
© Kamla-Raj 2016 Anthropologist, 24(1): 262-267 (2016)

Social Exclusion Perceptions of Pre-school Teachers*

Meral Taner Derman

Uludag University, Faculty of Education, Department of ElementaryEducation, Program of
Preschool Education

E-mail: mtaner@uludag.edu.tr

KEYWORDS Social Exclusion. Experience. Gender Differences. Assigned Location. Perception

ABSTRACT The aim of this research is to determine social exclusion perceptions of preschool teachers with 1 to
10 years of experience. A total of 150 preschool teachers participated in the research. Of these, 8 of them were
males and 142 of them were females. Also, 124 of the teachers had 1 to 5 years of experience and 26 of them had
6 to 10 years of experience. The t-test and correlation analysis were used in analyzing the data. According to this
sudy, teachers working in the Southeastern Anatolia Region have higher social exclusion perceptions in social
rights and social participation dimensions, while teachers working in the Mediterranean Region have higher social
exclusion perceptions in cultural integration dimension. Teachers working in city centers have higher social
exclusion perceptions in the social rights dimension and teachers working in counties have higher social exclusion
perceptions in cultural integration dimension. It is also seen that these differences caused a significant difference.

INTRODUCTION

As a result of globalization, the world has
got richer but inequality, injustice and precari-
ties have become more common. This has in-
creased the social exclusion levels of individu-
als (Bayram et al. 2010). Social exclusion is the
lack of social, political and cultural resources
and activities at different levels of society and
individuals (Mitchell 2000). Social exclusion is a
social, economical and political concept and it
describes social policy problems such as pover-
ty, inequality, unemployment and precarity. So-
cial exclusion can be considered the opposite of
social integration and cohesion, which reflects
social integration and social acceptance. It is a
period when individuals lack basic needs that
enable them to reach opportunities to form their
futures, sever their connections with the soci-
ety or become deprived of civil, political, eco-
nomical and social rights. One of the important
aspects of social exclusion is lacking fundamen-
tal rights. It is an important notion regarding the
lack of fundamental rights about citizenship that
determines basic living standards and taking
economical and social opportunities (Sapancali
2005).

Social exclusion also influences the individ-
uals’ consuming habits, their feelings such as
inadequacy and insecurity and other aspects of
the individuals’ lives by forming political exclu-
sion process (Erdogdu 2004). According to Sa-
hin (2009: 85), the most important feature of so-

cial exclusion is to feel various social problems
at the same time.

Some features of individuals with high social
exclusion risks are feeling insecure, feeling lost,
powerless, abandoned and having difficulties in
integrating with the social structure of society.
Because of these features, these people are faced
with prostitution, alcoholism and thievery (Sey-
yar 2003). Furthermore, it is stated that social
exclusion causes stress, denunciation, power-
lessness, despair and fatalism and it weakens
social bonds and increases crime rates and health
problems (Cattel 2001). Sahin (2009) stated that
individuals who cannot satisfy their vital, cul-
tural and social needs have difficulties in fitting
into the society. According to Stenseng et al.
(2015), social exclusion predicts impaired devel-
opment of dispositional self-regulation .

When the literature is reviewed, it is seen
that there are works on people living in disad-
vantageous regions (Adaman and Keyder 2006;
Aksungur 2006), handicapped individuals
(Ozgokceler 2007; Erguden 2008; Dariyemez
2012), the children who depend on the protec-
tion (Kalayci 2007), elders (Genc and Dalkilic 2013;
Kibler et al. 2015), Romans (Genc et al. 2015;
Demirel 2012), immigrants (Fernandez et al. 2015),
foreign nationals (Dedeoglu 2011), broken fami-
lies (Yusufoglu and Kizmaz 2016) but there is no
work on social exclusion on the state of teach-
ers. This is an important indicator regarding the
originality of the work.
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Aim

The aim of the research is to determine social
exclusion perceptions of preschool teachers with
1 to 10 years of experience. The following ques-
tions were asked through this aim:

1. What are social exclusion perceptions of
preschool teachers?

2. Do social exclusion perceptions of pre-
school teachers differ by gender?

3. Do social exclusion perceptions of pre-
school teachers differ by their places of
duty and their residential areas?

4. Do social exclusion perceptions of pre-
school teachers differ by experience?

METHODOLOGY

This study is a research model that aims at
determining the social exclusion perceptions of
preschool teachers. The survey model is a re-
search model to reveal and identify an existing
situation (Karasar 2005). The population of the
study was formed of preschool teachers with at
most a 10-year experience who worked in formal
preschool education institutions over seven dif-
ferent regions of Turkey. The sample of the re-
search comprised 150 preschool teachers. Of
these, 8 of them were males and 142 of them were
females. Also, 124 of the teachers had 1 to 5 years
of experience and 26 of them had 6 to 10 years of
experience. The reason of limiting the study to
teachers who have at most 10 years of experi-
ence is the difficulty of finding teachers with more
experience in the eastern part of the country.

As data collection tools, the information form
was used to get demographical information of
teachers, and the Social Exclusion Scale was

used to survey the social exclusion perceptions.
A five-point Likert-type Social Exclusion Scale
with 35 articles, which was developed by Je-
hoel-Gijsbers and Vrooman (2007), and adapted
into Turkish by Bayram et al. (2010), was used
in order to determine the social exclusion per-
ceptions of preschool teachers. The scale is
formed of four different subscales such as dep-
rivation, attaining social rights, social partici-
pation and cultural integration. Attaining so-
cial rights dimension is discussed in two differ-
ent sub-scales. The first sub-scale involves
benefitting from social rights and institutions
and the second sub-scale involves benefitting
from homes and secure environment.

Each article changes between “never” and
“always”. High scores on social exclusion scale
show higher social exclusion levels. In other
words, higher scores show that deprivation is
high, benefit from institutions and aids are low,
there are not enough proper home and environ-
ment conditions, social participation is low and
cultural integration and norms are not satisfied.
In the data analysis process, the t-test was used
to determine whether social exclusion percep-
tions of teachers differ in terms of gender and
experience and a one-way ANOVA was used to
determine whether they differ in terms of duty
place and region.

FINDINGS  AND  DISCUSSION

The social exclusion perceptions of pre-
school teachers with 1 to 10 years of experience
were determined within the course of this study.

It was seen in Table 1 that the average of
social exclusion perceptions of female preschool

Table 1: Social exclusion levels of preschool teachers in terms of gender

Gender    n Mean Std. deviation        t        p

Deprivation Female 142 18.66 5.93 0.55 0.58
Male 8 17.50 2.67

Social rights (benefitting from Female 142 10.95 4.76 -2.69 0.008
  institutions and aids) Male 8 15.50 0.92
Social rights (benefitting from Female 142 20.07 7.42 0.39 0.69
  proper home and Male 8 19.00 6.80
  environment)
Social participation Female 142 18.20 6.15 1.68 0.09

Male 8 14.50 3.82
Cultural integration Female 142 10.84 2.97 -1.56 0.12

Male 8 12.50 1.77
Social exclusion Female 142 78.73 20.68 -0.04 0.97

Male 8 79.00 9.62
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teachers is 78.73 and the average of social exclu-
sion perceptions of male preschool teachers is
79. At the end of t-test, it was seen that there is
not a statistical difference between the social
exclusion perceptions of preschool teachers by
gender. There are works in the literature defend-
ing that social exclusion perception does not
change by gender (Adaman and Keyder 2008;
Adaman and Ardic 2008). When it is analyzed on
the basis of sub-dimensions, it is seen that so-
cial exclusion perceptions of male teachers are at
15.50 and those of female teachers are at 10.95 at
social rights dimension including benefitting
from institutions and aids. It is seen that rates of
male preschool teachers are higher and this dif-
ference causes a statistical significant difference.

It was seen from Table 2 that the average of
social exclusion perceptions of pre-school teach-
ers with 1 to 5 years of experience is 79.26 and
the average of social exclusion perceptions of
preschool teachers with 6 to 10 years of experi-
ence is 76.31. At the end of t-test, it was seen
that there is not a statistical difference by terms
of experience. When it is analyzed on sub-di-
mension basis, it is seen that social exclusion
perceptions of preschool teachers with 1 to 5
years of experience are higher at social rights
dimension including benefitting from proper
home and environment and this difference caus-
es a statistical significant difference.

It was also seen from Table 3 that the aver-
age of social exclusion perceptions of teachers
working in Marmara Region is 77.11, the average
of social exclusion perceptions of teachers work-
ing in Aegean Region is 82.00, the average of
social exclusion perceptions of teachers work-
ing in Mediterranean Region is 72.33, the aver-

age of social exclusion perceptions of teachers
working in Central Anatolia Region is 73.50, the
average of social exclusion perceptions of teach-
ers working in Black Sea Region is 71.00, the av-
erage of social exclusion perceptions of teach-
ers working in Eastern Anatolia Region is 77.20,
and the average of social exclusion perceptions
of teachers working in Southeastern Anatolia
Region is 89.43. It is seen as a result of variance
analysis that there is no statistical difference in
terms of region. When it is analyzed in terms of
sub-dimensions, it is seen that teachers working
in Southeastern Anatolia Region have higher
social exclusion perceptions in social rights and
social participation dimensions and teachers
working in Mediterranean Region have higher
social exclusion perceptions in the cultural inte-
gration dimension. Taskaya et al. (2015) deter-
mined in their research that housing (lack of
boarding) is the most important problem regard-
ing personal rights of teachers. They also em-
phasized that a lot of teachers find the condi-
tions of rural areas harsh and they generally try
to be appointed from villages to cities and from
East to the West. Likewise, Koyuncu (2011) stat-
ed that housing is the most common problem of
female teachers in rural areas.

It is seen in Table 4 that the average of social
exclusion perceptions of teachers working in vil-
lages is 69.90, the average of social exclusion
perceptions of teachers working in counties is
78.85, and the average of social exclusion per-
ceptions of teachers working in city centers is
80.95. It is seen as a result of variance analysis
that there is no statistical difference in terms of
region of residence. When it is analyzed in terms
of sub-dimensions, it is seen that teachers work-
ing in city centers have higher social exclusion

Table 2: Social exclusion levels of preschool teachers in terms of experience

Experience    n Mean Std. deviation        t         p

Deprivation 1-5 year 124 18.77 6.02 0.80 0.42
6-10 year 26 17.77 4.61

Social rights (benefitting from 1-5 year 124 11.08 4.89 -0.67 0.50
  institutions and aids) 6-10 year 26 11.77 4.04
Social rights (benefitting from
  proper home and environment) 1-5 year 124 20.63 7.25 2.26 0.02

6-10 year 26 17.08 7.36
Social participation 1-5 year 124 17.95 5.87 -0.21 0.83

6-10 year 26 18.23 7.17
Cultural integration 1-5 year 124 10.82 2.91 -1.01 0.31

6-10 year 26 11.46 3.06
Social exclusion 1-5 year 124 79.26 20.66 0.67 0.50

6-10 year 26 76.31 18.17
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perceptions in social rights dimension and teach-
ers working in counties have higher social exclu-
sion perceptions in cultural integration dimen-
sion. It is also seen that this difference causes a
significant difference. Ozpinar and Sarpkaya
(2010) established that “being destitute of cul-
tural activities like theatre and cinema” is the most
common problem of female teachers working in
villages. It was determined in a research con-

ducted with physical education teachers by Can
and Soyer (2008), that living satisfaction levels
of teachers living in villages are lower than the
others.

CONCLUSION

It is seen that male preschool teachers’ so-
cial exclusion perceptions of social rights dimen-

Table 3: Social exclusion levels of preschool teachers in terms of assigned location

Regions n Mean    Std.   Std.    F       p
deviation   error

Deprivation Marmara Region 72 18.69 4.99 0.59 2.16 0.05
Aegean Region 4 18.00 0.00 0.00
Mediterranean Region 6 20.33 9.85 4.02
Central Anatolia Region 12 15.17 4.32 1.25
Black Sea Region 8 17.50 1.60 0.57
Eastern Anatolia Region 20 16.80 4.83 1.08
Southeastern Anatolia Region 28 21.14 7.88 1.49
Total 150 18.60 5.80 0.47

Social Rights Marmara Region 72 11.08 3.55 0.42 1.79 0.10
(Benefitting from Aegean Region 4 15.00 0.00 0.00
Institutions and Mediterranean Region 6 11.00 4.98 2.03
Aids) Central Anatolia Region 12 11.67 4.89 1.41

Black Sea Region 8 8.50 0.53 0.19
Eastern Anatolia Region 20 9.60 5.01 1.12
Southeastern Anatolia Region 28 12.71 7.11 1.34
Total 150 11.20 4.75 0.39

Social Rights Marmara Region 72 18.31 7.26 0.86 3.21 0.005
(Benefitting from Aegean Region 4 22.00 0.00 0.00
Proper Home and Mediterranean Region 6 14.67 4.50 1.84
Environment) Central Anatolia Region 12 18.33 4.25 1.23

Black Sea Region 8 23.50 5.88 2.08
Eastern Anatolia Region 20 22.00 4.68 1.05
Southeastern Anatolia Region 28 23.57 9.49 1.79
Total 150 20.01 7.37 0.60

Social Participation Marmara Region 72 17.50 5.79 0.68 2.39 0.03
Aegean Region 4 19.00 0.00 0.00
Mediterranean Region 6 13.67 4.93 2.01
Central Anatolia Region 12 16.17 2.86 0.82
Black Sea Region 8 15.00 4.28 1.51
Eastern Anatolia Region 20 19.20 4.92 1.09
Southeastern Anatolia Region 28 20.86 8.28 1.56
Total 150 18.00 6.09 0.49

Cultural Integration Marmara Region 72 11.53 3.16 0.37 6.95 0.00
Aegean Region 4 8.00 0.00 0.00
Mediterranean Region 6 12.67 2.25 0.92
Central Anatolia Region 12 12.17 2.85 0.82
Black Sea Region 8 6.50 0.53 0.19
Eastern Anatolia Region 20 9.60 2.01 0.45
Southeastern Anatolia Region 28 11.14 1.84 0.35
Total 150 10.93 2.94 0.24

Social Exclusion Marmara Region 72 77.11 17.21 2.03 1.92 0.08
Aegean Region 4 82.00 0.00 0.00
Mediterranean Region 6 72.33 17.76 7.25
Central Anatolia Region 12 73.50 11.63 3.36
Black Sea Region 8 71.00 10.69 3.78
Eastern Anatolia Region 20 77.20 14.24 3.18
Southeastern Anatolia Region 28 89.43 32.00 6.05
Total 150 78.75 20.22 1.65
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sion including benefitting from institutions and
aids are higher than female preschool teachers.

It is seen that social exclusion perceptions of
preschool teachers with 1 to 5 years of experience
are higher at social rights dimension including
benefitting from proper home and environment.

It is seen that preschool teachers working in
Southeastern Anatolia Region have higher so-
cial exclusion perceptions in social rights and
social participation dimensions and teachers
working in Mediterranean Region have higher
social exclusion perceptions in the cultural inte-
gration dimension.

Preschool teachers working in city centers
have higher social exclusion perceptions in so-
cial rights dimension and teachers working in
counties have higher social exclusion percep-
tions in cultural integration dimension.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This study may be conducted with teachers
from other fields. Personal rights of teachers
working in eastern regions and rural areas must
be improved. New government policies must be
developed in order to minimize housing, cultural
integration and social interaction problems of
teachers.

NOTE

*This article was presented at The International
Conference on Lifelong Learning and Leadership
for All (ICLEL-15) in Olomouc on October 29-
31, 2015.
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