére fakiilte/alan dagilimi
nedir?

. Ogrencilerin merkezi yerlestirme sinavina hazirlanma sekillerine ve ayirdiklari biitcelere gore
fakilte/alan dagilimi nedir?

. Ogrencilerin fakiilte/alan tercihi yaparken, egitim nedeniyle ortaya ¢ikacak harcamalarin tercihlerine

etkilerine gore fakilte/alan dagilimi nedir?

YONTEM
Arastirma Modeli

Yiksekogretime erisimde 6grencilerin sosyo-ekonomik durumu ve ortaégretimde 6grenim gordikleri okulun
roliini belirlemeyi var olan durumu ve gergekligi ortaya koymaya amagladigi icin bu arastirma nicel arastirma
yontemlerinden tarama modeli kullanilarak desenlenmistir (Karasar, 2014). Arastirmada farkli sosyal siniflardan
gelen oOgrencilerin ylksekogretime erisimlerinin  belirleyicisi olabilecek esitsizlik kaynaklarindan nasil
etkilendikleri ortaya konmaya calisiimistir. Bu amagla 6grencilerin yuksekogretimde erisebildikleri fakiilte/alan

ile sosyoekonomik durum arasindaki iliski betimlenmeye calisiimistir.
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Evren ve Orneklem

Bu arastirmanin evren ve &rneklemini Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesinde 2022-2023 egitim-6gretim yili bahar
déneminde 6grenim géren 6grenciler olusturmustur. Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesinde belirtilen dénemde
18.774 6grenci 6grenim gdormekte olup bu 6grencilerin 6.419’u 6n lisans, 10.873’ lisans, 1.167’si yiksek lisans,
168’i doktora ve 147’si diger 6grencisidir. Basit tesadifi ornekleme yonteminde evrendeki tim birimlerin
ornekleme dahil edilme olasiligi esittir ve bagimsizdir. Bu esit olasilik, evrendeki her birimin 6rnekleme segilme
sansinin ayni oldugunu gostermektedir. Evrenin tam listesine sahip olundugunda, bu yéntem etkili bir rneklem
stratejisi olarak tercih edilebilir (Balci, 2013). Evren buyaklGga 50.000’e kadar olanlar igin kuramsal 6rneklem
buyuklikleri ve % 97 kesinlik diizeyi tolerans gosterilebilir hata igin gerekli érneklem buylklGgu 1044’tur

(Anderson, 1990). Arastirmada bu gerekliligi saglamak amaciyla 1052 kisiye ulasiimistir.

Tablo 1’de arastirmanin érneklemini olusturan 1052 6grencinin cinsiyet ve 6grenim gordikleri fakiilte/alana gore
dagihmlari yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1. Ogrencilerin cinsiyete gére dagilimlari

Cinsiyet Frekans Yizde (%)

Kadin 773 73,5
Erkek 279 26,5
Toplam 1052 100,0

Arastirmaya katilan 1052 6grencinin % 73.5’i kadin (773), % 26.5’i (279) erkektir.

Tablo 2. Ogrencilerin 6grenim gérdikleri fakiilte/yiiksekokul/meslek yiiksekokulu ve alanlarina gére dagilimlari
Ogrencilerin Fakiilte/Yiiksekokul/MYQ’lara Gore

Ogrencilerin Alanlarina Gére

Dagilimi f % Dagilimi f %
Egitim Fakultesi 94 8.9

Fen Edebiyat Faklltesi 101 9.6

iktisadi ve idari Bilimler Fakiltesi 96 9.0 Sosyal Bilimler Alanindaki

Kaman Uygulamali Bilimler Yiiksekokulu 24 2.3 Fakiilteler 379 36.0
Neset Ertas Glizel Sanatlar Fakiltesi 12 11

Yabanci Diller Yiksekokulu 25 2.4

Spor Bilimleri Fakiltesi 27 2.6

Fizik Tedavi ve Rehabilitasyon Yiksekokulu 89 8.5 Saghk Hizmetleri Alanindaki 328 312
Saglik Bilimleri Fakultesi 239 22.7 Fakulteler )
Mihendislik Mimarhk Fakiltesi 6 .6 Mihendislik Alanindaki 61 58
Ziraat Fakultesi 55 5.2 Fakulteler )
Tip Fakultesi 29 2.8 Tip Fakiltesi 29 2.8
Kaman Meslek Yuksekokulu 26 2.5

Saglik Hizmetleri Meslek Yiksekokulu 226 21.5 Meslek Yuksekokullari 255 24.2
Teknik Bilimler Meslek Yuksekokulu 8 .8

Toplam 1052 100.0 Toplam 1052 100.0

Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin 379’u Sosyal Bilimler Alanindaki Fakiltelerde, 328’i Saglik Hizmetleri Alanindaki
Fakultelerde, 61'i Mlhendislik Alanindaki Fakiltelerde, 29’u Tip Fakiltesinde ve 255’i Meslek Yiksekokullarinda

o0grenim gormektedir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Arastirmada veriler Bilbil (2021) tarafindan gelistirilen Yiksekdgretime Erisimin Belirleyicileri Anketi” ile

toplanmistir. Arastirmada veriler egitim-6gretimin belirlenen donemde uzaktan gergeklesmesi nedeniyle ¢cevrim
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ici olusturulan form araciligiyla toplanmistir. Ogrencilerin sosyoekonomik 6zellikleri ile yiiksekdgretim dncesi
egitim deneyimlerine dair gorislerinin 6grenim gordukleri fakllte veya disiplinlere gore degisip degismedigini
incelemek amaciyla “Ki-kare” istatistiksel testi uygulanmistir. Ayrica, 6grencilerin yiksekdgretime katilim

motivasyonlari, ylzdelik ve frekans analizleri kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir.

Etik Metin

Makalenin etik kurul izni Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu
Baskanhgi'nin 10/05/2023 tarih ve 2023/04/18 karar numarasi ile alinmistir.
BULGULAR

Arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen bulgular, arastirmanin alt amag sorularina uygun olarak “sosyoekonomik
2

ozellikler”, “yiiksek6gretim oncesi egitim yasantisi” ve “yiksekdgretime giris amaci” olmak Gzere (g baslik altinda

verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Ogrencilerin anne-babalarinin egitim diizeylerine gére fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimi

Meslek Muhendisli
Tip

Sosyal Bilimler ~ Saghk Bilimleri  Yiiksekokull "k . Fakiiltesi Toplam
ari Fakilteleri

Anne Egitim Diizeyi f % f % f % f % f % f %
Alt Toplumsal Sinif 231 60.9 210 640 146 57.3 39 639 12 414 638 60.6
Orta Toplumsal Sinif 127 33.6 101 30.8 100 39.2 18 295 11 379 357 33.9
Ust Toplumsal Sinif 21 5.5 17 5.2 9 35 4 6.6 6 20.7 57 5.4
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
x%: 20.901, df: 8, p: .00

Baba Egitim Diizeyi f % f % f % f % f % f %
Alt Toplumsal Sinif 155 40.9 133 405 103 404 20 32.8 4 1338 415 394
Orta Toplumsal Sinif 167 44.1 139 424 128 50.2 30 49.2 16 55.2 480 45.6
Ust Toplumsal Sinif 57 15.0 56 17.1 24 9.4 11 18.0 9 31.0 157 14.9
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100

X*: 20.410, df: 8, p: .00

Alt Toplumsal Sinif: Okuryazar degil —ilkokul mezunu. Orta Toplumsal Sinif: Ortaokul-Lise mezunu. Ust Toplumsal

Sinif: Universite- Lisansiisti mezunu.

Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin faklltelere/alanlara dagihmi, toplumsal sinif lcitlerinden biri olarak belirlenen
anne baba egitim dlzeyine gére anlamli farkhhk gostermektedir. (Anne: ¥%:20.901; p:.00, Baba: x*:20.410; p: .00).
Buna gore tiim alanlarda 6grenim goéren 6grencilerin annelerinin (Sosyal Bilimler: % 60.9; Saglk Bilimleri; % 64.0;
Meslek Yiksekokullari: % 57.3; Mihendislik Fakilteleri: % 63,9 ve Tip Fakiltesi: % 41.4) blylk bir gogunlugunun
alt toplumsal sinif icerisinde yer alan “okuryazar degil / ilkokul mezunu” oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Tum alanlarda
0grenim goren 6grencilerin babalarinin (Sosyal Bilimler: % 44.1; Saglik Bilimleri; % 42.4; Meslek Yiksekokullar:
% 50.2; Miihendislik Fakdlteleri: % 49.2 ve Tip Fakdltesi: % 55.2) biyuk bir cogunlugunun ise orta toplumsal sinif
icerisinde yer alan “ortaokul / lise” mezunu oldugu gériilmektedir. Ust toplumsal sinif olarak degerlendirilen
egitim diizeyine sahip anne ve baba oraninin en yiksek oldugu alanlar ise Tip Fakiltesi (Anne: % 20.7; Baba: %

31.0) ile Mihendislik Fakiilteleri (Anne: % 6.6; Baba: % 18.0) alanlaridir.

1789



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 8, Issue: 23, 2023

Tablo 4. 6grencilerin anne-babalarinin mesleklerine gore fakiltelere/alanlara dagilimi

Meslek Mihendislik Tip

Sosyal Bilimler  Saglik Bilimleri Yiksekokullari Fakilteleri Fakultesi Toplam

Anne Meslek f % f % f % f % f % f %
Alt Toplumsal Sinif 339 89.2 300 91.5 222 874 52 85.2 22 75.9 935 88.9
Orta Toplumsal Sinif 15 4.0 5 1.5 11 4.3 6 9.8 4 13.8 41 3.9
Ust Toplumsal Sinif 26 6.8 23 7.0 21 8.3 3 5.0 3 103 79 7.2
Toplam 380 100 328 100 254 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
X% 19.933, df: 8, p: .01

Baba Meslek f % f % f % f % f % f %
Alt Toplumsal Sinif 194 52.9 190 58.8 121 49.0 32 53.3 15 536 552 53.9
Orta Toplumsal Sinif 40 10.9 42 13.0 27 109 9 15.0 8 28.6 126 12.3
Ust Toplumsal Sinif 133 36.2 91 28.2 99 40.1 19 31.7 5 17.9 347 33.9
Toplam** 367 100 323 100 247 100 60 100 28 100 1052 100

x%: 18.843, df: 8, p: .01

Alt Toplumsal Sinif: Ciftgi/isci/Ev hanimi/issiz, Orta Toplumsal Sinif: Memur/Esnaf/ Ozel sektér ticretli/Emekli, Ust

Toplumsal Sinif: Profesyonel meslek mensuplari, is insani, tist kademe yénetici

** Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin bir bélimiiniin ebeveyninin vefat etmis olmasi nedeniyle katimci sayisindan

daha az bir sonug olusmustur.

Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin fakultelere/alanlara dagilimi, toplumsal sinif dlgltlerinden biri olarak belirlenen
anne babanin meslegine gore anlamli farklilik géstermektedir. (Anne: x2:19.933; p:.01, Baba: x*:18.843; p: .01).
Buna gore tiim alanlarda 6grenim goren 6grencilerin annelerinin (Sosyal Bilimler: % 89.2; Saghk Bilimleri; % 91.5;
Meslek Yuksekokullari: % 87.4; Muhendislik Fakulteleri: % 85.2 ve Tip Fakdiltesi: % 75.9) biyiik bir gogunlugunun
alt toplumsal sinif icerisinde yer alan “ciftciler/isciler/issizler” oldugu anlasiimaktadir. Ozellikle 6grencilerin
annelerinin ev kadini oldugu ve galismadigi katihmcilar tarafindan belirtilmistir. Tim alanlarda 6grenim goren
Ogrencilerin babalarinin (Sosyal Bilimler: % 52.9; Saglik Bilimleri; % 58.8; Meslek Yiksekokullari: % 49.0;
Mihendislik Fakdlteleri: % 53.3 ve Tip Fakiiltesi: % 53.6) blylk bir ¢cogunlugunun ise orta toplumsal sinif

icerisinde yer alan “giftciler/isciler/issizler” oldugu goérilmektedir.

Tablo 5. Ogrencilerin ailelerinin gelirine gére fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimi

- . - . Meslek Mihendislik Tip
Sosyal Bilimler  Saglik Bilimleri Yiiksekokullari Fakulteleri Fakultesi Toplam
Aile Gelir f % f % f % f % f % f %
Alt Toplumsal Sinif 98 259 95 29.0 73 286 11 18.0 4 138 281 26.7
Orta Toplumsal Sinif 269 71.0 226 689 176 69.0 41 672 23 763 735 69.9
Ust Toplumsal Sinif 12 3.1 7 2.1 6 2.4 9 14.8 2 6.9 36 3.4
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100

X% 31.605, df: 8, p: .00
Alt Toplumsal Sinif (0-400 Dolar), Orta Toplumsal Sinif (401-1400 Dolar), Ust Toplumsal Sinif (1401 Dolar ve {istii)

Tablo 5 incelendiginde 6grencilerin fakiltelere/alanlara dagilimi ailelerin gelirine gére anlamli fark
gostermektedir (x%: 31.605, p: .00). Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin geneline bakildiginda ailelerin blyuk bir
boliminin (f:735; % 69.9) “orta toplumsal sinif” icerisinde degerlendirilen diizeyde aylk ortalama gelire sahip
oldugu gorilmektedir. Ust toplumsal sinifta degerlendirilen gelir diizeyine sahip ailelerin oraninin en yiiksek

oldugu birim ise mihendislik fakiltesidir (% 14.8).
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Tablo 6. Ogrencilerin mezun olduklari lise tiiriine gére fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimi

Meslek Mihendislik Tip

Sosyal Bilimler  Saglik Bilimleri Yiiksekokullari Fakulteleri  Fakiltesi Toplam
Mezun Oldugu Lise f % f % f % f % f % f %
Genel Lise 16 4.2 14 4.3 9 35 10 16.4 1 3.6 50 4.8
Anadolu Lisesi 167 441 195 59.5 110 43.1 27 44.3 11 393 510 48.5
Fen/Sosyal/Ogretmen 22 5.8 21 6.4 4 1.6 1 1.6 11 393 59 5.6
Lisesi
Mesleki ve Teknik 89 23.5 52 15.9 95 373 15 24.6 0 0 251 239
Anadolu Lisesi
imam Hatip Lisesi 54 14.2 33 10.1 29 114 3 4.9 3 10.7 122 11.6
Ozel Lise 31 8.2 13 4.0 8 3.1 5 8.2 2 7.1 59 5.6
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100

x%: 146.276, df: 20, p: .00

Ogrencilerin fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimi, mezun olduklari lise tiiriine gére anlaml farklilik géstermektedir (x%:
146.276; p< .00). Ogrencilerin mezun olduklari lise tiiriine gére dagilimlari incelendiginde, toplam 8grenci sayisi
icindeki agirliklari agisindan “Anadolu Lisesi” mezunlarinin % 48.5’lik bir oranla birinci sirada yer aldig1, % 23.9'luk
oranla “Mesleki ve Teknik Anadolu Lisesi” mezunlarinin bu lise grubunu izledigi gériilmektedir. Toplam 6grenci
sayisi icerisinde “Fen Lisesi/Sosyal Bilimler/Ogretmen Lisesi” mezunlarinin oraniise % 5.6’dir ve en yiiksek oldugu
alan ise “Tip Fakultesi”dir. Mesleki ve Teknik Anadolu Lisesi’nden mezun olanlarin en fazla oldugu alan ise

“Meslek Yiiksekokul”larndir.

Tablo 7. 6grencilerin mezun olduklari lisedeki egitimi yorumlama sekillerine gore fakultelere/alanlara dagilimi

Sosyal saglik Bilimleri Meslek Muhendislik Tip Toplam
Bilimler Yiksekokullari Fakilteleri Fakultesi
f % f % f % f % f % f %
Lisede iyi bir Evet 150 39.6 120 36.6 64 251 19 48.3 14 483 367 34.9
egitim aldim Hayir 86 22.7 48 14.6 60 23.7 15 13.8 4 138 213 20.2

Kismen 143 37.7 160 48.8 131 514 27 37.9 11 379 472 44.9
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100

X*: 28.287, df: 8, p: .00

Lisede iyi bir Evet 106 28.0 80 24.4 46 18.0 14 23.0 13 4438 259 24.6
yonlendirme Hayir 151 39.8 118 36.0 108 424 25 41.0 6 20.7 408 38.8
yapildi Kismen 122 36.0 130 396 101 396 22 36.0 10 345 385 36.6

Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100

X*: 18.745, df: 8, p: .01

Daha iyi bir Evet 245 64.6 213 64.9 184 722 42 68.8 17 58.6 701 66.6
lisede 6grenim  Hayir 55 14.5 45 13.7 30 11.8 5 8.2 6 20.7 141 13.4
gorseydim daha Kismen 79 20.9 70 21.4 41 16.0 14 23.0 6 20.7 210 20.0
iyi bir bolim Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 29 100 1052 100
kazanirdim

x%: 7.792, df: 20, p: .00

Ogrencilerin lise 6grenimlerine iliskin “lisede iyi bir egitim aldim” ve “lisede iyi bir ydnlendirme yapildl” gériisleri
farklilasmakta olup; “daha iyi bir lisede 6grenim gorseydim daha iyi bir bolim kazanirdim”a goére
farkhlasmamaktadir. Lisede tip fakiltesi ve miihendislik fakiltesi alani 6grencileri % 48.3 oraninda lisede iyi bir
egitim aldiklarini distintirken; sosyal bilimler alani (% 22.7) 6grencileri ile meslek yiksekokullari 6grencileri (%
23.7) oraninda iyi bir egitim almadiklarini disinmektedir. Katilimcilarin biyik bir kesimi (%44.9) lisede kismen

iyi bir egitim aldigini distinmektedir. Tip fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin 6nemli bir bélimi (% 44.8) lisede iyi bir
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yonlendirme yapildigini disiintirken; diger alanlarda 6grenim goéren 6grencilerin 6nemli bir bolimiintin (Sosyal
Bilimler: %39.8; Saglik Bilimleri: %36.0; Meslek Yiksekokullari: % 42.4; Mihendislik Fakilteleri: % 41.0) lisede iyi
bir yonlendirme yapilmadigini disinmektedir. Katihmci 6grencilerin ¢ok buyik bir bolimi (Sosyal Bilimler: %
64.6; Saglk Bilimleri: % 64.9; Meslek Yiksekokullari: % 72.2; Mihendislik Fakilteleri: % 68.8; Tip Fakiiltesi: %

58.6) benzer bir bicimde daha iyi bir lisede 6grenim gérseydi daha iyi bir bolim kazanacagini disinmektedir.

Tablo 8. Ogrencilerin tiniversiteye hazirlik igin yapilan harcamaya gére fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimlari

(Yilhk/Dolar)
- . - . Meslek Miihendislik Tip
Sosyal Bilimler  Saglik Bilimleri Yiiksekokullari Fakilteleri Fakultesi Toplam
f % f % f % f % f % f %
Hi¢ harcama yapilmadi 68 36.9 50 15.2 60 325 6 9.8 2 6.9 186 17.7
1-300 175 46.2 146 44.5 109 42.7 22 36.1 8 27.6 460 43.7
301-600 85 22.4 78 23.8 65 25,5 19 31.1 12 414 259 24.6
601 ve Ustu 51 13.5 54 16.5 21 82 14 3.2 7 24.1 147 14.0
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100

x> 31.724, df: 12, p: .00

Ogrencilerin fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimi, Giniversiteye hazirlik igin yapilan harcamaya gére anlamli farklilklar
gostermektedir (x2 =31.724=; p.00). Ogrencilerin biyiik bir kisminin (%43.7) Giniversiteye hazirlik siirecinde 1-300
dolar arasinda harcama yaptig1 gérilmektedir. Bu, 6grencilerin genel olarak tniversiteye hazirlik stirecinde bu
aralikta bir maliyetle karsi karsiya kaldiklarini gosteriyor. Sosyal Bilimler (%36.9) ve Meslek Yiiksekokullari (%32.5)
alanlarinda 6grenim goren 6grenciler arasinda, hi¢ harcama yapmayanlarin orani dikkat cekici sekilde yuksektir.

"601 dolar ve listi" harcama yapan 6grenciler arasinda, Tip Fakiiltesi %24.1 ile 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Tablo 9. Ogrencilerin tiniversiteye hazirlanma bicimlerine gére fakiltelere/alanlara dagilimlari

. . - . Meslek Mihendislik Tip
Sosyal Bilimler  Saghk Bilimleri Yiksekokullari  Fakdlteleri Fakdiltesi Toplam
f % f % f % f % f % f %
Dershaneye gittim 166  43.8 158  48.2 9% 37.6 33 541 16 55.2 469 44.6
Kendim hazirlandim 177 46.7 143 43.8 147 576 21 34.4 8 27.6 496 47.1
Ozel ders aldim 36 9.5 27 8.2 12 4.7 7 115 5 172 87 8.3
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100

X*: 25.211, df: 8, p: .00

Ogrencilerin fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimi, Gniversiteye hazirlik igin kullanilan ydnteme gére anlamli farklihk
gostermektedir (x2 =25.211=; p.00). Ogrencilerin biiyiik bir kisminin iiniversite sinavi hazirlik sirecinde
dershaneye gittigi (% 44.6) ve kendisinin hazirlandig (47.1) gortlmektedir. En fazla dershaneye giden 6grenci
oraninin Tip Fakiltesi (%55.2) ve Mihendislik Fakiilteleri (%54.1) icin oldugunu gorilmektedir. Meslek
yuksekokulunda 6grenim goren 6grencilerin biyik bir boliminin (% 57.6) Universite sinavina kendisinin

hazirlandigi belirlenmistir.
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Tablo 10. Ogrencilerin fakiilte/alan tercihi yaparken, egitim nedeniyle ortaya ¢ikacak harcamalarin tercihlerine

etkilerine gore fakultelere/alanlara dagilimlari

- . - . Meslek Mihendislik Tip
Sosyal Bilimler  Saglik Bilimleri Yiiksekokullari Faklteleri Fakultesi Toplam
f % f % f % f % f % f %
Ekonomik maliyetler 165 435 154 47.0 108 424 29 47.5 18 62.1 474 45.1
kismen etkili oldu
Ekonomik maliyetleri hig 120 31.7 96 29.3 68 26.6 21 34.5 8 276 313 29.8
dikkate almadim
Tamamen ekonomik 94 24.8 78 23.8 79 310 11 18.0 3 103 265 25.2
maliyetlere gore tercih
yaptim
Toplam 379 100 328 100 255 100 61 100 28 100 1051 100

X% 12.069, df: 8, p: .14

Ogrencilerin fakiiltelere/alanlara dagilimi, fakiilte/alan tercihi yaparken, egitim nedeniyle ortaya cikacak
harcamalarin tercihlerine etkilerine gére anlamli farklilik géstermemektedir (x2 =25.211=; p.00). Ogrencilerin
blylk bir kismi (%45.1) ekonomik maliyetleri kismen dikkate alarak tercih yaptigini belirtmistir. Tip Fakiiltesi
(%62.1) bu oranin en yiiksek oldugu fakiiltedir. Ogrencilerin yaklasik tcte biri (%29.8) ekonomik maliyetleri hi¢
dikkate almadan tercih yaptigini ifade etmistir. Saglik Bilimleri (% 29.3) ve Sosyal Bilimler (% 31.7) fakiltelerindeki
dgrencilerin gorisleri bu kategoride yiiksek yiizdelere sahiptir. Ogrencilerin % 25.2'si tercihlerini tamamen
ekonomik maliyetlere gore yaptigini belirtmistir. Meslek Yuksekokullari (% 31.0) bu oranin en yiiksek oldugu

alandir.

SONUC VE TARTISMA

Arastirmada ogrencilerin fakiltelere ve alanlara dagiliminin toplumsal sinif dlgitlerine gére nasil farklilik
gosterdigini incelenmigtir. Egitim sosyolojisi baglaminda anne ve baba egitim dizeylerinin ¢ocuklarinin egitim
basarisi ve segimleri Gizerinde 6nemli bir etkisi oldugunu bilinmektedir (Ural ve Cinar, 2014, Ciftci ve Caglar, 2014;
Ozeren ve vd., 2020). Sonuglara gére, dgrencilerin annelerinin ve babalarinin egitim diizeylerine gére biiyiik bir
¢ogunlugu alt ve orta toplumsal sinif icerisinde yer almaktadir. Buna karsin mihendislik alanlari ve tip
fakiltesinde 6grenin géren 6grencilerin babalarinin egitim dizeylerinin diger gruplardan daha yiiksek oldugu ve
blylk bir bolumanin orta ve lst toplumsal sinif icerisinde yer aldigi belirlenmistir. Ekinci (2011) arastirmasinda

daha Ust diizey 6grenim gérms ailelerin gocuklarinin sinav basarilarinin daha yiiksek oldugunu belirlemistir.

Bu arastirmanin sonuglari toplumsal sinif 6lgitleri olarak belirlenen ailenin egitim durumu, anne-baba meslegi ve
aile gelir durumu ile yuksekogretimde 6grenim gorulen fakilte/alan arasinda sinirli bir iliski oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Biilbiil (2021) arastirmasinda anne ve babanin egitim diizeyinin ve ailenin gelir diizeyinin 6grencinin
Ogrenim gordugu fakllte/alan arasinda bir iliski oldugunu belirlemis ve ebeveynlerin icerisinde bulundugu sinifin
ozellikle daha prestijli olarak tanimlanabilecek mihendislik ve tip alanlarina gegiste etkili oldugu sonucunu
belirlemistir. Ogrencilerin annelerinin (% 88.9) ve babalarinin (% 53.9) meslegi lizerinden yapilan incelemede,
cogunlukla alt toplumsal sinifa ait olduklari gériilmektedir. Bu durum toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin ve ekonomik

faktorlerinin toplum {izerindeki etkisinin bir yansimasi olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ozellikle dgrencilerin annelerinin
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ev kadini oldugu bilgisi, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin kadinlarin egitim ve meslek tercihleri Gzerindeki baskin
etkisini gostermektedir (Avci ve vd., 2019; Demir, 2020). Arastirmada bu olumsuz durumun 6grencilerin 6grenim
gordiikleri fakiilte/alanlari belirlemede etkili olmadigi sonucuna ulasiimistir. Ogrencilerin ailelerinin gelir
durumuna bakildiginda ise, cogunlugunun orta toplumsal sinifa ait oldugu saptanmistir. Hanehalki gelirlerinin
Ogrencilerin yuksekogretime girisini 6nemli bigimde etkilemedigi belirlenmistir. Bu sonugla benzerlik gosteren
pek cok arastirma bulunmaktadir (Baker & Velez, 1996; Trusty, Robbinson, Plata & Ng, 2000; Karen, 2002; Tansel
2002; Clark-Kaufman & digerleri, 2003; Ekinci, 2011). Ancak miihendislik fakiltesi, Gist toplumsal siniftan daha
fazla 6grenciyi barindirmaktadir. Anne ve babanin egitim diizeyinin artmasi cocuklarin sinav basarilarini

artirmaktadir (Cémlekgioglu, 2020).

Lise tiirli, Gniversite ve bélim seciminde belirleyici bir faktérdiir. Ozellikle Anadolu Liseleri'nden mezun olan
ogrencilerin oraninin yiksek (% 48.5) olmasi, bu okullarin Universiteye hazirlikta basarili oldugunu ve egitim
sistemindeki yayginligini géstermektedir. Ancak, Meslek Yiiksekokullarinda 6grencilerin énemli bir kisminin (%
37.3) Mesleki ve Teknik Anadolu Liseleri'nden gelmesi, Mesleki ve Teknik Anadolu Liselerinden mezun olan
ogrencilerinin higbirinin tip fakiltesine yerlesememesi egitim sisteminin ve okul tlrinin bazi alanlarda 6grenci
secimlerini nasil etkiledigini de gostermektedir. Yicedaglar ve Tung (2022) 6grencilerin biylk bir boliminin
O0grenim gordugl lisenin sundugu egitimden memnun olmadigini firsatlari olmasi durumunda okullarini
degistirmek istediklerini belirtmislerdir. Arastirma sonuglarina gore lisede alinan egitimin niteligi ve lisede yapilan
yonlendirme 6grencinin yiksekogretime katiliminda 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir. Lise egitiminin kalitesi
konusunda ise, tip ve miihendislik 6grencileri (% 48.3) lisede iyi bir egitim aldiklarini belirtmistir. Bu durum yiksek
akademik basari gerektiren bu bolimlere yerlesmek igin iyi bir lise egitiminin etkili oldugunu gostermektedir.
Katilimcilarin dnemli bir bolimu (% 44.9) lisede kismen iyi bir egitim aldigini belirtirken lisede daha iyi bir egitim
gorseydim daha iyi bir bolim kazanirdim seklinde goéris bildiren (% 66.6) 6nemli bir katihmci grubu
bulunmaktadir. Bu sonug lise diizeyinde egitimimizin nitelik agisindan sorgulanmasi gerektigini ve 6grencilerin
biiyiik oranda beklentilerinin karsilanmadigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ogrenciler 6grenim gérdiikleri liselerde biiyiik
oranda (hayir: % 38.8; kismen %36.6) iyi bir yonlendirme yapilmadigini ifade etmislerdir. Bu sonug Universiteye
geciste cok dnemli olan rehberligin 6grencilerin bekledigi diizeyde gerceklestiriimedigi gostermektedir. Kogyigit,
Egmir ve Akgcil (2018) calismalarinda lise egitiminin niteliginin, lisede yapilan ve ailenin yonlendirmelerinin
ogrencilerin Universite tercihlerinde ve basarilarinda belirleyici oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. Atli ve Gur (2019)
okullarda uygulanmakta olan rehberlik hizmetinin ve ailenin yonlendirmesinin meslek ve lniversite seciminde

kritik bir rol oynadigini belirtmislerdir.

Ogrencilerin tiniversiteye hazirlik siireci, genellikle ekonomik bir yiik getirmektedir. Bu durum iilkemizde yasanan
esitsizligi daha da derinlestirmekte ve kosullari dezavantajli gruplar agisindan daha da zor bir hale getirmektedir.
Arastirmada katilmcilarin bir bolimi (% 17.7) (niversiteye hazirlik siirecinde hi¢ harcama yapilmadigini
belirtirken; dnemli bir bélimi (% 43.7) ise 1-300 dolar araliginda harcama yapildigini belirtmistir. En ylksek
harcamanin yapildig1 béliimler ise mihendislik alaninda ve tip fakiltesi olmustur. Akademik basarinin yiksek

oldugu bu boélimlere yerlesebilmek icin daha fazla harcama yapilmis olmasi yasanan esitsizligi ortaya koymak
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acisindan 6nemli bir bulgudur. Leppel, Williams ve Waldauer (2001) galismalarinda babalari profesyonel ya da
yonetici pozisyonlarda olan hem erkek hem de kadin 6grencilerin mihendislik ve fen bilimleri bélimini segme
olasiligi daha yiiksek oldugunu belirlemislerdir. Goélpek ve Yildiz (2019) ile Kavak ve Golpek (2020)
arastirmalarinda Universitede 6grenim goren 6grencilerin biylk bir béliminin Gniversiteye sinavina hazirhk
surecinde herhangi bir harcama yapmadiklarini bunun nedeninin ise ailelerinin ekonomik durumunun oldugunu

ifade etmislerdir. Bu durum esitsizligi daha da derinlestirmektedir.

Ogrencilerin Universiteye hazirlik yéntemleri incelendiginde ise, 6grencilerin énemli bir bélimiiniin (% 47.1)
kendisinin hazirlandigi gérilmektedir. Bununla birlikte tniversiteye hazirlik icin halen dershaneye gitmenin halen
cok tercih edilen (% 47.1) bir secenek oldugu gorilmektedir. Universiteye hazirlik icin &zel ders en cok
mihendislik fakultesi (% 11.5) ve tip fakiltesi (% 17.2) 6grencileri tarafindan tercih edilmektedir. Bu sonug
Universiteye hazirlik icin yapilan harcamayla tutarlihk gostermektedir. Ancak Meslek Yiksekokullari'nda
ogrencilerin cogunlukla bireysel olarak hazirlandigi saptanmis. Bu, meslek yiiksekokullarinin giris siirecinin daha
az rekabetgci olduguna veya 6grencilerin ekonomik sinirlamalar nedeniyle dershanelere daha az erisimi oldugunu
gostermektedir. Yicedaglar ve Tung (2022) arastirmalarinda lise 6grencilerinin Universiteye hazirlik siirecinde

cogunlukla dershaneye gittiklerini ve ekonomik yeterligi olanlarin ise 6zel ders aldiklarini belirtmistir.

Son olarak, fakiilte tercihlerinde ekonomik maliyetin dnemli bir faktdor oldugu belirlenmistir. Universite
Ogrencilerinin tercihlerinde ekonomik maliyetler kismen etkili oldu diyen (% 45.1) ve tamamen ekonomik
nedenlere gore tercih yaptim (% 25.2) diyen buyik bir kitle bulunmaktadir. Bu durum Ekonomik maliyetler,
ogrencilerin fakilte ve bélim tercihlerinde 6nemli bir faktér oldugunu géstermekle birlikte toplumsal esitsizligin
bu asamada da etkili bir unsur olarak var oldugunu gostermektedir. Buna karsin ekonomik maliyetlerin hig etkili
olmadigi séyleyen (% 29.8) kiigiik bir grupta yer almaktadir. Ozellikle Meslek Yiiksekokullari dgrencileri, ekonomik
maliyetleri 6n planda tutarak tercihlerini sekillendiriyor. Bu, ekonomik maliyetlerin 6grenci tercihlerinde 6nemli
bir rol oynadigini ve bu durumun sosyo-ekonomik duruma goére degisiklik gosterebildigini gdstermektedir.
Yiksekogretim siiresince de 6grencilerin yasam ve egitim maliyetlerini karsilamasi gerekmektedir. Bu maliyetler
kamu ve 6zel kurumlar tarafindan saglanan burs/kredilerle karsilandigi gibi bununla birlikte aileler ve 6grencinin
kendisi de c¢alisarak karsilamak zorunda kalabilmektedir. Bu durum 6grencinin Universite ve bélim tercihinde

etkilidir (Golpek, Dineri ve Korkmaz, 2020).

Genel olarak, bu arastirma, egitimde sosyo-ekonomik faktorlerin ve toplumsal sinifin, 6grencilerin fakilte ve alan
secimlerinde nasil bir etki yarattigini gdstermektedir. Ayrica, egitimdeki firsat esitsizliklerinin bu segimleri nasil
etkiledigine dair onemli ipuclari sunmaktadir. Bu bulgular, egitim politikalarinin sekillendirilmesi ve toplumsal
sinif esitsizliklerinin azaltilmasi icin 6nemli bilgiler saglamaktadir. Sonuglarin incelenmesi, egitimdeki segimlerin
yalnizca bireysel yetenekler veya ilgilerle sinirli olmadigini, ayni zamanda sosyo-ekonomik faktorlerin, toplumsal

cinsiyet normlarinin ve egitim sistemine dair algilarin da bu secimlerde 6nemli bir rol oynadigini géstermektedir.

e  Sosyo-ekonomik faktorlerin etkisi: Ebeveynlerin egitim seviyesi, meslegi ve aile geliri gibi sosyo-

ekonomik olgutler, 6grencilerin hangi fakiltelere veya alanlara yonlendirildiginde belirleyici olabiliyor.
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Ozellikle miihendislik veya tip gibi bazi alanlarda, yiiksek gelir ve egitim seviyesine sahip ailelerden gelen
O0grenci oraninin daha fazla oldugunu goérmekteyiz. Bu, egitimde sosyo-ekonomik esitsizliklerin
sirdiridlmesine yol agabilir.

Toplumsal cinsiyet normlari: Ogrencilerin annelerinin egitim durumu ve meslegi, toplumsal cinsiyet
rollerinin hala belirleyici oldugunu gosteriyor. Annelere yonelik dlisiik egitim seviyesi ve ev kadinhg gibi
meslek profilleri, cinsiyet tabanh rollerin ve beklentilerin egitim tercihlerine nasil yansidiginin bir
gostergesi.

Egitim sisteminin rolu: Lise tlru ve lise egitim kalitesi algilari da 6grenci tercihlerinde etkili. Anadolu
liseleri veya fen liseleri gibi bazi okul tirlerinin 6grencilere lniversiteye giriste avantaj sagladig
goraluyor. Ayni zamanda, 6grencilerin lise egitiminin kalitesi hakkindaki algilari da Giniversite ve boélim
secimlerini etkileyebiliyor.

Ekonomik maliyetler: Universiteye hazirlik siirecinde karsilasilan ekonomik maliyetler, bazi 6grencilerin
egitim yolculuklarina nasil devam edecegini etkileyebilir. Ozellikle tip fakiiltesi gibi yiksek maliyetli

hazirlik siireglerine sahip bolimler, ekonomik olarak daha avantajli 6grencilere egilim gosterebilir.

Sonug olarak, egitimdeki se¢cimlerin ¢cok boyutlu ve karmasik faktorler tarafindan etkilendigi gériilmektedir. Bu,

egitim politikalarinin sadece akademik basariya odaklanmak yerine, sosyo-ekonomik esitsizlikleri, toplumsal

cinsiyet normlarini ve ekonomik maliyetleri de g6z onlinde bulundurarak daha kapsayici ve adil bir yaklasim

benimsemesi gerektigini isaret etmektedir.

ONERILER

Sunulan arastirma sonuglarina dayanarak, egitimde firsat esitligini saglama ve 6grenci basarisini artirma odakh

su gelistirme 6nerilerinde bulunulmustur:

Egitim kurumlari, toplumsal sinifin egitim Uzerindeki etkisini anlamali ve buna yoénelik farkindalik
calismalari yapmalidir. Bu, 68rencilere esit firsatlar sunma hedefini destekleyecektir.

Arastirma, liselerde yeterli yonlendirme yapilmadigini ortaya koymustur. Bu nedenle, okullarda
rehberlik ve danismanlik hizmetlerine daha fazla yatirim yapilmalidir.

Universiteye hazirlik icin dershaneye veya 6zel 8gretim kurslarina gitmek, bircok aile icin mali bir yiiktir.
Bu nedenle, devlet destekli ¢evrim ici egitim platformlari ve Ucretsiz kaynaklar genisletilerek
sunulmahdir.

Ekonomik maliyetlerin fakdilte tercihlerine olan etkisinin daha detayli incelenmeli ve bu bilgiler politika
olusturulurken kullaniimalidir. Ayni zamanda 6grencilerin 68renim yasantilari boyunca gereksinimlerini

karsilamaya yonelik dnlemler alinmali, burs olanaklari artirllmahdir.
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Bu oneriler, egitim sistemimizin daha esit, kapsayici ve etkili bir sekilde 6grencilere hizmet etmesini saglamaya
yonelik adimlar olacaktir. Ancak, her 6neri, yerel kosullar, 6grenci ihtiyaclari ve egitim politikalar goz éniinde

bulundurularak uygulanmalidir.

ETiK METIN

Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallarina, yayin ilkelerine, arastirma ve yayin etigi kurallarina, dergi etik kurallarina
uyulmustur. Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek her tiirli ihlallerde sorumluluk yazara aittir. Makalenin etik kurul izni
Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu Baskanhgr’nin
10/05/2023 tarih ve 2023/04/18 karar numarasi ile ahinmstir.

Yazarin Katki Orani Beyani: Bu ¢alismada yazarin katki orani %100’dir.
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