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Abstract:

The concept of education which is becoming more and more important in today’s
globalizing world cause the countries to undertake intense efforts to improve their
education systems. It was also demonstrated by the studies aimed to improve the
education systems that the duration of the students' stay within the existing school
system was an important indicator of the quality of education. The international
rankings on the prevalence of dropouts for Turkey seem to be bleak. Turkey ranks high
in comparison to the countries compared in terms of its high dropout rate. This clearly
shows that one of the problems that we have to deal with to improve the quality of the
education system is the problem of dropouts. In the present study, the concept of
dropout was examined in the light of previous studies. Initially in the study, the
concept of dropout was defined, the dropout process and risk, and reasons for dropouts
were addressed; and then the prevalence of dropout and its consequences in Turkey
were explicated.
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1. Introduction

Education is one of the most important issues in the developed countries in order to
have the power of economic development and sustainable competition in the world.
Education contributes not only to economic progress, but also to the employment of
qualified labor force, democratic society, to the decrease in crime-poverty-inequality-
unemployment-violence rates. It is crucially important to improve education systems
and identify their problems due to the contributions they provide. As far as Turkey is
concerned, the problem of dropouts as one of the weaknesses of our education system
draws attention (Ministry of Development, 2014).
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It is stated that in connection with the concept of dropout, the school age
children (Dekkers & Claassen, 2001) who are unable to attend school or dropout is an
important predictor of the current and future problems of the school system (Graeff-
Martins et al., 2006). Nowadays, it is observed that many countries tend to deal with
this problem with increasing efforts (Maya, 2013). The aim of this study is to examine
the problem of dropouts at primary and secondary levels in Turkey within the
framework of previous studies. For this purpose, it was tried to draw the boundaries of
the concept of dropout, the dropout process, the risk factors, and the reasons for it were
examined. Besides, the prevalence of dropout and its consequences in Turkey were
addressed.

2. Definition of the Concept of Dropout

When literature review is conducted internationally on the subject, different concepts
such as dropout and early school leaving, push-out, and pull-out are noticeable
(Nielsen, 1986; as cited in Van Dorn, Bowen & Blau, 2006; Goziibiiytiik, 2014). In this
study, since the criteria for early school leaving was not clear, the concept of dropout
was used. However, with respect to the concept of dropout, it is not possible to obtain a
general definition of the concept since there are differences in the content of countries’
compulsory education systems and educational policies, the length of the student's stay
away from the system, the differences in age and class levels (Yorgun, 2014; Ergiin,
2014; Tatar, 2016). When the definitions given are examined, the concept of dropout can
be defined as a departure from the educational program without a high school diploma
when sometimes the school-aged individual fail to attend school regularly, sometimes
unable to complete program due to the personal and social reasons, and some other
times without obtaining a graduation certificate for the training program or being
included into a general educational development (Garrison, 1985; Suh, 2001; Dekkers &
Claassen,2001; Mc Whirter & McWhirter, 2004 as cited in Ozer, Gengtarim & Ergene,
2011; Goksen, Cemalcilar & Giirlesel, 2006). Dropout, unlike the fact that an individual
has completed one stage of the education system (Dekkers & Claassen, 2001; Uysal et
al., 2006; Tatar, 2016) and unable to continue to attend school regularly means that the
individual first has to start to attend a certain stage of education and that s/he is
completely disengaged from the school and that s/he cannot continue to attend another
educational institution (Goksen, Cemalcilar & Giirlesel, 2006; Simsek, 2011).

When the literature and official sources about the school dropout problem in
Turkey are reviewed, no common concept or definition has been encountered
(Goziibtiytik, 2014). The fact that the subject was addressed in the 10th National
Education Act for the first time explains the fact that this concept has not been
mentioned in the records before this date and it can be justified with 12 years of
compulsory education enforced with the law in 2012. With the introductions of this law,
an individual has to continue his or her education either through formal education or
through open education system until s/he is granted the high school diploma. With the
introduction of the 4 + 4 + 4 model, it was aimed to legally prevent the secondary school
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and high school dropouts (Goksen, Cemalcilar & Giirlesel, 2006; Onen, 2014; Tatar,
2016). With the e-school system that was developed, the concept of dropout has begun
to be addressed more comprehensively. Consequently, all students who repeat a grade
level two times, receive a disciplinary punishment to be excluded from the formal
education system, continue to attend the open education system, unable to use his/her
right for education, choosing to leave school voluntarily, moving abroad and the death
of the student are all considered within the scope of dropout (MoNE & UNICEEF, 2013;
Tatar, 2016). Within the framework of the relevant regulations, the right not to use the
right of education was restricted to two semesters and the students who had difficulty
in continuing the school due to their excuses, those who did not continue during the
second semester, or students who did not pass their courses in two semesters were also
included with the scope of the definition of dropout (MoNE & UNICEF, 2013).
However, the concept of dropout at primary school level in Turkey is still not clear. The
students who are absent continuously during compulsory education at this level of
education, are not considered within the scope of dropout (Ergiin, 2014).

3. Dropout Process and the Risk Factors

Dropout is a process that usually begins at the secondary school level commencing with
detachment from the school norms, continuing with gradual decrease in attachment to
the school in the form of detachment form the school activities and values and
eventually breaking away from the school environment (Anderson, Christenson,
Sinclair, & Lehr, 2004; Kaplan & Peck, 1997). In the decreasing process of student
starting with the dimension of psychological attachment levels to the school, and
ending up with the behavioral dimension; when the sunsets fail to associate the school
with their future and when they feel they are not accepted at school, they gradually
start to break away from the school (Archambault, Janosz, Fallu & Pagani, 2009). As one
can understood from this statement, dropout is not an irrevocable problem that does
not give any clues (Christenson, Sinclair, Lehr & Godber, 2001). What leads an
individual to the process of dropping out can also be the beginning of primary school
period (Barcloy & Doll, 2001; Christenson & Thurlow, 2004).

Dropping out decision, one of the most important decisions that an individual
can take in his or her life, is often impacted by the individual’s circle of friends either
through support or trying to talk him/her out this decision. According to one previous
study, it was found that there were some people who tried to discourage 33% of young
people who decided to leave the education system from their decision. It was revealed
in the same study that those who tried to talk the dropping out students out of their
decisions were their parents, school principals, friends, teachers, siblings, relatives and
school counselors. It was found that the individuals who completed the dropout
process spent time with their friends, looking for a job; following the completion of the
dropout process, most of the individuals made no attempt to improve their personal
development and a significant portion of them did not work (MoNE & UNICEF, 2013).
The studies that focused on the dropouts” desire to start the school again found that a
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significant proportion of the individuals who dropped out wanted to continue their
education in some way. It was found that those who wanted to return to formal
education presented the reasons such as the ease of finding a job and the desire to learn
something new and thought and that their families could support them in this regard
(szemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin & Sirin, 2010; Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012; MoNE & UNICEF,
2013).

The dropout can be predicted according to the stages in the process, as well as by
the risk factors revealed by research conducted in the risk group and dropout students.
According to the studies done on this subject, the following are the characteristics that
the individuals who are at risk of dropout possess; the lack of participation in the school
activities, low sense of belongingness, discipline and attendance problems, truancy, low
academic achievement, suicide tendency, poverty, domestic family problems, reactive
behavior, problematic friendships, alcohol use and substance dependence, early
pregnancy (Aydin, 2006; Sirin, Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2009; Yiiner & Ozdemir, 2017 ), low
self-esteem (Aydin, 2006; Yorgun, 2014), indifference to the school and the lessons,
extreme absenteeism, frequent being late for lessons, cheating at examinations, all day
absence from school, copying someone else's homework (@zdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin
& Sirin, 2010; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013; Yiiner & Ozdemir, 2017), being a member of a
family with socio-economic problems (Ozer, 1991; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013), cultural
deprivation, ethnicity and emotional problems (Sirin, Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2009), having
been diagnosed with hyperactivity (Dogruyol, 2007), being registered in a common
high school, low level of education of the family, having repeated a grade, and frequent
involvement with quarrels at school (MoNE & UNICEF, 2013). At the level of primary
school education, individuals drop out the most at 5th grade, at the level of secondary
education at the 9th grade; the risk group is composed of girls at primary school and
males at secondary school (Goksen, Cemalciler & Giirlesel, 2006; Ozdemir, Erkan,
Karip, Sezgin & S$irin, 2010; Simsek, 2010; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013).

4. Reasons for Dropout

While it is commonly known that even though individuals with certain characteristics
and the decision to drop out covers a certain period, it is stated in the literature that this
decision, against student's will, is also related to the reasons for distracting the students
from the school, socio-economic factors, cultural and individual perceptions (Mau, 1995;
Fortin, Marcotte, Potvin & Royer, 2006). Therefore, instead of basing dropout on a
single cause, it is commonly accepted that there is more than one cause (Tayl, 2008;
Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012). Previous studies revealed that more than one variable, rather
than a single variable related to dropout could predict this problem (Suh & Suh, 2007).
When the studies investigating dropout are examined, it is possible to collect the
probable reasons under four headings:
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4.1 School-related Reasons

The main dropout reasons identified in previous studies in Turkey are; repeating a
grade, failure in classes, absenteeism (Sahin & Uysal, 2007; Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip,
Sezgin & Sirin, 2010; Erktin, Okg¢abol & Ural, 2010; Tung, 2011; Ozbas ,2010; Bayhan &
Dalgig, 2012; Tas, Selvitopu, Bora & Demirkaya, 2013, MoNE & UNICEF, 2013; Ergiin,
2014; Yorgun, 2014), dislike of school, unable to get sufficient support from the teachers,
failure to get attention from the school (Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010;
Ozer, Genctarim & Ergene, 2011; Simsek, 2011; Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012, MoNE &
UNICEEF, 2013; Ergiin, 2014), unable able to adapt to new school as a result of school
change, feeling oneself unsafe in the school, being away from school, thinking that
education provided at school will not contribute to finding a job, not having a good
relationship with teachers, school rules being too strict and not being applied fairly, lack
of experienced teachers (MoNE & UNICEF, 2013), relationship between the school
principal and students (Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012), attitude towards absenteeism (Uysal,
2008); low grade average, state of satisfaction from the education system, school and
teachers (Cjzer, 1991; Simsek, 2010, 2011; Gomleksiz & Ozdas, 2013), the state in which
the student perceives himself/herself as an important element of the school (Simsek,
2011; Sari, 2013), the settlement area where the school is situated (Ko¢ & Hanciogly,
2004), the school attended not intentionally preferred, the quality of the school and its
possibilities and opportunities offered by the school, the number of students in classes,
the attitude of the students towards the students (Ozer, 1991; Sirin, Matthew, Lisa,
Gonsalves & Howell 2004; Sahin & Uysal, 2007; Akiiztim, Yavas, Ucar & Tan, 2015),
perception of the violence in the school environment (Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin &
Sirin, 2010; Simsek, 2011; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013), disciplinary problems, applied
disciplinary punishments (Tung, 2011; Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012; Ergiin, 2014), attitude of
the teacher in the class, the quality of the communication between the teacher and
students, the level of expectations of the students from the teacher (Ataman, 2008), class
size (@zer, 1991; Simsek, 2011), the difficulty of the school curriculum, the distance of
the school, the pressure of the teachers, the perception of the school environment as
unreliable, the unfairness of the teachers and their academic inadequacy (Tas,
Selvitopu, Bora & Demirkaya, 2013), teacher quality (Goksen, Cemalciler & Giirlesel,
2006) class level ( Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin & Sirin, 2010; Simsek, 2011; Bayhan &
Dalgig, 2012), the type of school, the possibility of ensuring that the school help the
individual's to demonstrate their abilities, participation in social activities in the school
(Uysal, 2007 as cited in Uysal, 2008; Simsek, 2011), school administrators and teachers’
level of supportive attitude, safe, supportive, success-oriented and positive school
climate, peer interaction, satisfaction from the academic program, determining the
education problems (Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin & Sirin, 2010; MoNE & UNICEF,
2013; Akiiztim, Yavas, Tan & Ucar, 2015).

4.2. Personal Reasons
The main personal reasons identified in previous studies in Turkey are; marriage, girl-
boy relationships, having physical disability, friend influence, smoking behavior

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 37



Meltem Yildiz, Jale Eldeleklioglu
INVESTIGATION OF THE SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM AT LEVEL OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN TURKEY

(MoNE & UNICEEF, 2013), health problems (Yildiz & Sanli Kula, 2012; Bayhan & Dalgig,
2012, MoNE &UNICEF, 2013), lack of education, financial situation (Sirin, Matthew,
Lisa , Gonsalves, & Howell 2004; Sahin & Uysal, 2007; Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin &
Sirin, 2010; MoNE & UNICEF,2013; Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012), gender (Sahin & Uysal ,
2007; Tung, 2009; Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin & Sirin, 2010; Simsek, 2010, 2011;
MoNE & UNICEF, 2013; Simsek & S$Sahin, 2012), having disruptive attitudes and
behaviors, unable to adapt to the school, resorting to violence (Simsek & Sahin, 2012),
feeling bored with the school and lessons, emotional attachment to the opposite gender,
various habits (Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012), resorting to violence (Bayhan & Dalgig, 2012;
Simsek & Sahin, 2012), economic hardships, age difference between peers, ($irin,
Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2009; Ergiin, 2014; Yorgun, 2014), need to earn money as soon as
possible (Tung, 2011), feeling low social support, negative attitude towards school and
education, lack of self-confidence, lack of openness to new experiences (MoNE&
UNICEF, 2013; Yorgun, 2014), external control center, not performing duties, drug /
alcohol use, drug addiction (Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010; Ergiin,2014),
reading books, studying time outside the school, frequency of internet cafe visits,
television watching time (Sahin & Uysal, 2007).

4.3 Familial Reasons

The main familial reasons identified in previous studies in Turkey are; high number of
children in the families (Gtiler, 2002; Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010;
Simsek, 2011; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013; Ergiin, 2014), income level of the family (Giiler,
2002; Tansel, 2002; Uysal, 2008; Tung, 2009; Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010;
@zbag, 2012; Tas, Selvitopu, Bora & Demirkaya, 2013; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013;
Akiiztim, Yavas, Tan & Ucgar, 2015) low education level of the family and lack of
knowledge (Giiler, 2002; Tansel, 2002; Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010;
Simsek, 2011; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013; Ergiin, 2014), women as the head of the family
(Sahabettinoglu, Uyanik, Ayhan, Bakir, & Ataov, 2002), satisfaction with the family
environment, attitudes of the family towards the education of the family members,
being able to talk happily with the children about the school, ethnic differences
(Goksen, Cemalciler & Giirlesel, 2006; Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010;
Simsek, 2010, 2011; Katitas, 2012, MoNE & UNICEF, 2013; Simsek & Sahin, 2012),
father's profession (Tansel, 2002; Simsek,2011; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013), crowded family
environment (Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010, MoNE & UNICEF, 2013;
Ergiin, 2014), sensitivity of the family to their children (Akiiziim, Yavas, Tan & Ucar,
2015), the feeling of insecure environment by the family, supporting the family
economy by working in a job; the family” inability to afford school expenses (Tayl,
2008; Sirin, Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2009; Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010;
Haberli & Giiveng, 2012; Tas, Selvitopu, Bora & Demirkaya, 2013; MoNE & UNICEEF,
2013), parents’ being a former dropout, parents’ being under arrest (Ozdemir, Sezgin,
Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010; Ergtin, 2014), at least one employee under the age of 15 in
the family (Ozdemir, Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010), views of the family about
education, sociocultural structure of the family, expectation of family about their
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children’s education, inter-family communication, family pressure, violence, quality of
life, cost of educational expenses for the family (Alat & Alat, 2011; Adigtizel, 2013;
MoNE & UNICEF, 2013; Simsek & Sahin, 2012).

4.4 Environmental Reasons

The main individual-related reasons identified in previous studies in Turkey are; wrong
friend choice (Tas, Selvitopu, Bora & Demirkaya, 2013), social support (@zer, Gengtarim
& Ergene, 2011), gender role patterns, social value judgments (Dilli, 2006; Tung, 2009),
the cultural and religious pressures experienced in the place of residence, migration, the
characteristics of the friends and peers of the individual and their effect on the
individual (Ozdemir Sezgin, Sirin, Karip & Erkan, 2010; MoNE & UNICEF, 2013,
Yorgun, 2014), the presence of someone who discourages the dropout decision, low
socioeconomic level of the environment in which the individual lives, the society’s
perspective of education, girls’ schooling or the social obstacles in front of girl’s
continuing education, the necessity of having to work at a young age, relations with
neighbors (MoNE & UNICEF, 2013), social exclusion, having a friend who is a dropout
or has a tendency to drop out, the academic success of a close friend ((")zbag, 2010;
Simsek & Sahin, 2012).

5. Prevalence of Dropping out in Turkey

With the increase of compulsory education to 12 years in 2012 in Turkey, the increase in
school enrollment rate was targeted. However, international studies and reports proved
that the increase in question did not materialize for various reasons and standards of
developed countries could not be reached yet. According to the 2011 EU Progress
Report, it was reported that Turkey failed to reach the EU standards in dropout rates;
especially there was a serious inequality in the rate of schooling between the sexes
(European Commission Press Releases, 2011a). In the 2012 Turkey Progress Report, it
was reported that there was an increase in secondary school enrollment rates and a
decrease in terms of inequity between the sexes (European Commission Press Releases,
2012). In another study, it was reported that the rate of 15- 19 year-olds who neither
worked nor was attended school in 2009 in Turkey much higher than the average of
other OECD countries (Bogazici University Social Policy Forum, 2010). It was stated in
2012 that when the same data was reconsidered, they were some improvements in the
last three years, but the ratio of the young people outside the formal education system
was still much higher than the EU average (Eurostat, 2012).

In the report prepared by the European Union Commission titled "Towards a
Common European Goals in Education and Training 2010-2011", it was reported that
the proportion of individuals aged 18-24 those who did not attending high school after
they completed their primary education in Turkey was 44.3%. When this rate in the
report is compared with the other countries, it was proved that serious measures should
be taken regarding the issue of dropout (European Commission Press Releases, 2011b).
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When we look at the studies done in Turkey; according to Altay’s study (2005),
the schooling rate in primary education was 94.4% in 2002-2003 academic year, 93.5% in
2003-2004 academic year and 93.3% in 2004-2005 academic year. When we consider the
decline in schooling rates over the years, it appears that nearly one million children
dropped out of formal education (Altay, 2005 as cited in Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin
& Sirin, 2010). In another study that aimed to reveal the dropout tendencies of the
second stage primary school students, it was found that 16.1% of the students thought
to leave the school (Simsek & $Sahin, 2012). In a similar study by Simsek (2010) in which
high school students were examined, it was found that the dropout tendency rate of the
students was 17%.

In order to be able to examine the current situation regarding dropping out in
Turkey, primarily the difference between school enrollment and graduation rates can be
compared. While the number of students who completed 8th grade in 2015-2016
academic year was 1,161,901, the number of students enrolled in the secondary
education at the beginning of 2016-2017 academic year was 1,040,124. Accordingly,
121,177 students did not enroll in any high school for formal education in the new term.
In the 2016-2017 academic year, the number of students enrolled in the open secondary
school was 198.869, the number of students enrolled in the common open education
high school was 1,196.644, the number of students enrolled in the open vocational high
school was 219.492 and the number of students enrolled in the open religious vocational
high school was 138.802 (MoNE, 2017).

When we look at the other schooling rates, which is another important indicator
of dropouts, the schooling rate at primary school level in the 2012-2013 academic year
was 98.86% in total net, 93.09% at secondary school level, and 70.06% at high school
level. When we look at the values of 2016-2017 academic year, on the other hand, the
net schooling rate at primary school level was 91.16%, 95.68% at secondary school level
and 82.54% at high school level. Except for the decline in the schooling rate at the
primary school level over the past five years, the increase at the other two education
levels was satisfactory, (MoNE, 2017).

As far as at the expenditures made between 2011 and 2016 are concerned, while
it was 2,445 dollars per student in 2011, it increased to 2,461 in 2016. In terms of
education levels, on the other hand, the highest increase in the expenditure per student
in five years was at primary school level with an increase of 541$ (Turkish Statistical
Institute, Education Expenditure Statistics, 2016).

6. Results of Dropping out of School

Consequences of the factors revealed by dropping out of school such as being
multidimensional and diverse affect both the individual and the society in various
ways. Dropping out of school, which is a multifaceted loss, has a social dimension since
it causes personal due to the development, adaptation and future of the individual,
economic and cultural losses (Kronick, 1994; as cited in Simsek & Sahin, 2012; Ozer,
Gengtarim & Ergene, 2011). Studies done on individuals dropping out of school
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demonstrated that these individuals in question experienced more health problems, had
higher risks of crime involvement and suicidal tendencies, were forced to work at lower
income jobs requiring less training, had lower living standards, and experienced social
incompatibility (Tayli, 2008; Tas, Selvitopu, Bora & Demirkaya, 2013; Simsek & Sahin,
2012).

As far as the results of the social dimension of dropping out of school are
concerned, previous studies revealed that school dropout lowered the quality of
education, damaged the country’s economy, increased social service expenditure,
caused more taxes to be collected from the citizens (MoNE & UNICEF, 2013), that the
investments made in education were wasted and had a negative effect on the financing
of education(Serin, 1979; Uysal, 2008; Simsek & Sahin, 2012), and caused a waste of
national resources, and possessed a risk in terms of social consciousness and prosperity
(Uysal, 2008).

According to the OECD Education Expenditure report, education spending per
student studying at secondary education level in Turkey in 2014 was 3286% (Boyaci,
Karacabey & Oz, 2018). According to the Ministry of National Education’s 2017
Performance Program, on the other hand, 5.47% of the students in secondary education
moved out of formal education system (Boyaci, Karacabey & Oz, 2018). Since the total
number of students in secondary education in the 2016-2017 academic year was 5849970
(MoNE, 2017), 319993 students were out of the formal education. When we make
calculation based on the last OEDC data, over 1 $ billion education spending was
wasted in 2017 (Boyaci, Karacabey & Oz, 2018).

7. Conclusion and Recommendations

The present study attempted to draw a general framework regarding the issue of school
dropouts in Turkey’s education system. As far as the results of the previous studies
mentioned above are concerned, since there was no clear formal designation of school
dropout in Turkey, it is not possible to reach clear definitions and percentages
concerning the subject. Therefore, it is not possible to address the problem
comprehensively. Besides, when the studies conducted nationally are compared with
those available in the relevant international literature, national ones prove to be
inadequate. Different researches can be planned in term of different ages, educational
levels and educational stakeholders related to the subject, and longitudinal studies can
be carried out by linking them with the previous studies.

While there internationally exists many preventive studies regarding the solution
of school dropout problem, there are currently no such studies encountered in Turkey.
The policy proposal prepared by the Ministry of National Education together with the
UNICEF in 2013 for school dropout in secondary education is promising. The fact that
the proposed proposals are not left only within the framework of the school dimension
and that it involves cooperation with different stakeholders demonstrate that
permanent solutions to the problem are targeted. Carrying out similar studies within
the level of primary education, which are not considered within the scope of school
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dropout due to higher education and the current education system, but which will lead
to serious consequences, will be beneficial for the collective quality of our education
system.

References

1. Adigtizel, A. (2013). Schooling of girl children barriers and suggestions for
solution a case study of Sanliurfa. Ekev Akademi Dergisi, 17(56), 325-344.

2. Aktizim, C, Yavas, T., Tan, C. & Ucar, M. B. (2015). Reasons of school
absenteeism and dropout of primary school students, Usak Universitesi Sosyal
Bilimler Dergisi, 8(2), 167-192.

3. Alat, Z. & Alat, K. (2011). A qualitative study of parental resistance to girls’
schooling. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 11(3), 1369-1373.

4. Altay, E. 2005. Tiirk egitim sisteminin iflas ettigini hiikiimet belgeledi.
(www.chp.org.tr, 09 Kasim).

5. Anderson, A. R., Christenson, S. L., Sinclair, M. F. & Lehr, C. A. (2004). Check and
connect: The importance of relationships for promoting engagement with school.
Journal of School Psychology, 42, 95-113.

6. Archambault, 1., Janosz, M., Morizot, ]J. & Pagani, L. (2009). Adolescent
behavioral, affective, and cognitive engagement in school: relationship to
dropout. Journal of School Health, 79, 408-415.

7. Ataman, H. (2008). Egitim hakk: ve insan haklar: egitimi. Insan Haklar1 Giindemi
Dernegi: izmir, Tiirkiye.

8. Aydin, 1. (2006). Ogrenciye uygun okul sart. Radikal Gazetesi. Retrieved from
http://www-.radikal.com.tr/yorum/ogrenciye-uygun-okul-sart-776199/

9. Barclay, J.R. & Doll, B. (2001). Early prospective studies of the high school
dropout. School Psychology Quarterly, 16 (4), 357-369.

10. Bayhan, G. & Dalgig, G. (2012) School dropout according to the views of high
school leavers. Inonu University Journal of the Faculty of Education, 13(3), 107-130.

11. Bogazigi Universitesi Sosyal Politika Formu. (2010). Tiirkiye'de esitsizlikler: Kalict
esitsizliklere genel bir bakis. Agik Toplum Vakfi: Istanbul. Retrieved from
http://aciktoplumvakfi.org.tr/pdf/turkiyede esitsizlikler.pdf

12. Boyaa, A., Karacabey, M. F. & Oz, Y. (2018). Organizational problems challenging
the capacity of open vocational high schools in dealing with the school dropouts,
Turkish Online Journal of Qualitative Inquiry, 9 (1), 1-25.

13. Chistenson, S.L., Sinclair, M.F., Lehr, C.A. & Godber, Y. (2001). Promoting
successful school completion: critical conceptual and methodological guidelines,
School Psychology Quarterly, 16 (4), 468-484.

14. Christenson, S.L. & Thurlow, M.L. (2004). School dropouts: Prevention
considetrations, interventions and challenges. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 13, 36-39.

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 42


http://www.radikal.com.tr/yorum/ogrenciye-uygun-okul-sart-776199/
http://aciktoplumvakfi.org.tr/pdf/turkiyede_esitsizlikler.pdf

Meltem Yildiz, Jale Eldeleklioglu
INVESTIGATION OF THE SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM AT LEVEL OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN TURKEY

15. Dekkers, H. & Claassen, A. (2001). Dropouts-disadvantaged by definition? A
study of the perspective of early school leavers, Studies in Educational Evaluation,
27, 341-354.

16. Dilli, C. (2006). This research deals with the reasons why the girls in the obligatory
education age don’t go to school, Master Thesis, Firat University, Department of
Social Sciences, Department of Elementary Education, Elaz1g, Tiirkiye.

17. Dogruyol, H. (2007). Gidalardaki katk: maddeleri ve zararlary, Cocukluk hiperaktivitesi.
Nobel Tip Akademisi: Istanbul, Tiirkiye.

18. European Commission Press Releases, 2011a. Komisyon tarafindan avrupa
parlamentosu’'na ve konsey’e sunulan bildirim: genisleme stratejisi ve baslica
zorluklar 2011-2012, “Tiirkiye 2011 yili ilerleme raporu”, 12 Ekim, SEC: Briiksel.
Retrieved from
https://www.ab.gov.tr/files/AB Iliskileri/AdaylikSureci/llerlemeRaporlari/2011 il
erleme raporu tr.pdf

19. European Commission, Press Releases. 2011b. Commission staff working document
progress towards the common European objectives in education and training indicators
and benchmarks 2010/2011. This publication is based on document SEC (2011) 526.
Belgium: Brussels. Retrieved from https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-
detail/-/publication/8194d4bd-b4a3-4c7{-80f0-dbbc4c6659d7/language-en

20. European Commission, Press Releases 2012. Komisyon tarafindan avrupa
parlamentosu'na ve konsey’e sunulan bildirim: genisleme stratejisi ve baslica
zorluklar 2012-2013, “Tiirkiye 2012 il ilerleme raporu”,10 Ekim, SEC: Briiksel.

Retrieved from
http://www.gidamo.org.tr/resimler/ekler/40b580b43d9eel8 ek.pdf?tipi=3&turu=
Dé&sube=0

21. Eurostat, (2012). Participation of young people in education and training, by
employment  status, age and sex and labour status. Retrieved from
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=edat Ifse 18&-lang=en

22. Ergiin, N. (2014). Adolescents pushed out of school: The case of nusaybin, Master
Thesis, Istanbul University, Department of Educational Sciences, Division of
Psychological Services in Education, Istanbul, Tiirkiye.

23. Erktin, E., Okgabol, R. & Ural, O. (2010). Examining school related factors leading
to dropout through children’s conceptions and experiences: Development of a
scale for attitudes towards elementary school. Australian Journal of Guidance &
Counseling, 20(1), 109-118.

24. Fortin, L., Marcotte, D., Potvin, P. & Royer, E. (2006). Typology of students at risk
of dropping out of school: Description by personal, family and school factors.
European Journal of Psychology of Education, 21 (4); 363-383.

25. Garrison, D. R. (1985). Predicting dropout in adult basic education: Using
interaction effects among school and non-school variables. Adult Education
Quarterly, 361, 25- 28.

26. Goksen, F., Cemalcilar, Z. & Giirlesel, C. F. (2006). Tiirkiye’de ilkogretim
okullarinda okulu terk ve izlenmesi ile onlenmesine yonelik politikalar. Avrupa

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 43


https://www.ab.gov.tr/files/AB_Iliskileri/AdaylikSureci/IlerlemeRaporlari/2011_ilerleme_raporu_tr.pdf
https://www.ab.gov.tr/files/AB_Iliskileri/AdaylikSureci/IlerlemeRaporlari/2011_ilerleme_raporu_tr.pdf
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/8194d4bd-b4a3-4c7f-80f0-dbbc4c6659d7/language-en
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/8194d4bd-b4a3-4c7f-80f0-dbbc4c6659d7/language-en
http://www.gidamo.org.tr/resimler/ekler/40b580b43d9ee18_ek.pdf?tipi=3&turu=D&sube=0
http://www.gidamo.org.tr/resimler/ekler/40b580b43d9ee18_ek.pdf?tipi=3&turu=D&sube=0
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=edat_lfse_18&-lang=en

Meltem Yildiz, Jale Eldeleklioglu
INVESTIGATION OF THE SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM AT LEVEL OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN TURKEY

Birligi “Kalkinma isbirliklerine toplumsal cinsiyet konusunun entegre edilmesi hibe
programi”, Hollanda Konsoloslugu MATRA-KAP Fonu; ACEV Yayini: Istanbul,
Tirkiye. Retrieved from http://www.egitimreformugirisimi.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/03/Okulu-Terk Y%C3%96.pdf

27. Gomleksiz, M. N. & Ozdas, F. (2013). An assessment of student (absenteeism)
absence based on education supervisors’ views, Electronic Journal of Social
Sciences,12(47), 106-124.

28. Goziibiiyiik Tamer, M. (2014). Determination of the drop out reasons in the
general high schools located in Trabzon province, Turkish Journal of Education,
3(2), 16-37.

29. Graeff-Martins, A.S., Oswald, S., Comassetto, J.O., Kieling, C., Goncalves, R.R. &
Rohde, L.A. (2006). A package of intervention to reduce school dropout in public
schools in a developing country. European Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 15(8),
442-449.

30. Giiler, E. C. (2002). Cocuk isglicli ve egitim (ss. 223-234). Tiirkiye’de Calisan
Cocuklar Semineri. 29-31 Mayis, T.C. Basbakanlik Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii ve
Uluslararas1 Calisma Orgiitii-ILO. Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii Matbaasi: Ankara,
Ttirkiye.

31. Haberli, M. & Giiveng, M. F. (2012). Discontinuity reasons of secondary school
students in the context of gender variable. Journal of the Human and Social Science
Researches, 1(4), 149-166.

32. Kaplan, D., S. & Peck, B.M. (1997). Decomposing the academic failure-dropout
relationship: a longitudinal analysis. The Journal of Educational Research, 90, 331-
343.

33. Katitas, S. (2012). School alienation among secondary school students and dropout
tendency: Acase study in Sanlwrfa province, Master Thesis, Harran University,
Department of Social Sciences, Department of Educational Administration,
Supervision, Planning and Economics, Sanliurfa, Tiirkiye.

34. Kog, 1. & Hancioglu, A. (2004). Hane halki niifusu ve konut dzellikleri. Tiirkiye
Saglik ve Niifus Arastirmast 2003. Hacettepe Universitesi Niifus Etiitleri Enstitiisii.
Ankara, Tiirkiye. Retrieved from
http://www hips.hacettepe.edu.tr/pdf/TNSA2003-AnaRapor.pdf

35. Kronick, R.F. (1994). The imperative of dealing with dropouts: Theory, practice
and reform. Education, 114 (4), 530-538.

36. Mau, Wei-Cheng. (1995). Educational planning and academic achievement of
middle school students: A racial and cultural comparison. Journal of Counseling &
Development, 73 (5), 518-526.

37. Maya, 1. (2013). A comparison of gender mequality in Turkish education system
with that of eu countries, Education and Science, 38 (168), 69-84.

38. McWhirter, J. J.; McWhirter, B. T.; McWhirter, E. H.; & McWhirter, R. J. (2004). At
risk youth. A comprehensive response (3rd ed.). Thomson Brooks/Cole.

39. Ministry of Development (2014). 2014 yili programi; 25 Ekim 2013 tarihli ve 28802
sayili resmi gazetede yayimlanan 7 ekim 2013 tarihli ve 2013/5502 say1il1 2014 yili

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 44


http://www.egitimreformugirisimi.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Okulu-Terk_Y%C3%96.pdf
http://www.egitimreformugirisimi.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Okulu-Terk_Y%C3%96.pdf
http://www.hips.hacettepe.edu.tr/pdf/TNSA2003-AnaRapor.pdf

Meltem Yildiz, Jale Eldeleklioglu
INVESTIGATION OF THE SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM AT LEVEL OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN TURKEY

programinin uygulanmasi, koordinasyonu ve izlenmesine dair bakanlar kurulu
karar1 eki Retrieved from
http://www?3.kalkinma.gov.tr/DocObjects/View/15386/2014 programi.pdf

40. MoNE & UNICEF (2013). Ortaogretimde simif tekrari, okul terk sebepleri ve
orgiin egitim disinda kalan c¢ocuklar politika Onerileri raporu. EDUSER
Danismanlik, Aydogdu Ofset Matbaaciik: Ankara, Tirkiye. Retrieved from
http://www.meb.gov.tr/earged/unicef/S%C4%B1n%C4%B1f%20Tekrar%C4%B1,
%200kul%20Terki%20Politika%20Raporu.pdf

41. MoNE (2017). National Education Statistics: Formal Education 2016-17. Retrieved
from, http://sgb.meb.gov.tr/meb iys dosyalar/2017 09/08151328 meb
istatistikleri orgun egitim 2016 2017.pdf.

42. Nielsen, F. (1986). Hispanics in high school and beyond. In M. Olivas(Ed.), Latino
college students (pp. 71-103). New York: Teachers College Press.

43. Onen, E. (2014). Student engagement nstrument: adaptation study for turkish
secondary and high school students, Turkish Psychological Counseling and Guidance
Journal, 5 (42), 221-234.

44. Ozbas, M. (2010). The reasons of absenteeism in primary schools, Education and
Science, 35(156), 32-44.

45. Ozbas, M. (2012). Perceptions of gitls related to the reasons that affect schooling
rates in secondary education. International Journal of New Trends in Arts, Sports and
Science Education, 1 (4), 60-71.

46. Ozdemir, S., Erkan, S., Karip, E., Sezgin, F. & Sirin, H (2010). flkdgretim okulu
ogrencilerinin okulu terk etme nedenleri ve ¢oziim onerileri. ( 107K453 Nolu proje
raporu) TUBITAK: Ankara, Tiirkiye. Retrieved from http://gef-egitimbilimleri-
egitimyonetimi.gazi.edu.tr/posts/download?id=31921.

47. Ozer, M. (1991). The analysis concerning the quit problem of elementary school second
phase (secondary school) students, Master Thesis, Ankara University, Department of
Social Sciences, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, Ankara, Tiirkiye.

48. Ozer, A., Gengtarim, D. & Ergene, T. (2011). Prediction of school dropout among
Turkish high school students: A model testing with moderator and mediator
variables, Education and Science, 36 (161), 302-317.

49. Sar1, M. (2013). Sense of school belonging among high school students, Anadolu
University Journal of Social Sciences, 13(1), 147-160.

50. Serin, N. (1979). Egitim ekonomisi. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Yayin:
Ankara, Tiirkiye.

51. Suh, S. P. (2001). Korean American adolescents’ perceptions of contributors to school
dropout risk, Dissertation Thesis, The University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa,
Alabama.

52.Suh, S. & Suh, J. (2007). Risk factors and levels of risk for high school dropouts.
Professional School Counseling, 10(3), 297-306.

53. Sahabettinoglu, M., Uyamik, D., Ayhan, N., Bakir, M.A. & Atadv, A. (2002).
Cocuklarin temel egitime katilmasimin sosyoekonomik engelleri ve destekleri (ss.
235-255). Tiirkiye’de Calisan Cocuklar Semineri, 29-31 Mayis, T.C. Bagbakanlik

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 45


http://www3.kalkinma.gov.tr/DocObjects/View/15386/2014_programi.pdf
http://www.meb.gov.tr/earged/unicef/S%C4%B1n%C4%B1f%20Tekrar%C4%B1,%20Okul%20Terki%20Politika%20Raporu.pdf
http://www.meb.gov.tr/earged/unicef/S%C4%B1n%C4%B1f%20Tekrar%C4%B1,%20Okul%20Terki%20Politika%20Raporu.pdf
http://sgb.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2017_09/08151328_meb_%20istatistikleri_orgun_egitim_2016_2017.pdf
http://sgb.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2017_09/08151328_meb_%20istatistikleri_orgun_egitim_2016_2017.pdf
http://gef-egitimbilimleri-egitimyonetimi.gazi.edu.tr/posts/download?id=31921
http://gef-egitimbilimleri-egitimyonetimi.gazi.edu.tr/posts/download?id=31921

Meltem Yildiz, Jale Eldeleklioglu
INVESTIGATION OF THE SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM AT LEVEL OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN TURKEY

Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisit Uluslararas: Calisma Orgﬁtﬁ-ILO. Devlet Istatistik
Enstitiisii Matbaasi: Ankara, Tiirkiye.

54. Sahin, Y. & Uysal, A. (2007). Ortaogretimde okulu birakmanin sosyOZO]zk analizi. XVL
Ulusal Egitim Bilimleri Kongresi. 5-7 Eyliil, Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi, Tokat,
Tirkiye. Retrieved from
https://www.pegem.net/Akademi/kongrebildiri detay.aspx?id=5099.

55. Simsek, H. (2010). Giineydogu anadolu bolgesindeki lise d6grencilerinin sosyal
biitiinlesme diizeyleri ve gelecek beklentileri. 109K300 nolu Proje Raporu, TUBITAK:
Ankara, Tirkiye. Retrieved from
http://uvt.ulakbim.gov.tr/uvt/index.php?cwid=9&vtadi=TPR]%2CTTAR%2CTTIP
%2CTMUH %2CTSOS%2CTHUK&c=google&ano=129165 58eldecaaeadc812f5a59
53a83ac1785

56. Simsek, H.(2011). Dropout tendency among high school students and its reasons,
Egitim Bilimleri Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 1(2), 27-47.

57. Simsek, H. & S$Sahin, S. (2012). Drop out tendency among secondary school
students and its reasons (a case study in Sanliurfa). Abant Izzet Baysal Journal of
Education Faculty, 12(2), 41-72.

58. Sirin, S.R., Matthew A. D., Lisa R. J., Gonsalves, L. & Howell, A. (2004). Future
aspirations of urban adolescents: A person-in-context model, International Journal
of Qualitative Studies of Education, 17(.3), 437-59.

59. Sirin, H., Ozdemir, S. & Sezgin, F. (2009). Okulu terk eden ¢ocuklarin ve velilerin okul
terkine iliskin goriisleri: Nitel bir inceleme. XVIIL. Ulusal Egitim Bilimleri Kurultayi,
6-9 Temmuz, Ege Universitesi,  Izmir, Tirkiye. Retrieved from
https://www.pegem.net/Akademi/kongrebildiri detay.aspx?id=103660

60. Tansel, A. (2002). Determinants of school attainment of boys and girls in Turkey:
individual, household and community factors, Economics of Education Review, 21,
455-470.

61. Tas, A, Selvitopu, A., Bora, V. & Demirkaya, Y. (2013). Reasons for dropout for
vocational high school students. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice 13(3), 1561-
1565.

62. Tatar, U. (2016). Sociological investigation of the dropout reasons of the students at high
school level, Master Thesis, Istanbul University, Department of Social Sciences,
Sociology, Istanbul, Tiirkiye.

63. Tayli, A. (2008). The important problem in education system: School dropout,
Turkish Psychological Counseling and Guidance Journal, 3(30), 89-101.

64. Tung, I. A. (2009). Kiz cocuklarmin okula gitmeme nedenleri: Van ili 6rnegi.
Yiiziincii Yil Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, VI(I), 237-269.

65. Tung, E. (2011). Self-image of high-school students having dropped out of school and
supply levels of needs for counselling, Dissertation Thesis, Atatiirk University,
Department of Educational Sciences, Program of Psychological Counseling and
Guidance, Erzurum, Tiirkiye.

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 46


https://www.pegem.net/Akademi/kongrebildiri_detay.aspx?id=5099
http://uvt.ulakbim.gov.tr/uvt/index.php?cwid=9&vtadi=TPRJ%2CTTAR%2CTTIP%2CTMUH%2CTSOS%2CTHUK&c=google&ano=129165_58e1decaaeadc812f5a5953a83ac1785
http://uvt.ulakbim.gov.tr/uvt/index.php?cwid=9&vtadi=TPRJ%2CTTAR%2CTTIP%2CTMUH%2CTSOS%2CTHUK&c=google&ano=129165_58e1decaaeadc812f5a5953a83ac1785
http://uvt.ulakbim.gov.tr/uvt/index.php?cwid=9&vtadi=TPRJ%2CTTAR%2CTTIP%2CTMUH%2CTSOS%2CTHUK&c=google&ano=129165_58e1decaaeadc812f5a5953a83ac1785
https://www.pegem.net/Akademi/kongrebildiri_detay.aspx?id=103660

Meltem Yildiz, Jale Eldeleklioglu
INVESTIGATION OF THE SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM AT LEVEL OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN TURKEY

66. Turkish Statistical Institute, Education Expenditure Statistics (2016). Education
expenditure per student by level of education, 2011-2016. Retrieved from
http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreTablo.do?alt id=1018

67. Uysal, A. (2007). Ortadgretimde okulu birakma olgusunun sosyolojik analizi:
Kiitahya &rnegi. 105K149 Nolu Proje Raporu. TUBITAK; Ankara, Tiirkiye.

68. Uysal, A. (2008). The arguments on school dropouts: Environmental factors. Milli
Egitim, 178, 139-150.

69. Van Dorn, R.A., Bowen, G.L. & Blau, J.R. (2006). The impact of community
diversity and consolidated inequality on dropping out of high school, Family
Relations, 55, 115-118, Blackwell Publishing.

70. Yildiz, M. & Sanh Kula, K. (2012). Teacher’s opinion on student absenteeism
summary, DPUJSS, 32(2), 19-28.

71. Yorgun, A. (2014). Investigation of school dropout among high school students,
Dissertation Thesis, Hacettepe University, Department of Educational Sciences,
Program of Psychological Counseling and Guidance, Ankara, Tiirkiye.

72. Yiiner, B. & Ozdemir M. (2017). Examination of the relationship between
metaphoric school perception and school dropout tendency according to
students” opinions, GEFAD / GUJGEF, 37(3): 1041 — 1060.

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 47


http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreTablo.do?alt_id=1018

Meltem Yildiz, Jale Eldeleklioglu
INVESTIGATION OF THE SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM AT LEVEL OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN TURKEY

Creative Commons licensing terms

Author(s) will retain the copyright of their published articles agreeing that a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0) terms
will be applied to their work. Under the terms of this license, no permission is required from the author(s) or publisher for members of the community
to copy, distribute, transmit or adapt the article content, providing a proper, prominent and unambiguous attribution to the authors in a manner that
makes clear that the materials are being reused under permission of a Creative Commons License. Views, opinions and conclusions expressed in this
research article are views, opinions and conclusions of the author(s). Open Access Publishing Group and European Journal of Education Studies shall
not be responsible or answerable for any loss, damage or liability caused in relation to/arising out of conflicts of interest, copyright violations and
inappropriate or inaccurate use of any kind content related or integrated into the research work. All the published works are meeting the Open Access
Publishing requirements and can be freely accessed, shared, modified, distributed and used in educational, commercial and non-commercial purposes
under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0).

European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 4 | Issue 10 | 2018 48


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

