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ABSTRACT: Cost of education is one of the factors determining higher education demand. In public
universities no tuition policy means that tuition costs are subsidized by government budget. Equal or no tuition and
equal support policy makes direct observations on sensitiveness of student teachers' demand to changes in tuition and
support levels very difficult. In this study, subjective data were analyzed in order to understand how the cost factors
were effective on student teachers' school choice behaviors. It is found that students' school choices were highly
sensitive to changes in tuition and support levels, depending on their opinions. It is argued that no tuition and equal
support policy does not ameliorate inequality in higher education demand, but may even worsens it. More equitable
financing schemes in which more income sensitive supports, more income tax dependent public budgets for subsidy,
and income contingent loan programs which favor lower income graduates for repayment are recommended.
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OZ: Egitimin maliyeti yiiksekdgretim talebini belirleyen faktorlerden biridir. Kamu iiniversitelerinde 6grenim
iicreti alinmamasi, bu {icretlerin devlet tarafindan siibvanse edildigi anlamina gelmektedir. Esit ya da hi¢ 6grenim
icretinin yaninda esit 6grenci destegi politikasi, egitim fakiiltesi dgrencilerinin okul tercihlerinin dgrenim iicreti ve
ogrenci destegindeki degisikliklere ne kadar duyarli olduguna iliskin dogrudan olgiimleri giiglestirmektedir. Bu
caligmada, maliyet faktorlerinin egitim fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin okul tercihi davramslari lizerinde ne kadar etkili
oldugunu anlamak igin 6znel veriler kullanilmistir. Ogrenci goriislerine dayali olarak dgrencilerin okul tercihlerinin
6grenim {icreti ve ogrenci destegindeki degisikliklere karsi oldukca duyarli oldugu saptanmustir. Ogrenim {icreti
almmamas1 ve esit destek saglanmasi politikasinin yliksekogretim talebindeki esitsizlikleri gidermedigi, hatta
kotiilestirebilecegi iddia edilmektedir. Ogrenci desteginin gelire daha duyarli oldugu, siibvansiyonlarin daha fazla gelir
vergisine dayanan bir biitceden yapildigi, geri ddemelerde diigiik gelirli mezunlar1 koruyan gelire dayali bor¢lanma
programlarini igeren daha esitlik¢i finansman sistemleri 6nerilmektedir.

Anahtar sozciikler: yiiksekogretim talebi, dgrenim {iicreti, dgrenci destegi, egitim fakiiltesi Ogrencileri,
yiiksekdgretimin finansmant.

1. INTRODUCTION

Individuals encounter certain risk and uncertainty carrying factors while they are making a
decision on investing human capital through higher education. One of these factors is the size of
higher education investment which is a big and indivisible one. Degree of risk averseness is
assumed to increase with the size of investment, depending on future employment conditions and
family income.

Price elasticity of the students’ higher education demand from low income families is
higher (Johns et al., 1986). For this reason, any decrease in higher education costs increases the
engagement rates of them at an increasing rate. On the other hand, lowering the tuition fees brings
about some financing problems from the supply side. One solution to this problem is to subsidize
low income students to provide more equitable and more efficient participation rates to higher
education, although this is a necessary but not a sufficient condition (Asplund et al., 2008).
However, cost of different higher education programs are heterogeneous, which makes adoption
of a certain government policy difficult (Dynarski, 2002). Optimum tax, fees and admission
levels can be determined by means of a human capital modeling (Garratt and Marshall, 1995). A
combination of different actions may be taken, but determination of the efficient type and level of
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government subsidy is still dependent on two other factors: accuracy of specification and the
fairness of tax structure, both of which might be hampered by unrecorded economy.

There are significant differences across countries in relation to efforts given to promote
financing schemes for higher education in such a way as to obtain funds dependent more and
more private sources. More dramatic changes have occurred in Chile, Korea, the USA, Australia,
Israel and New Zealand (Psacharopoulos, 2008). Not surprisingly, in more privately financed
systems demand for education is determined by income related factors among others. Family
background appears to be one of the most important factors which determine a child’s probability
of attending university (Asplund et al., 2008). In the USA, “students with low academic ability
and from affluent families are often more likely to fulfill their college enrollment aspirations than
those students who were high in achievement but poor.” (Lillis, 2008). Ability of families to pay
direct and indirect costs of higher education is the main question. This relationship further serves
as a factor that maintains differences among income groups in the long run. Student choices are
not merely dependent on cost of education on the other hand. They try to match their abilities
with earnings expectations. Students with good expectations borrow more often (Oosterbeek and
van den Broek, 2009). Direct effects of school quality and macroeconomic variables were found
to be weak (Buss et al., 2004). Students' aspiration levels as reflected in social inequalities may
also be influential on their choices (Page et al., 2007).

On the other hand, some countries have still adopted more publicly financed higher
education systems. Most of the countries in continental Europe constitute main examples
(Psacharopoulos, 2008). The effect of financial policies on demand in such countries is hard to
specify. Effect of socioeconomic variables varies across countries (Asplund et al., 2008).
Homogeneity of tuition fees complicates the school choice (Neil, 2009). In Turkey, tuition fees
have not been collected in public universities since the beginning of 2012-13 school year. The
amount of government grant and loans are equal for all undergraduate students. Loans are payable
upon request, however grants are payable for limited students. This financing structure makes the
analysis of effect of costs on demand difficult. Therefore, when asked to the students they do not
report cost of education as a determining factor on their career choices. Rather, earning and
employment expectations appear to be more influent factors (Ergen, 2013). Especially in contexts
of economic crises employability of university graduates become a major factor for program
choices of applicants both in developing and developed countries (Menon et al., 2012).

This article addresses the questions how cost of education and student support together
influence higher education demand, particularly for student teachers' enrolled in faculties of
education and whether cost effect changes among groups of students in a tuition free and equal
grant and loan setting.

1.1. Cost of and Demand for Higher Education

Studies on the effect of cost of education on individuals’ higher education decisions focus
on effects of tuition and support, while most of the studies dealt with the effect of the former
(McPherson and Schapiro, 1991; Hiibner, 2012). Actually levels tuition and support may be
interrelated (Koshal and Koshal, 2000). Economic rationale and empirical findings assert the idea
that reduction in fees and increases in aids are correlated with higher education demand positively
(Parker and Summers, 1993; Heckman et al., 1998b; Dynarski, 2002; Ichimura and Taber, 2002;
Buss et al., 2004; Lillis, 2008; Hiibner, 2012). Higher increases in demand means price elasticity
of demand for education is elastic. The elasticity of demand for higher education becomes
insignificant if the direct costs are low (Canton and de Jong, 2005). This is in accordance with the
human capital model which sees higher education as an investment for increased future earnings.

Furthermore, income elasticity of demand for education is also quite elastic (Johns et al.,
1986; Psacharopoulos and Papaconstantinou, 2005). In other words, demand responsiveness of
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low income students to price cuts and grant increases is higher than that of middle income
students which is higher than that of higher income students (McPherson and Schapiro, 1991). A
subsidy may also increase elasticity of school choice for aid recipients relative to students who
did not apply for or did not qualify for aid. (Parker and Summers, 1993).

Many higher education systems throughout Europe are faced with the problems of
increasing capacity while improving efficiency and providing more equitable participation rates
among income groups (Bevc and Ursi¢, 2008). Equality and efficiency are often considered as
contradicting qualities. Efficiency may be indicated by the size of social returns to higher
education; and equality is understood by means of the difference between social and private
returns (Psacharopoulos, 2008). According to this definition, free tuition policy provides neither
efficiency nor equity; free tuition subsidies the rich.

The inequality among income groups is not only an equality of access but also an equality
of choice (Sazama, 1994). Financial aid appears to be one of three main determinants of college
attendance of low income students, along with family income and, future earnings (Keane, 2002).
The level of subsidy may depend on need, merit or some officially pre-determined packages
(Singell Jr., 2002). It is shown that low income students benefit from need based grants in public
flagship universities (Waddell and Singell Jr., 2011). Empirical evidence on the favorableness of
merit based over need based aids is controversial (Monks, 2009).

Considering two types of students, low and high income, two demand curves showing
different levels of price elasticity of higher education demand are depicted in Figure 1 (Belfield,
2000):
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Figure 1. Demand for Higher Education: Low and High Income Individuals.

In the above Figure 1, DL and DH represents higher education demand curves of low
income and high income individuals respectively. DL is less elastic compared to DH which shows
less enrolment decreases in response to tuition fee increases. The low income students give a
heavier weight to the risk component (Rochat and Demeulemeester, 2001). Assuming F1 as the
cost covering level of fee, an enrolment difference between high and low income individuals
(EH-EL) occurs if the costs are expected to be borne by students and families. This inequality is
eliminated at F2 which requires external financing possibly from central government budget. If
there is not enough resources to finance that level of enrolment, there is another solution for
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elimination of inequality between income groups. This requires subsidizing low income
individuals. A subsidy shifts demand of low income individuals from DL to DL+S in Figure 1. If
this subsidy is financed from the government budget, and government budget depends on justice
of taxation; then demand of high income individuals shrinks to DH-S and an equitable and cost
covering tuition fee and enrolment rate is attained at a new equilibrium (F1,EE).

An increased subsidy may be financed directly from government budget, i.e. taxpayers.
However there are other proposed forms of financing. One of them is revolving funds (Ziderman,
2002). This is a way of financing income contingent loans (ICL) in some countries. Of course,
there are other financing forms of ICL, such as funding directly from tax revenues (Chapman and
Ryan, 2005). Indeed, ICL's have been discussed since 1945 and defended for correction of credit
market imperfections and preventing risks for investing in human capital (Nerlove, 1975). ICL's
nevertheless, do not remove risks completely, because whoever borrowed will sooner or later has
to repay. Repayment methods of ICL's may be designed so as to diminish for low income ones
still after graduation (Harding, 1995; Guest, 2006; Chapman et al., 2010). The reason for this is
that loans given to young people without any consideration of their future earnings, raises
guestions on excessive borrowings (Schwartz and Finnie, 2002). Therefore, repayments should be
arranged with regard to expected earnings. There are also other forms of repayment. For example
repayment at a fixed proportion of the income is found to be the best way to take into account the
students’ ability to pay (Vandenberghe and Debande, 2007). When future earning uncertainty and
risk aversion of low income students considered, ICL’s appear to be more advantageous to
mortgage loans (Migali, 2012). On the other hand, ICL applications need not necessarily yield
optimal fees and enrolments (Guest, 2006). Furthermore, privatization of higher education
introduced in Chile in 1980s did not removed inequality gap (Espinoza and Gonzalez, 2013).
What's more, bankruptcy rates of students loan systems are not ignorable, although reorganization
of loans have positive effects on human capital accumulation (lonescu, 2011).

Another example of financing increased subsidy for low income students by increasing
tuitions accruing to high income students is shown by Hilmer (2001) who demonstrated changes
in school choices of low income students in a public university. Although the issue is still
controversial, there is a worldwide trend toward sharing the cost between governments and
families (or users), because higher education institutions are getting more and more out of public
resources (Johnstone, 2004). It is defended for USA universities that "implementation of
discriminatory tuitions can lead to an increase in enrollment, a reduction in the subsidy per
student and, plausibly, to a reduction in the total subsidy" (Fethke, 2011). Another proposal for
UK universities is introduction of a graduate tax in the form of income tax for graduates from
higher education applicable for a certain period of their working life (Lincoln and Walker, 1993).

A government subsidy may take the form of grant, loan and tax cut. A tax cut may take the
form of tax credits or tax deductions. Supporters of loan programs concentrate on income-
contingent loans. Tax analyzers stress upon creating tax incentives for the employers who cover
tuition payments for job-related education of employees (Steuerle, 1996). Whatever the method
preferred is the aim of a subsidy program is equalization of opportunities among individuals from
different income groups.

Success of a government action toward equalization of opportunities among income groups
by subsidy programs requires not only justice of taxation but also reliable earnings data.
Unrecorded economic activities impoverish government policies on the sides of both
requirements. If unrecorded economy is large, it would be difficult to specify income groups. If
government cannot determine income levels exactly, it may prefer to subsidize every enrolled
student. Unrecorded economy also leads to unjust taxation, i.e. budget revenues are collected
heavily through consumption taxes rather than income taxes.
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There is some evidence that taxation policies affect schooling choices: flat taxation instead
of progressive one effects human capital positively; switching from consumption tax to income
tax affects human capital accumulation to some degree (Dupor et al., 1996; Heckman et al.,
1998a). Switching to consumption tax, on the other hand, increases income inequality, although
causes output increase (Heckman et al., 1998a). Consumption taxes also creates biases in favor of
physical capital, since consumption is defined as output minus investment and human capital
expenditures are accepted as consumption expenditures (Judd, 1998). Income tax is considered
more favorable because of the belief that income best measures "ability to pay" but accrual
income tax instead of conventional income tax is recommended (Kaplow, 1996). However, for
financing of education from indirect taxes are politically more plausible in terms of voter support
(Sanders and Lee, 2009).

An increase in higher education subsidies requires some extra resources. If this extra
resource is created by extra taxation, the increase in indirect taxes results in a proportionally
heavier burden on low income households. There is empirical evidence that different forms of
subsidy differentiated according to income levels of families have positive effect on schooling
(Ichimura and Taber, 2002). Therefore outward shifts should be observed for both demand curves
as a result of a subsidy and demand curve of high income individuals shifts further, because
burden of tax increase is proportionally low for them and the subsidy is available for everyone.
The result of the government action is then, increased inequality. Figure 2 depicts a case where
government subsidy depends on a budget financed heavily by indirect taxes and is available for
anyone who applied for it:
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Figure 2. Effect of a Subsidy with Unrecorded Economy and Unjust Taxes.

The above figure shows that tax-based aids are not directly provided to low income
students. Rather financial gains from aids are realized at the expense of eligible ones (Turner,
2012). That means public universities subsidize rich ones by transferring resources for higher
education students who are already from high income families (Gonzalez Rozada and Menendez,
2002). If the privileged secondary education and better preparation opportunities are available
predominantly for high income students the result of extensive scholarships would be so. Higher
education subsidies concentrated on financing upper-income students appear to be ‘regressive’
rather than ‘progressive’ (Johnson, 2006).
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In free public education model elastic demand is out of concern. In extensively publicly
financed systems demand is usually inelastic. In such systems higher quality is searched by
restricting enrolments (Easton and Rockerbie, 2008). However restricting enrolments do not
necessarily decrease grants, because search of high quality students may require increases in the
level of grants provided (Easton and Rockerbie, 2008). Another point is that in free public
university systems, universities usually finance their services to students by other forms of pricing
or fees. These forms of fees are also equal for all students, meaning that the services in the school
are financed by families on an equal base, which increases the cost for poorer families more
(Psacharopoulos and Papaconstantinou, 2005).

Tuition increases and reductions in government supports to universities is a general trend
internationally (Wu, 2009). Tuition fee system has been introduced in many countries where
higher education was financed mainly from the public budget (McCaig, 2011). In American
universities, a reduction in government spending on higher education usually met by an increase
in tuitions (Fenton et al., 2001). Furthermore, a capacity increase by enrolment growth can have
adverse impacts on institution financial condition, because size of the subsidy offered for new
students increases (Martin, 2002). As a result, scholarships are generally rationed because of
insufficient funds to fully meet needs of all applicants (Singell Jr., 2002). Therefore, increasing
the domain of scholarships may cause problems in financing to hold the quality of education at
certain level and weakens the effect of subsidy by holding the level of scholarships at certain
levels for able and low income students. This case is not different from the case of free public
university system with limited budget resources, where demand pressures for both enrolment and
aid are severe. It is not surprising that equal and low level of subsidy for different income groups
is not influent on demand and school choice of low income students, and government policy may
become impotent. Even more, the effect of government intervention might be worsening in term
of equality. And the reproduction of inequality results in a more elitist system of higher education
(Strathdee, 2011).

The above discussion, to sum up, describes the relationship between higher education
demand and the direct cost of higher education with a downward-sloping demand curve. The
inherent features of the model are that income levels of families determine the elasticity, and
opportunity costs and future earnings expectations determine the shape of demand curves, while
changes in government's fiscal policies shift the curves. However school choice is a much more
complex issue involving some social concerns such as freedom of choice, democracy, market
economy, and some family and individual characteristics such as family's philosophical or
religious beliefs and ability to choose and student's educational background (Levin, 1991).
Moreover, information on cost of education and aid opportunities available to students also affect
the optimality of school choice among low income students (Loyalka et al., 2013). These factors
indirectly influence the relationship between cost of and demand for higher education. Voucher
systems and charter schools were introduced for pre-college education in USA to respond the
social concerns for a democratic society with a market economy. From the point of view of
equality of opportunities; selective exams, guidance supports, quality increases in primary and
secondary schooling are tools of better school choice.

1.2. Tuition and Support in Higher Education in Turkey

In 2012-13 school year there were 68 private higher education institutions (61 universities
and 7 vocational higher education schools) in Turkey (OSYM [Assessment Selection and
Placement Centre], 2013). Indeed these institutions are owned by foundations rather than private
real or legal entities. Therefore it is disputed that they were de jure profit seeking institutions or
not. In 2012-13 school year there were 250.791 students enrolled in these institutions making up
of %5,36 of all (ISCED 5A, 5B and 6) higher education students (computed from data obtained
from OSYM, 2013). Students in private institutions pay tuitions determined by their own entities.
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They may be granted merit based fee cuts, and may benefit from public support. Discussion in
this section mostly relates the students of public universities.

In Turkey, students enter standardized external examinations for university admissions
after graduating from secondary education. Therefore, supply factors in secondary education
appear to be significant determinants of university entrance (Giines et al., 2012). From the
demand side, family income is found not to be a directly relevant factor among the students who
enrolled in higher education in Turkey (Ekinci, 2011). It is rather important when all of the
applicants are considered. Participation rates of 18-23 years old population indicate that mainly
high income groups benefit from the higher education services (Tomul, 2007). The profiles of
enrolled students show that those from families with higher education who reside in metropolitan
areas are placed at prestigious programs in majority (Ekinci, 2011). The proportion of the
students from lower income families among those who benefit from higher education is lower
than the contribution of their families within tax burden (G6lpek, 2011). It is computed that net
effect of taxes upon higher income groups is negative, while net effect of higher education
expenditures for income groups is, although unclear, in favor of upper-middle income groups
(Pinar, 2005). Even their participation rates have declined over 30 years since 1980s, despite
increases in expenditures on higher education within same period (Golpek, 2011). On the other
hand, when their major problems were asked, Turkish university students declare low levels of
spending money and insufficient bursaries at the first priority; tuitions, vehicles and
accommodation follow (Yavuzer et al., 2005; Sahin et al., 2009).

Distribution of income appears to be the most important factor affecting equality of
opportunity in participation to higher education (Kandemir, 2010). The variables which were
found to be related to school choice of Atatiirk University students include family income, family
structure and parental education and employment statuses (Ozer and Calmasur, 2012). Higher
income students may select private universities, but almost all of the students enrolled in public
higher education institutions have spent some amount for preparation studies (Ekinci, 2009).
These amounts constitute an important proportion of and rise with family income. Furthermore
private part of unit student costs is higher than the publicly financed part in most publicly
financed programs, except in medicine (Ekinci, 2009). However, tuition fees do not constitute an
important part of private expenditures.

Starting from 2012-13 school year no tuition is paid by day shift students in public
universities in Turkey. Before that the levels of fees were determined by cabinet at the beginning
of each school year, generally at a rate not so much higher than inflation rate. Tuition fees are
determined at the basis of program type. Evening shift (in Turkish ikinci ogretim, literally
meaning “second education”) students have been paying half of the unit cost determined for day
students. Since the beginning of no tuition policy for day students, fees for evening students have
not been increased. The principle that day shift students who have not complete their education
within normal study period should pay the determined tuition fees will be applied starting from
2014-15 school year (Official Gazette, 2011). Student teachers in evening programs of faculties
of education pay a yearly amount of TL 1.027 payable in two halves at the beginning of fall and
spring semesters (Table 1).
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Table 1: Amount of Tuition Payable by Students of Faculties of Education in Public

Universities.
School year Declared current expenditure per student Evening shift
Unit cost Student contribution Public contribution Tuition fee
2009-10 2053 284 1769 1027
2010-11 2053 284 1769 1027
2011-12 2053 284 1769 1027
2012-13 2053 284 1769 1027
2013-14 2053 284 1769 1027

Source: Decisions of Council of Ministers (Official Gazette, 2009-2013).

In Turkey, there are mainly three sources of support for domestic higher education
students: YURTKUR [Higher Education Credits and Dormitories Authority], private sector
institutions and universities. All the sources from public institutions are combined in YURTKUR
budget. Other sources usually follow rates determined by YURTKUR for need based bursaries.
Some public universities and private sector institutions may grant higher merit based aids.

YURTKUR offer credit loans for students’ life expenses since 1962, tuition fee loans since
1985, and bursaries which have an equivalent amount to credit loans since 2004 (YURTKUR,
2008). Accommaodation services are also considered as support for students. Bursaries and loans
from YURTKUR are paid monthly since 2005. YURTKUR has a performance goal for providing
loans for every student who applied. Bursaries are gained on need basis in general and also there
is a limited skill based bursaries for needy students who performed within top 100 in university
entrance examinations (YURTKUR, 2008). Amount of support has been increasing steadily since
2010 (Table 2).

Table 2: Number of Domestic Students Obtained Support from YURTKUR and Size of the
Expenditures.

Number of students (000) Expenditures (million TL) Monthly bursaries and loans (TL)

Bursary Credit Tuition Total Bursary Credit Tuition Total Undergraduate Master’s Doctorate

2010 2341 6119 4786 1.324,6 526 1.335 153 2.014 200 400 600
2011 320,9 592,6 494,0 1.407,5 804 1.646 159 2.609 240 480 720
2012 348,9 667,4 5098 15261 1.021 1.943 163 3.127 260 520 780
2013 395,7 706,5 - 11022 1206 2.250 - 3.456 280 560 840

Source: YURTKUR (2014).
Note: "Bursary"” is a non-refundable grant, "credit” is a loan for life expenses and "tuition™ stands for loans for covering
tuition. Starting from 2012-13 tuition fee loans have been abated.

1.3. Aim of the Study

In Turkey, students are placed at faculties of education through a central university
entrance examination (OSYS). OSYS is a selective examination which aims at placing youth at
programs in accordance with their interests, aptitudes and abilities. Furthermore, secondary
education students may benefit from public and private guidance services. However research
findings indicate that most of the students choose programs not only suitable to their abilities and
satisfying their interests but also programs offering more future earnings and employability; and
student teachers are not an exception (Korkut et al., 2012).

The rate of return to higher education is higher than returns to lower levels of education in
Turkey (Tansel, 1994; Akkoyunlu Wigley, 2011). Teacher training and medicine programs are
those which offer relatively more guarantee school-to-work transition in addition to higher
returns. A recent study show that teaching profession is mostly preferred by students from
families with lower-middle socio-economic status (Aksu et al., 2010). Among the
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"motivation/reasons to choose teaching as a career" are interests a beliefs in abilities lead and job
opportunities and working conditions follow (Aksu et al., 2010).

Process of entry into teaching profession starts with development of career goals and initial
aspirations in high school throughout education system and people who are taken as models
(Hanushek and Pace, 1995). Hanushek and Pace (1995) find out that females, those belonging to
ethnic or racial minorities, and those who score lower in cognitive ability tests are more likely to
be teachers in the USA. In general, school environment and family characteristics play important
roles in determining student’s school choice (Lillis, 2008).

There might be different urges for choosing teaching training programs in different
countries. Several research designs can be formed to answer the question "who chooses to be a
teacher?" In Turkey, several demand and supply side variables related to schooling can be
considered. Among the supply side variables, availability of schools, cost of schooling, and
guality of education can be mentioned. Cognitive abilities, personality traits, schooling tracks and
family characteristics are among demand side variables. In addition there are some risks and
uncertainties around demand such as imperfect knowledge about students' own abilities, risk of
investment, and future expectations about earnings and employability (Caner and Okten, 2010;
Ergen, 2013).

This study aims at understanding school choice behaviors of student teachers in relation to
cost of education and supports available. Many of them are from middle and lower-middle
income family backgrounds, indicating that their demand is elastic. Therefore they are not risk
takers in general. Majoring in faculty of education in the neighborhood does not yield a worse end
compared to same program at a privileged university and offers high probability of employability,
although earnings are hardly differential among ability groups.

In particular, this study aims at determining the responses of student teachers to changes in
tuition they pay and support they receive. So that it may be uncovered whether these students'
choices would have been affected by financial factors. To measure the sensitiveness of students'
choices to changes in levels of tuition fees and support, an approximation is made through
subjective data. For this purpose it was tried to find answers to following questions:

- What are the levels of tuition student teachers pay and support they receive?

- Does probability of receiving support change depending on program of study, grade, shift
of education, gender, family income, personal expenditure and economic activity?

- How the willingness to pay for higher education changes if there would be a tuition
requirement?

- How the desire to study at current program changes if there would be adequate support?

2. METHOD
The research is designed as a survey with an availability sampling method.
2.1. Sample

In order to investigate the sensitivity of demand for teacher training programs to cost of
education, student teachers from different programs of Faculty of Education at Mersin University
were included in sample as a cluster. The sample of the study comprises 1st and 4th grade
students from all day and evening shift programs in Mersin University Faculty of Education in
2013-14 Spring semester. The students participated voluntarily. There were 1.114 registered
students, of which 657 participated (59%). Table 3 shows. number of students answered to
guestionnaire compared with the data obtained from Mersin University Registrar for registered
students by the end of Spring 2012-13.
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Table 3: Number of Registered and Participated Students.

First Grade Fourth Grade

Program Female Male Total Female Male Total
Guidance and psychological counseling 19/28 23/25 42/53 22/25 14/18 36/43
English language teaching (1) 22/59 9/30 31/89 18/25 12/19 30/44
English language teaching (1) 23/42 9/15 32/57 17/25 13/11 30/36
Turkish language teaching (1) 17/31 4/29 21/60 16/31 13/30 29/61
Turkish language teaching (1) - - - 10/19 23/45 33/64
Primary school teaching (1) 24/35 17/28 41/63 23/39 15/26 38/65
Primary school teaching (I1) - - - 18/32 14/26 32/58
Pre-primary teaching (I) 27/39 3/13 30/52 32/44 10/13 42/57
Pre-primary teaching (I1) 29/37 8/13 37/50 26/46 3/4 29/50
Elementary math teaching 27/34 9/14 36/48 18/35 9/20 27/55
Elementary science teaching 23/41 4/8 27149 21/31 13/29 34/60
Total 211/346 86/175 297/521 221/352 139/241 360/593

Note: (1) stands for day education and (l1) for evening (second) education.

Although the sample size is considered to be 657, some respondents did not answered all
the questions and their questionnaires were not excluded. For this reason sample size may shrink
up to 609 for some questions and analyses.

2.2. Data Collection and Analysis

Demographic data and opinions of students were obtained through a questionnaire
developed after a literature review, especially with the help of inspiration from YOK [Higher
Education Council of Turkey] (1998) and TUIK (2002). The questionnaire were administered to
available students within a fortnight period between March 25 and April 5, 2013. Questionnaire
includes personal information, family background, expenditure, income, tuition and support data
and questions related to willingness to pay tuition and desire to receive a different education.

Data were analyzed by taking percentages. Answers to five questions were analyzed via
chi-square test with respect to program, grade, education shift, gender, family income, economic
activity and personal expenditures.

3. FINDINGS and DISCUSSION
3.1. Tuition and Support Levels and Probability of Receiving Support

Like in other public higher education institutions in Turkey, students in Mersin University
Faculty of Education pay yearly amount of tuition fees determined by Council of Ministers. (see
Table 4). Day shift students do not pay tuitions since the beginning of 2012-13 school year.

Table 4: Tuition Fees in Mersin University Faculty of Education (TL).

Day shift tuition fee Evening shift tuition fee
Since Fall payment Spring payment Total Fall payment Spring payment Total
2009-10 184 (31)? 156 (25)? 340 (56) ! 555 472 1.027

Source: Mersin University Registrar.
1 Note: Numbers in parentheses show the amounts extra payments determined by university senate.

Responds to questionnaire show that 77% of the students receive grants or loans. The
overwhelming source is YURTKUR. The amount of support is TL 280 for 92% of receivers by
2013. Some of the students also loan on tuition payments from public sources (Table 5).



The Sensitivity of Student Teachers' Higher Education Demand to Tuition and Support 103

Table 5: Answers of Students to Questions Related to Support (% of Total).

Grant and/or loan (Do you receive?) Yes=76,8 No = 23,2
Government = 96,4 University = 1,4

1 ’ )
Source (among those who say yes) private = 4.0 Other = 3.8
Mean = 292,4 (n = 500) Mode = 280 (n = 461)
Amount of grant and loan (monthly total, TL) Min = 100 (n = 2) Max = 2000 (n = 1)
Loan for tuition (Do you receive?) Yes = 27,2 No =728
(If no, have you ever applied for?)? Yes = 36,1 No =63,9
Family = 70,2 Work = 14,0

Source of financing personal expenditures Grant/Loan = 63.5 Only Grant/Loan = 19,9

1 Note: Students may receive support from multiple sources.
2 Note: Students were allowed to pick more than one choice.

Average level of support in this sample is TL 292. Their average monthly personal
expenditure is computed as TL 408. Therefore it is found that average support to a student meets
72% of average personal expenditure.

If students are from low income families, as it was the case in this sample, subsidy to
students is a more significant factor determining the students' demand for higher education.
However, because there is little differentiation made among students from different family
backgrounds, it is very difficult to make direct observation on sensitiveness of their demand on
the changes in tuition and support levels. Financial aid recipients finish faster compared to those
who did not receive among low income students; and their probability of graduation increases in
Germany (Glocker, 2011). The level of financial aid to individual students vary across EU
countries (Apslund et al., 2008). In most Latin American universities government subsidize
higher education heavily as well (Gonzalez Rozada and Menendez, 2002). If the universities are
tuition free this means government subsidies the students from all income and ability groups. In
addition if the provision of scholarship is extensive, government policy action toward providing
equity and efficiency becomes ineffective. Therefore free public education does not necessarily
benefit the poor ones.

Analysis of the data reveals that probability of receiving support changes depending on
program of study, grade, education shift economic activity, family income and personal
expenditures (Table 6).

Table 6: Changes in Probability of Receiving Support Depending on Some Variables.

Variable N df a p
Program 654 6 15,952 0,014
Grade 1-4 654 1 9,353 0,002
Day/evening shift 654 1 4,240 0,039
Gender 654 1 0,305 0,581
Family income 646 11 21,409 0,029
Personal expenditure 653 8 29,786 0,000
Economic activity 654 1 9,149 0,002

Average probability of receiving support is 92,1% for psychological guidance and
counseling students and 68,8% for pre-primary teaching students. Averages of other programs are
around average (76,8%). Percentage of support receiving first grade students is 71,2% for all
programs, while this ratio was 81,3% for fourth grade students. This may mean that probability of
receiving support is decreasing over time, if non-receiver first graders would not receive later, off
course. Day students receive support at a 79% rate, while the percentage for evening students is
71,5. Probability of receiving support does not change depending on gender.
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The probability of receiving support is over 80% for students whose family earns a yearly
amount of TL less than 20.000 reportedly. If declared family income is 20.000 or more this
probability decreases to circa 60%. The percentage of students in family income groups are
shown in Table 7.

Table 7: Family Income Reported by Students in the Sample (% of Total).

10.000 or less = 49,5 10.000-20.000 = 24,4
Family income (annual, TL) 20.000-30.000 = 15,4 30.000-40.000= 5,5
40.000-50.000= 1,7 50.000 or more = 3,4

Although family income appears to be a source of change in probability of receiving
support (i.e. grant and/or loan), this does not mean that all the low income students are receivers
and all the high income students are non-receivers. While 80% of 75% receives support, 60% of
25% also receives same amounts. One quarter of the students are over the sample average. This
sample's average per family is nearly equal to GDP per capita in Turkey. Therefore, it can be
claimed that indeed there are negligible number of students who are from high income families.
Then, it is very difficult to elicit whether income groups receive different amounts of support by
using only student teachers data.

In Table 6, it was shown that probability of receiving support changes depending on
personal expenditure and economic activity. If monthly expenditure level is between TL 200 and
TL 800, the probability is between 77% and 81%. If expenditure level is less than TL 200 and
between TL 800 and TL 1.200 the percentage is around 65%. If the expenditure level falls below
TL 200, this may mean that these students reside with their families in the neighborhood. The
percentage of this group is 6,1. Those who expend more than TL 1.200 do not benefit from
support. Percentage of students who participate in an economic activity to gain earning decreases
to 65% from 78,9 which is the ratio for students who do not participate in labor force. Some
detailed data related to earnings and expenditures are shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Personal Expenditures and Earnings of Students (%6).

200 or less = 13,3 200-400 = 47,5

Level of expenditure (monthly TL) 400-600 = 24,5 600-800 = 10,0
800-1.000= 3,1 1.000 or more = 1,6

Economic activity (Employed for pay?) Yes=15,4 No = 84,2
. 200 or less = 84,9 200-300=6,0

Level of earnings (monthly TL, among those who say yes) 300-500 = 35 500 or more = 5.6

The tuition fees do not constitute an important part of students' personal expenditures. Only
8% of them placed it on the first place in the importance scale (Table 9).

Table 9: Type of Students' Personal Expenditures According to Importance Attached.

Importance sequence

Type of expenditure 1 2 3 4 5 None Total
Clothing 16,0 34,1 22,2 12,6 53 9,7 100,0
Accommodation 37,1 15,8 5,0 32 2,4 36,4 100,0
Food 16,0 34,1 22,2 12,6 53 9,7 100,0
Textbook 33 6,1 17,2 16,6 16,0 40,8 100,0
Social activities 3,7 6,4 10,4 18,7 19,6 41,2 100,0
Tuition 79 4,6 49 6,5 5,0 71,1 100,0
Transportation 12,3 18,1 19,9 14,9 149 19,8 100,0

Other 1,4 11 15 0,8 4,3 91,0 100,0
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Clothing, food and transportation are mostly included expenditure categories in students'
baskets. If accommodation is important then it is the most urgent one. When it is not important it
may show that students have chosen the school in the neighborhood of their family. Tuition
appears to be least important category after the other expenditures (which may include electronic
material, games, collection and alcohol and tobacco products. Similar findings can be found in
literature: because of the lack of exogenous cost variation, the effect of tuition subsidies found
weak in Canada (Neill, 2009).

3.2. Willingness to Pay Tuition

As much as the amount of tuition fee is negligible in most cases, the cost of education does
not appear to be a determining factor for school choice for student teachers. If an analogy is
made, they have some consumers' surplus, although teacher training education can be seen as an
investment rather than a consumption good. For this purpose students were asked "if it was
required, how much have you been willing to pay for the program you are currently studying at?
Or leave?" The answers show up the maximum level of willingness to pay tuition for current
program.

If they were required to pay tuition, 32,7% of the students would have quitted the program
if the tuition amount were between TL 0 and TL 1.000. Another 36,6% is added to this group if
there were a tuition fee between TL 1.000 and 2.000. Those who would have been added to
possible quitters is 13,6, if tuitions were increased to an amount between TL 2.000 and TL 3.000.
Size of additional sensitive groups decrease as 5,5%, 3,1%, 2,0% and 0,8% if additional TL
1.000's were added to fees. Only 5,6% of the student would have continue their education if the
tuition is over TL 8.000.

Willingness to pay tuition for current program of study changes depending on program,
education shift, family income and personal expenditure, while grade, gender and economic
activity do not cause any change (Table 10).

Table 10: Changes in Willingness to Pay Tuition for Current Program Depending on Some

Variables.
Variable N df a p
Program 636 12 40,031 0,000
Grade 1-4 636 2 5,830 0,054
Day/evening shift 636 2 6,516 0,038
Gender 636 2 0,789 0,674
Family income 629 22 37,967 0,018
Personal expenditure 635 16 28,451 0,028
Economic activity 636 2 0,476 0,788

The students of psychological counseling and guidance and pre-primary teaching programs
are reluctant to leave, while students of elementary mathematics and science teaching programs
are least patient ones. This difference can be explained by perceived rate of employability. What
is interesting is that three quarters of English language teaching program students would have
been quitted after TL 2.000 level of tuition. They might have preferred private institutions. Day
shift students are more fast leavers than evening shift students. The reason for this might be that
there is no evening shift education for science and mathematics teaching programs.

Family income is a source of change in willingness to pay tuition. If yearly amount of
family income is below TL 45.000 the potential school leaving rate after TL 2.000 level of tuition
varies between 65% and 80%. Above TL 45.000, school leaving choice decreases to 40% and
below after TL 2.000 level of tuition. Highest rates for potential school leaving belong to lowest
levels of family income. Willingness to pay tuition increases with the level of personal
expenditure. Those who expend lowest amount are most impatient ones.
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In another study, it was found that family income has no effect on students’ school choices
in business and economics programs in non-prestigious higher education institutions, while
family income determines the level of life expenses (Cavcar et al., 2005). Such students have
selected programs because their university entrance grades allow them to do so. They only select
cities, which is usually in neighborhood. On the other hand medical science students select
programs of study mainly on the grounds of career choices even if they attend non-prestigious
universities (Geng et al., 2007).

Students were also asked "how much have you been willing to pay If you had been placed
at your first choice." The answers to this question then brings out the maximum level of
willingness to pay tuition for most wanted program. The results show that 82,6% of the students
would have quitted if the level of tuition is above TL 1.000, if they were placed in their first
choice in the university entrance examination. This means that they are more impatient to
increases in tuition in their first choice than in their current program. This may be explained by
psychological reasons such as conservativeness towards holding the gained things.

Willingness to pay tuition for the program of first choice changes depending on personal
expenditures and does not change if the other variables were considered (Table 11).

Table 11: Changes in Willingness to Pay Tuition for First Choice Depending on Some

Variables.
Variable N df a p
Program 616 6 10,371 0,110
Grade 1-4 616 1 1,001 0,317
Day/evening shift 616 1 1,303 0,254
Gender 616 1 0,417 0,518
Family income 609 11 15,987 0,142
Personal expenditure 616 8 22,613 0,004
Economic activity 616 1 0,423 0,515

The percentage of quitters among those who spend more than TL 1.000 per month are
lower both after initiation of TL 1.000 TL and TL 2.000 levels of tuition.

The results of analyses for maximum level of willingness to pay tuition reveal that student
teachers are highly responsive to changes in tuition fees. The elasticity decreases by low direct
costs and increases by support to students (Canton and de Jong, 2005). There is no gender related
changes in their responsiveness. This may mean that gender stereotypes do not work in teacher
training programs. In the literature, some differences between male and female applicants are
found on sensitiveness to differences in tuitions (Mueller and Rockerbie, 2005).

3.3. Desire to Receive Another Education

In order to learn their desire to study at another university, the students were asked "If you
had had sufficient grant, at which university do you want to study? At a public university in
Istanbul, Ankara, or Izmir; at a private university in Istanbul, Ankara, or Izmir; at the university
where | am studying at; and other."

If there were sufficient amount of grants, only 18,2% of the student would have been
preferred to stay in the current university. 69% of them would have preferred to study at a
university in Istanbul, Ankara or Izmir, both public and private. 56,6% prefers public universities
in these big cities.

The level of desire to leave university changes depending on program of study enrolled,
while it does not change depending on other variables considered (Table 12).
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Table 12: Changes in Desire to Study at Another University Depending on Some Variables.

Variable N df a p
Program 650 6 16,018 0,014
Grade 1-4 650 1 3,639 0,056
Day/evening shift 650 1 0,732 0,392
Gender 650 1 0,574 0,448
Economic activity 650 1 0,280 0,597
Family income 642 11 7,439 0,762
Personal expenditure 649 8 8,668 0,371

Under convenient financial conditions, more students want to stay at current university in
Turkish language, pre-primary and English language teaching programs (27,7%, 22,6% and
22,1% respectively). Primary teaching students have highest desire to leave university under
beneficial conditions (9,9%).

In order to uncover their desire to study at another program, students were also asked "If
you had had sufficient grant, at which program do you want to study? Business, economics; arts
and science; engineering, fine arts and conservatory; program | am studying at; other (medicine,
law, counseling (for those who are not enrolled in this program), physical therapy and
rehabilitation)."

If there were sufficient financial resources 44,2% of the students still prefer to study at the
current program. 10% percent would have preferred engineering programs, 11% would have
preferred fine arts, and 28,6% would have preferred other programs. This means more than half
of the students were not satisfied with their current program of study.

The level of desire to change program under convenient financial conditions changes
depending on program, grade and gender, while it does not change depending on education shift,
economic variables (Table 13).

Table 13: Changes in Desire to Study at Another Program Depending on Some Variables.

Variable N df Y p
Program 651 12 140,411 0,000
Grade 1-4 651 2 6,853 0,032
Day/evening shift 651 2 5,152 0,076
Gender 651 2 10,006 0,007
Family income 643 22 27,521 0,192
Personal expenditure 650 16 18,682 0,286
Economic activity 651 2 5,298 0,071

The 77,2% of psychological counseling and guidance students, 61,5% of English language
teaching students were satisfied with their current program, while only 20,6% of elementary
mathematics teaching students and 20% of elementary science teaching students were so. First
grade students were more satisfied with their current program of study than fourth grade students
(49,7% and 39,8% respectively). Female students were more satisfied with their current program
of study than male students (47,9% and 37,2% respectively).

The results of the analyses related to desire to study at another university and program
show that students' choices are highly sensitive to changes in the level of support.

4. CONCLUSION and RECOMMENDATIONS

Primary motivation for this study was to obtain a relevant answer to the problem of
supplying good quality teachers. However it is hard to do this in a systematic way (Hanushek and
Pace, 1995). What we know is high quality teachers are those who perform better in classroom.
Teacher performance and the related rewards obtained are the outputs of schooling system



108 Hiiseyin ERGEN

(Schacter and Thum, 2004). According to systems approach, outputs of a system determines the
gualities of inputs in the next cycles in a process of interaction with other systems. Results of this
study show that many of the student teachers are not satisfied with their current program of study
and university. It seems that nearly half of them have preconceived opinions about their future job
satisfaction. Motivation, in the company of skills, is one of the factors which make up an able
teacher. According to human capital model, rate of return of teacher education is important for
able students to choose the teaching profession. Rate of return increase may be ensured either by
reductions in teacher training or increases in teacher salaries. Increasing teacher salaries may
ameliorate expectations of students who apply for faculties of education and therefore increase
the aptitude levels of applicants (Leigh, 2012). Cultural capital is also shown to be a an important
issue for teacher training in development context (Aksu et al., 2010).

Results of the current study show that the student teachers' choices are highly sensitive
towards changes in the levels of tuition and support according to subjective data gathered through
opinions of registered students. The following conditions were given before the study: (1)
students are required to pay either no tuition or equal amounts of tuition regardless of their
income levels; (2) the main financial provider of support to students, YURTKUR aims at
providing support to every and each student who ever applies for it; (3) the large size of
unrecorded economy in Turkey makes the tax system more dependent on consumption taxes. The
first and second conditions makes it very difficult to find direct observations on sensitiveness of
students' choices towards changes in tuition and support in public universities in Turkey.
Combined effect of these three conditions on higher education system is that subsidizing tuitions
and providing support do not ameliorate the inequality in demand for higher education in favor of
low income families.

It is concluded that the subsidy policy summarized in first and second conditions above
does not remove the inequality in students' choices but only makes the price elasticity of student
teachers' higher education demand directly unobservable.

Unregistered economy appears to be most important factor creating inequality among
students from different income groups. It is found that there is not a relationship between size of
the unregistered economy and the level of tax burden (Elgin, 2012). This means that increasing
taxes on high income families do not necessarily increase the size of unregistered funds.

In the literature several policy alternatives to solve the financing problem on more
equitable bases were generated. Increasing tuitions for high income students to subsidy low
income ones alters the combination of program choices (Hilmer, 2001). Merit based financial
support versus need based aids is getting greater attention USA, although it is controversial how
much merit based financing of students is efficient, because such approaches are reducing
opportunities for low income students. (Monks, 2009). The effect of ICL is found positive and
more for middle income individuals (Chapman and Ryan, 2005). Benefits of ICL, compared to
mortgage loans are higher for low income students, with easier repayments and higher subsidies
(Migali, 2012).

Income-contingent loans (ICL) are getting more attention in recent years. There is also
some proposals for Turkey (e.g. see Akga, 2011). It is recommended in relation to findings of this
study that ICL's might be favorable for riskier programs such as business, economics, engineering
and law. Student teachers who have low expectations and low future incomes compared to other
professions can repay the loaned amounts only within longer periods such as twenty years. There
must be o minimum amount of graduates' income which constitutes the condition of initiating
repayment.

In the literature, differentiated tuitions are claimed to be more efficient (Fethke, 2011).
Studies toward finding ways of not selecting students for higher education but strengthening them
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for choosing for themselves should also be possible and can be done for Turkey before the
reduction of demand pressure.
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Uzun Ozet

Egitime yapilan yatirimin biytikligii yiiksekdgretim talebinin 6niindeki risk ve belirsizliklerden
biridir. Diisiik gelirli 6grencilerin yiiksek dgretim talebi 6grenim iicretlerine karsi daha esnektir. Ote
yandan, farkli ve karmasgik finansman semalar1 6grenim ticretlerindeki degisikligin farkli gelir gruplarindaki
dgrencilerin yiiksekdgretim talebini nasil etkiledigine iliskin analizleri giiclestirmektedir. Ogrencilere
yapilan siibvansiyonlarin diizeyinin yani sira, gereksinimi olanlarin dogru belirlenmesinin ve vergi
sistemindeki adaletin Oonemi biiyiiktiir. Kayit disi ekonomi kararlarin etkililigini azaltmaktadir. Diger
faktorlerin yaninda aile gelirinin 6grencilerin okul tercihlerini etkileyen 6nemli bir faktoér oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. Ogrenim iicretleri ve 6grenci destekleri belirlenirken dgrenci ailelerinin gelir diizeyine
dayal1 bir ayirim yapilmadigi takdirde, egitimin maliyetinin 6grencilerin okul tercihleri iizerinde etkili bir
faktor olarak goriinmedigi ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Bu galigmada eg@itimin maliyetinin egitim fakiiltesi
Ogrencilerinin okul tercihleri tizerindeki etkisi analiz edilmektedir.

Egitimin maliyetinin yiiksekogretimle ilgili kararlar tizerideki etkisi 6grenim tcretleri ve 6grenci
destegi gercevesinde ele alinmaktadir. Tktisaden diisiik 6grenim iicretleri ve yiiksek 6grenci desteginin
yiksek yiiksekogretim talebiyle iligkili olmasi gerekir. Diisiik gelirlilerin yiiksekogretim talebi daha
esnektir. Bunun anlami 6grenim {icretlerindeki degisikliklere daha fazla miktar tepkisi verilmesidir.
Dolayisiyla 6grenim iicretleri arttikga diisiik ve yiliksek gelir gruplarinin talep ettikleri yiiksekdgretim
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miktarlar1 arasindaki fark acilmaktadir. Esitligi saglamanin bir yolu diisiik gelirli 6grencilere siibvansiyon
uygulamaktir. Siibvansiyonun devlet biitgesinden saglandigi, devlet biit¢esinin de gelir vergisine dayandigi
varsayilirsa, diisiik gelirlilere uygulanan bir siibvansiyon daha ¢ok vergi 6deyen yiiksek gelirlilerin talebini
biraz daraltacak, diisiikk gelirlilerinkini ise genisletecektir. Boylece diisiik ve yiiksek gelirlilerin
yiiksekOgretim talepleri esitlenebilir.

Siibvansiyonlardaki artisin vergilerden finanse edilmesinden bagka finansman yollar1 da vardir.
Déner sermayeler bunlara bir &rnek olabilir. Doner sermayelerle birlikte gelire dayali borglanma
programlari da gelistirilmistir. Gelire dayali kredilendirme mezunlarin gelecekteki gelir diizeyine gore geri
6deme yapmalarina imkan saglayan bir yontemdir. Ote yandan, bu yontem diisiik gelirlilerin oniindeki
riskleri tamamen ortadan kaldirmaz. Bu riski azaltacak geri 6deme semalar1 gelistirilebilir. Ayrica, gelire
dayali kredilendirmelerin esitsizligi azalttigina dayali bulgular sinirhidir. Baska bir 6neri, yiiksek gelirli
Ogrencilerin 6grenim iicretlerinin arttirilarak elde edilen gelirin disiik gelirlilere siibvansiyon olarak
O6denmesi seklindedir. Bununla birlikte, tim dinyada yiiksekdgretimin maliyetinin bir sekilde ailelere
yansitilmasinin yollar1 aranmaktadir.

Devlet siibvansiyon burs, kredi veya vergi indirimi seklinde yapilabilir. Yontem ne olursa olsun
amag gelir gruplar arasindaki esitsizligin giderilmesidir. Devletin bu tiir bir miidahalesinin basarisi vergi
sisteminin adaletli olmasina ve giivenilir bir kazang veri setinin bulunmasina dayanir. Kayit dist
ekonominin biiyiik olmasi durumunda ise, hem devletin tiiketim vergilerine agirlik vermesi nedeniyle vergi
adaleti zayiflamakta hem de gelir gruplarinin ve dolayisiyla destek saglanmasi gerekenlerin belirlenmesi
giiclesmektedir. Boylece yliksekogretim talep eden orta ve diisiik gelirli aileler iki kez zararli ¢ikmaktadir.
Boyle bir durumda 6grencilere yapilan siibvansiyon artirilarak talepteki esitsizligin azaltilmasi miimkiin
olmayabilir. Dahasi esitsizlik daha da artabilir. Gelir vergisine agirlik verilmesi diisiik gelirli ailelerin
yiiksekdgretim talebini artiracaktir. Ancak uygulanmasinin bazi politik giicliikleri mevcuttur.

Ogrenim iicretlerinin kaldirilmasi, talep esnekliklerinin géz ardi edilmesi anlamma gelir. Devlet
tarafindan finanse edilen egitim sistemlerinde talep genellikle esnek degildir. Boyle sistemlerde devletin
yiiklendigi finansman miktar1 talep arttikca artmaktadir. Kalite kaygilar1 ise bazi okullara &grenci
giriglerinin kisitlanmasi yoluyla giderilmeye calisilmaktadir. Bu durumda kalite i¢in daha fazla 6grenci
destegi gerekmekte, iiniversiteler ise finansman kaynagi yaratmak i¢in okulda verilen pek c¢ok hizmeti
ticretlendirmekte, bu {icretler de her gelir grubundan Ogrenci igin ayni olmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
yiiksekogretimin finansman sorunu siiriip gitmektedir.

Artan karmasiklik, egitimin maliyeti ile yiiksekdgretim talebi arasindaki iliskinin dogrudan tespit
edilmesini gii¢lestirmektedir.

Tirkiye'de, diger faktorlerin yami sira, aile geliri yiiksekogretim talebini belirleyen 6nemli bir
faktordiir. Yiiksekogretim hizmetlerinden yiiksek gelir gruplarinin daha fazla yararlandigi, distik
gelirlilerin vergi yiikiine oransal olarak daha fazla katlandigi, dolayisiyla yiiksekdgretim sisteminin yiiksek
gelirli aileleri daha fazla finanse ettigi ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ote yandan 2012-13 dgretim yili basindan
itibaren birinci 6gretim igin katki paylart kaldirilmistir. Ogrenci desteklerinin her bagvurana yapilmasimin
stratejik bir hedef olarak belirlendigi goriilmektedir.

Bu calismada, egitim fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin okul tercihleri ile egitimin maliyeti arasindaki iligkinin
analiz edilmesi amacglanmaktadir. Esit 0grenim tcreti ve esit destek politikasi nedeniyle maliyet
unsurlarinin talep tizerindeki etkisinin dogrudan tespiti gii¢lestiginden bu ¢alismada 6grencilerin goriisleri
alimarak okul tercihlerinin 6grenim Ticretlerindeki ve 6grenci desteklerindeki artisa olan duyarliligi
anlagilmaya ¢aligilmaktadir. Bu amagla su sorulara yanit aranmustir:

- Egitim fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin elde ettigi destek ve ddedikleri 6grenim iicreti diizeyleri nedir?

- Ogrenci destegi alma olasilig1 boliim, simf, dgretim (1. ve 2.), cinsiyet, aile geliri, kisisel harcama
ve iktisaden faal olma degiskenlerine dayali olarak degismekte midir?

- Eger 6grenim {icreti 6denmesi sdz konusu olsayd1 6grencilerin 6demeye razi olduklart miktar nasil
degismektedir?

- Eger yeteri kadar burs elde etmek miimkiin olsayd1 6grencilerin okumayi tercih edecekleri okul ve
program nasil degismektedir?
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Bu sorulara cevap aramak i¢in Mersin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi 1. ve IV. smif grencilerine
2012-13 Bahar Donemi sonunda bir anket uygulanmistir. Elde edilen veriler yilizde alinarak ve y2 testiyle
analiz edilmistir.

Ogrenciler Bakanlar Kurulu karariyla belirlenen iicretleri ddemektedirler. Universite tarafindan
eklenen miktar diisiiktiir. Ogrencilerin %76,8'inin destek aldig1, bunun %96,4"iniin devlet destegi oldugu,
ortalama alinan destek miktarinin 6grenci basmna aylik 292,4 TL oldugu, 6grencilerin %20'sinin destek
sayesinde gec¢indigi hesaplanmistir.

Psikolojik damisma ve rehberlik 6grencilerinin ortalamanin {stiinde, okul 6ncesi Ggretmenligi
ogrencilerinin ortalamanin altinda bir oranda destek aldigi ortaya ¢ikmustir. Dordiincii simif 6grencileri
birinci siif 6grencilerinden, birinci 6gretim dgrencileri ikinci 6gretim dgrencilerinden daha yiiksek oranda
destek almaktadir. Yillik ortalama aile geliri 20.000 TL'nin iistiinde ve altindaki 6grencilerin destekten
yararlanma oranlar1 degismektedir (sirasiyla %60 ve %80). Alt gelir grubunda yer alan dgrenciler toplamin
3/4"inil olusturmaktadir. Alt gelir grubu destekten daha ¢ok yararlaniyor olsa da, iist gelir grubunun bu
sekilde tanimlanmasi zor goriinmektedir. Zira yillik ortalama aile geliri olan 20.000 TL, kisi basina
GSYH'ye denk gelmektedir. Ogrencilerin ortalama aylik kisisel harcamalar1 408 TL olarak hesaplanmistir.
Buna gore, ortalama egitim fakiltesi Ogrencisinin elde ettigi destek harcamalarinin  %72'sini
karsilamaktadir. Harcama tiirleri arasinda 6grenim iicreti dnemli bir yer tutmamaktadir. En yiiksek ve en
diisiik harcama yapan 6grenci gruplari digerlerinden daha diisiik oranda destekten yararlanmaktadir. Gelir
elde etmek amacuyla iktisadi faaliyette bulunan 6grenciler ¢alismayanlara gére daha az destek almaktadir.

Ogrencilerin 6grenim iicretlerindeki artisa duyarli olduklari, yaridan fazlasinin 2.000 TL ve
iizerindeki bir 6grenim ticreti diizeyinde potansiyel olarak okulu birakma niyetlerinin olabilecegi ortaya
cikmustir. Birinci tercihleri icin bu oran daha da artmaktadir. Ogrencilerin 6nemli bir béliimiiniin, yeterli
finansman destegi olsaydi okudugu iiniversite ve programi birakmak isteyebilecekleri gozlenmistir. Bu
bulgu da 6grencilerin destege duyarliliklarini yiiksek oldugu seklinde yorumlanmuistir.

Esit destek ve esit iicret politikas1 nedeniyle dgrencilerin 6grenim iicreti ve 6grenci destegine olan
duyarliliklarinin dogrudan oSlgiilmesi giic oldugundan, bu calismada 6znel veriler kullanilmis ve 6grenci
duyarliliklarinin yiiksek oldugu sonucuna varilmigtir. Bu nedenle, dgrenci desteginin gelire daha duyarlt
oldugu, siibvansiyonlarin daha fazla gelir vergisine dayanan bir biitceden yapildigi, geri 6demelerde diisiik
gelirli mezunlart koruyan gelire dayali bor¢lanma programlarini igeren daha esitlik¢i finansman sistemleri
Onerilmektedir.
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