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ABSTRACT

This study aims to examine the relationship between middle school students' attitudes towards
being democratic and tolerant. This research was carried out with the relational survey model, one
of the quantitative research methods. The research sample consisted of 402 middle school
students in the central district of Kiitahya in the first semester of the 2021-2022 academic year.
Research data were collected using easily accessible case sampling, one of the purposive sampling
methods. "Personal Information Forms", "Democracy Attitude Scale", developed by Simsek (2011),
and "Tolerance Attitude Scale", developed by Tas (2018), were used as data collection tools. Before
analysing the data in the research, Kolmogorov Smirnov, kurtosis and skewness coefficient,
Histogram and Q-Q and Box-line plots were used to see if the data met the assumption of
normality. Accordingly, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov value was found to be greater than .05 for
democracy (p=.200) and tolerance scales (p=0.087). It was determined that the study data showed
a normal distribution with other analyses. Descriptive statistics, one-way multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA), Pearson correlation analysis, and simple linear regression analyses were used
to analyses the data. According to the research results, middle school students' attitudes towards
being democratic and tolerant are above the average. While middle school students' attitudes
towards being democratic showed a significant difference according to the grade variable, they did
not differ significantly according to gender, number of siblings, mother's education level, father's
education level, or income level. Furthermore, attitudes towards being tolerant differed
significantly according to the father's education level and income level variables, but not to gender,
grade, mother's education level or the number of siblings. There was a moderately positive and
significant relationship between middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and
tolerant, while attitudes towards being tolerant explained 32% of the total variance regarding
being democratic.
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INTRODUCTION

Although democracy is perceived as a form of government, it is needed at all stages of human life. Since the
meaning attributed to democracy has changed in the last half-century, it has become difficult to present a
definition of democracy accepted by everyone (Beetham, 2006; Demir, 2010). The term democracy, which is a
combination of the Greek words demo (people) and kratos (power), has passed into our language from French
(Powley, Fry, Barrett & Bright, 2004). Democracy, in its broadest sense, is self-government by the people. In
democracies, state administration is not in the hands of a single person or group but the hands of the people
(Buyikkaragoz, 1998). According to John Dewey (2004), democracy should not be perceived only as a form of
government. In addition to being a form of government, democracy is a unique combination of shared

experiences.

Apart from its political feature, democracy affects societies in many aspects, such as economy, sociology and
education. Democracy is accepted as an indicator of the development level and associated with the quality of
life of societies (Gdmleksiz, Kan & Oner, 2012). The more democracy uses its powers for the people and takes its
power from the people, the higher the countries' development level (Dinger, 2020). According to Bhagwati
(2002), as the quality of democracy increases, so does the level of welfare. Therefore, it is considered essential

to establish an understanding of democracy in all areas of life.

The most significant share falls on education in creating a culture of democracy by transforming its understanding
into a lifestyle (Seyhan, 2019; Yesil, 2002). Free and active individuals, who form an integral part of the culture
of democracy, can only be raised through education (Glrel, 2016; Yilman, 1995). With democracy education,
individuals become aware of who they are, learn to be respectful to those around them, and understand the
importance of acting together (Gomleksiz & Cetinbas, 2011). The Social Studies course is fundamental in
democracy education which starts in the family and continues with school education. This course aims to prepare

students for life by teaching them the necessary knowledge and skills from an early age (Ural, 2010).

In Turkey, especially in primary and middle schools, a greater number of subjects related to democracy education
are taught to students through the Social Studies course (Cakmak & Akgiin, 2016). Democracy education started
in the Life Studies and Social Studies courses with the interim discipline of "Human Rights and Citizenship" in the
2005-2006 education program. The implementation of the "Citizenship and Democracy Education" course, which
was taught as an elective course at the 8th grade level throughout the country between 2011-and 2012, was
terminated one year later. This course, which was taught in the 4th grade of primary schools in the 2015-2016
academic year under the title "Primary School Human Rights, Citizenship", started to be given under the title
"Human Rights, Citizenship and Democracy" at the same grade level since 2018 (Aslan & Aybek, 2018). Values
such as justice, respect, responsibility and tolerance are taught to students through this course (Aslan &Aybek,

2018; Gurel, 2016; Hagat & Demir, 2017).
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Democracy is generally associated with various values such as justice, independence, solidarity, honesty,
tolerance, love, respect, responsibility, and benevolence. Although all these values gathered under democracy
are considered necessary without an order of importance, tolerance has particular importance. Because without
tolerance, it is challenging to create and spread the culture of democracy (Kincal & Isik, 2004). A democratic
management approach is necessary to create an atmosphere of tolerance (Kapani, 1981). Therefore, it is possible

to suggest that tolerance is necessary for democracy and vice versa.

Tolerance, a democratic value, is defined as approaching the differences between people with respect,
understanding them, and being open-minded (Kouchok, 2008; Yirisen, 1996). Tolerance requires being
respectful towards people who differ in their language, religion, race, political view, lifestyle, culture, traditions
and thoughts (Topuz, 1995). Pasamonik (2004) describes tolerance as a social virtue that makes it possible for

individuals with differences to live together.

Turkey's society has a more heterogeneous structure than in the past, primarily due to migration in recent years.
This difference has brought along various problems, especially regarding adaptation (Giingdérdii & Ozbakir, 2021;
Kagnici, 2017; Savar & Kedikli, 2019). Spreading the culture of democracy and ensuring individuals develop an
understanding of tolerance is necessary to solve the problems experienced. Indeed, Turkey, the cradle of
civilisations, has continued its existence for many years with its tolerance policy (Kurtaran, 2011). Urbanisation
and digitalisation can be cited among other reasons that negatively affect the understanding of tolerance today.
In cities, where people from different cultures meet, individuals who are strangers to their surroundings become
more and more intolerant and estrange from the understanding of tolerance (Giirsoy, 2018). Furthermore, with
people taking digital technology to the center of their lives, their increasing isolation has reduced their tolerance
towards each other to a minimum; because people socialise less with each other and do not make an effort to
understand each other (Genel, 2021). It is very difficult for society to continue its existence without the

understanding of tolerance.

Tolerance is not an innate virtue. Individuals learn to be tolerant by interacting with their environment, especially
the family. After the family, the educational environments develop the value of tolerance and turn it into action
(Kahn & Nalgagi, 2017). Curricula, textbooks and teachers play a leading role in instilling the value of tolerance in
students. Courses such as Social Studies, Human Rights and Citizenship play a major role in instilling an

understanding of tolerance in individuals (Ciydem & Kaymakci, 2021).

With the Social Studies Curriculum implemented for the first time in the 2005-2006 academic year, values
education was taught through the official program. One of the values determined was tolerance. Likewise,
tolerance was one of the values taught in the 2017 draft curriculum (Tay, 2017). However, tolerance was not
among the values in the last Social Studies Curriculum put into practice in 2018 (Ministry of National Education
(MoNE), 2018). In today's world, where the understanding of tolerance is decreasing, not including this value in

the program can be considered a shortcoming.
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As stated above, one of the essential elements required for developing the perception of tolerance is
disseminating the culture of democracy. These two values, taught to students in educational environments,
cannot be described as separate from each other. Various studies aimed to determine the attitudes towards
democracy (Cirak, 2019; Demir & Bozbek, 2014; Hasdemir & Hazar, 2021; ilgan, Karayigit & Cetin, 2013; Kus &
Cetin, 2014; Simsek, 2011; Ural & Saglam, 2011) and attitudes towards tolerance (Aslan, 2017; Aslan, 2019;
Caliskan & Saglam, 2012; inel & Gékalp, 2018) separately in the relevant literature. Various studies examined the
relationship between democracy and tolerance (Blylkkaragoz &Kesici, 1996; Kiroglu, Elma, Kesten &Egiiz, 2012;

Ozday, 1998; Bektas Oztaskin & icen, 2015).

However, a general evaluation of the studies revealed that all were carried out before 2015. This study is different
from others since the value of tolerance was not included in the 2018 social studies curriculum, and democracy
subjects began to be intensively covered as early as the 4th-grade level. Because at that level, teaching abstract
subjects such as democracy and citizenship is not suitable for students' cognitive development (Aslan & Aybek,
2018; Er, Unal & Ozmen, 2013; Saglam & Hayal, 2015). No studies were conducted after 2018 that measured
students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant. In this context, this research aims to examine the
relationship between middle school students' attitudes toward being democratic and tolerant. In order to

achieve it, answers to the following questions were sought:

1. What level are the middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant?

2. Do middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differ significantly
according to the gender variable?

3. Do middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differ significantly
according to the grade variable?

4. Do middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differ significantly
according to the number of siblings variable?

5. Do middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differ significantly
according to the mother's educational status variable?

6. Do middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differ significantly
according to the father's educational status variable?

7. Do middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differ significantly
according to the income level variable?

8. Is there a relationship between middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and
tolerant?

9. Is middle school students' attitudes towards being tolerant a predictor of their attitudes towards being

democratic?
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METHOD

This section gives information about the research model, population-sample, data collection tools and data

analysis, research publication ethics and contribution level of the researchers.

Research Model

This study tried to determine the relationship between middle school students' attitudes towards being
democratic and tolerant. For this reason, the study was carried out with the relational survey screening model.
The relational survey model is a research model that tries to determine the direction and degree of the
relationship between two or more variables (BUyukoztirk, Kilig-Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2016).

Relational research predicts research results and explains human behaviour (Freankel, Wallen & Huy, 2012).

Population-Sample

The research study population consisted of middle school level schools in the central district of Kiitahya province,
while the research sample consisted of 402 middle school students studying in the first semester of the 2020-
2021 academic year. Research data were collected using convenience sampling, one of the purposeful sampling
methods. In convenience sampling, the sample is chosen from the environment close to the researchers
providing speed and practicality to research. However, the results obtained using this sampling method can be
less generalised than other sampling types (Yildinnm & Simsek, 2008). Table 1 shows the demographic information

of middle school students participating in the study.

Table 1. Demographic Information of the Middle School Students Participating in the Study

Variable f %
Gender Female 234 58.2
Male 168 41.8
Total 402 100
Grade 5 98 24.4
6 73 18.2
7 104 25.9
8 127 31.6
Total 402 100
Number of Siblings None 30 7.5
1-3 336 83.6
4 and more 36 9.0
Total 402 100
Mother’s Educational Status Primary 60 14.9
Middle 207 51.5
Highschool 84 20.9
University and above 51 12.7
Total 402 100
Father’s Educational Status Primary 42 10.4
Middle 83 20.6
Highschool 176 43.8
University and above 101 25.1
Total 402 100
Income Level Low (4.253 TL and below) 139 34.6
Middle (4.254 TL-10.000 TL) 175 43.5
High (10.000TL and above) 88 21.9
Total 402 100
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According to Table 1, 58.2% (n=234) of the students participating in the research were female, while 41.8%
(n=168) were male. Grade levels of the participants revealed that most students were at the 8th-grade level
(n=127, 31.6%). 25.9% (n=104) students were at the 7th grade level, 24.4% (n=98) at the 5th grade level, and
18.3% (n=73) at the 6th grade level. The number of siblings of the students participating in the research evinced
that more than two-thirds had between 1 and 3 siblings. The students' parents' education levels revealed that
the mother's education level was generally at the middle school level (n=207, 51.5%), whereas the father's

education level was mostly at the high school level (n=176, 43.8%).

The income levels of the students showed that 43.5% (n=175) had middle income, while 34.6% were at the lower-
income level. The students in the high-income group were determined as 21.9% (n=88). While classifying
students according to their income groups, the minimum wage was taken as a basis, and students were grouped

accordingly.

Data Collection Tools

Research data were collected through the "Personal Information Forms" created by the researchers, the
"Democracy Attitude Scale" developed by Simsek (2011), and the "Tolerance Attitude Scale" developed by Tas
(2018). This study used "Personal Information Forms" to determine the personal characteristics of the individuals
making up the sample group. This form included questions about the gender, grade, number of siblings, mother's
education level, father's education level and income level. While determining these questions, the relevant
literature was reviewed, and the independent variables determined to affect democracy and tolerance attitudes
were taken as the basis. Developed by Simsek (2011), this scale is a 5-point Likert-type scale consisting of 22
items and five dimensions. The Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient of the scale was determined as
0.80. The minimum score obtained from the scale is 22, while the maximum score is 110. The "Tolerance Attitude

Scale" developed by Tas (2018) consists of 29 items: 14 positive and 15 negative.

This scale was prepared as a 5-point Likert scale including strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly
agree and in 5 dimensions. The scale's Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient was 0.87, while the
minimum possible score from the scale was 29 and the maximum 145. For a measurement tool to be considered
reliable, the Cronbach alpha coefficient must be at least 70 (Pedersen & Lui, 2003). Therefore, the data collection

tools used in this research can be considered reliable.

Data Analysis

Before analysing the data in the research, Kolmogorov Smirnov, kurtosis and skewness coefficient, Histogram,
Q-Q and Box-line plots were used to see if the data met the assumption of normality. Accordingly, the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov value was found to be greater than .05 for the democracy scale (p=.200) and tolerance
scale (p=.087). As this value was greater than 0.05, it is accepted as proof that the data come from a normal
distribution (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005). The kurtosis and skewness values of the democracy attitude scale were

0.317 and 0.159, respectively. On the other hand, the tolerance attitude scale's kurtosis and skewness
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coefficients were 0.373 and 0.187, respectively. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), the kurtosis and
skewness values should be between +1.5 and -1.5 for the data to show a normal distribution. In this context, the
data can be said to show a normal distribution. Furthermore, we also checked the normality of the data with

Histogram, Q-Q and Box-line plots and decided that the data showed a normal distribution.

In the research, primarily descriptive statistical methods showing values such as minimum score, maximum score,
mean and standard deviation were used in order to determine the democratic attitudes and tolerance attitudes
of the students. The One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to examine the
differentiation of the scores obtained from the scales according to gender, class, number of siblings, mother's
education level, father's education level and income level. In order to perform MANOVA analysis, the data should
show normal distribution, and the variance-covariance matrices of the scores of the dependent variables should
be homogeneous (Seger, 2015). Therefore, variance-covariance homogeneities were tested with Box's M and
Levene statistics after examining the normality of the data. In the MANOVA analysis, the partial effect size (n2)
value is considered small if it is between 0.01 and 0.06, medium if between 0.06 and 0.14, and large if 0.14 and

above (Kittler, Menard & Phillips, 2007).

Pearson Correlation analysis was used to determine the relationship between the scores obtained from the
democracy and the tolerance attitude scales. Blylikoztirk (2011) suggests that there is a low correlation if the
correlation value is between 0.00 and 0.30, a medium level correlation if between 0.30 and 0.70, and a high-level
correlation if between 0.70 and 1.00. These ranges were taken as a basis to determine the correlation values in
the analyses made. Simple Linear Regression analysis was used to determine the effect of tolerance on

democracy. The reliability level of the research was based on 95%.

Publication Ethics of the Research and Contribution Level of Researchers: Ethical approval of this study was
obtained at the meeting of Kitahya Dumlupinar University Social and Human Sciences Scientific Research and
Publication Ethics Committee dated 15.02.2022 and with the decision numbered E.73973. The contribution level

of the researchers was equal in this study (first author 50%, second author 50%).

FINDINGS

This part of the research includes the findings obtained after the data analysis. In this context, descriptive
statistics were first given in the tabular form, then MANOVA, correlation, regression analyses, and interpretations

were presented. Table 2 shows the middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant.

Table 2. Attitudes of the Participants Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant

N Minimum Maximum X Ss
Democracy Attitude 402 51 106 85.24 9.19
Tolerance Attitude 402 67 118 101.96 7.37

Table 2 reveals that the minimum score students can get from the democracy attitude scale was 51, while the

maximum score was 106. The minimum score they could get from the tolerance scale was 67, while the maximum
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score was 118. Based on these findings, the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant were

above the average.

Attitudes of Students Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by Gender Variable

One-way MANOVA statistics were used to examine the students' attitudes towards being democratic and
tolerant according to the gender variable. The spread matrix provides the homogeneity assumption according to

Box's M statistics conducted to determine the variance-covariance homogeneity (F=0.313, p=0.816).

When Box's M value, which tests the equality of covariance matrices, is greater than p>0.05, the covariance
matrices can be considered homogeneous (Kalayci, 2016). Another essential condition of the MANOVA statistic
is to ensure variance homogeneity (Secger, 2015). The p-value in Levene's table should be greater than 0.05 for
this (p=0.722). Since variance-covariance matrices and variance homogeneities were ensured, the Wilks Lambda

test was used for the analysis.

Table 3. Participants' Wilks Lambda Test Results by the Gender Variable
Value F Hypothesis degree of freedom Error degree of freedom p Partial n2
Wilks' Lambda 0.998 0.435 2.000 399.000 0.648 0.002

The one-way MANOVA results by gender revealed that the difference between democracy and tolerance scores
was not statistically significant (Wilks Lambda (A)=0.998, F(1-400=0.435, p=0.648, n2=0.002). Table 4 shows the
MANOVA statistics on how the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant changed according to

gender.

Table 4. One-Way MANOVA Results of the Participants' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by

Gender
Gender N X Ss Sd F p n2
Democracy Female 234 85.17 9.46 1-400 0.030 0.862 0.000
Male 168 85.33 8.84
Tolerance Female 234 102.16 7.39 1-400 0.432 0.512 0.001
Male 168 101.67 7.34

Table 4 reveals that the students' democracy attitudes did not differ significantly according to gender (Wilk's
N=,998, F(1-400=0.030, p=0.862, n2=0.000); neither did their tolerance attitudes (Wilk’s A=0.998, F(1-400=0.432,
p=0.512, n2=0.001).

Attitudes of Students Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by Grade Variable
The students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant per the grade variable revealed that the diffusion
matrix, according to Box's M statistic, was greater than 0.05 (F=1.77, p=0.067). Since the Levene statistic, which

determines variance homogeneity, was also ensured, Wilks Lambda values were taken as the basis for the

analysis.
Table 5. Participants' Wilks' Lambda Test Results by the Grade Variable
Value F Hypothesis degree of freedon Error degree of freedom p Partial n2
Wilks' Lambda 0.953 3.216 6.000 794.000 0.004 0.024
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Table 5 reveals that the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differed significantly
according to the grade variable (Wilks Lambda (A)=0.953, F(3-398)=3.216, p=0.004, n2=0.024). Table 6 shows the
MANOVA test results on how the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant changed according

to the grade variable.

Table 6. One-Way MANOVA Results of the Participants' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by

Grade

Grade N X Sd df F p n2
Democrasy 5 98 87.3061 10.00557 3-398 5.45 0.001 0.039 5-8

6 73 86.7671 8.71863 6-8

7 104 85.1827 8.31745

8 127 82.8110 9.01474
Tolerance 5 98 102.6429 7.34180 3-398 0.872 0.455 0.007

6 73 101.6986 6.98149

7 104 102.4038 6.42586

8 127 101.2126 8.27276

Table 6 shows that the students' democracy attitudes differed significantly according to gender. (Wilk’s A=0.953,
F(3-398)=5.45 p=0.001 n2=0.039). Tukey test results were examined to determine which groups had the said
difference. It is recommended to decide per the Tukey test if there is an equality of variance in the research
(Kalayci, 2016). Hence, we determined the difference according to the Tukey test results. Accordingly, there was
a significant difference between the 5th and 8th-grade and 6th and 8th-grade students' attitudes towards being
democratic in favour of the 5th and 6th-grade students. The effect size value evinced that the grade variable
affected the democracy attitude at a low level. On the other hand, the students' tolerance attitudes did not differ

significantly according to the grade variable (Wilk's A=0.953, F(3-398)=0.872, p=0.455, n2=0.007).

Attitudes of Students Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by the Number of Siblings

The students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant as a factor in the number of siblings variable
evinced that Box's M value was greater than 0.299 (F=1.20) and Levene statistic was greater than 0.05. Wilks'

Lambda value analysis results were as follows:

Table 7. Participants' Wilks' Lambda Test Results by the Number of Siblings Variable

Value F Hypothesis degree of freedom  Error degree of freedom p Partial n2
Wilks' Lambda 0.996 0.429 4.000 796.000 0.788 0.002

Table 7 reveals that the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant did not differ significantly
according to the number of siblings variable. (Wilks’ Lambda (A)=0.996, F(2-399=0.429, p=0.788, n2=0.002). Table
8 shows the differentiation of students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant according to the

number of siblings.
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Table 8. One-Way MANOVA Results of the Participants' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by
the Number of Siblings

Siblings N X Sd df F p n2
Democracy None 30 85.63 10.18 2-399 0.328 0.721 0.002
1-3 336 85.08 9.14
4 and more 36 86.33 8.96
Tolerance None 30 103.21 6.11 2-399 0.483 0.617 0.002
1-3 336 101.83 7.59
4 and more 36 102.11 6.03

The students' democracy attitudes according to the number of siblings revealed that there was no significant
difference (Wilk's A=0.996, F(2399=0.328, p=0.721, n2=0.002). According to their number of siblings, their
tolerance attitudes also evinced no significant difference (Wilk's A=0.996, F(2-399)=0.483, p=0.617, n2=0.002).

Attitudes of Students Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by the Mother's Educational Status

The students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant per the mother's educational status variable
evinced that Box's M (F=1.61, p=0.105) and Levene statistics were greater than 0.05. Table 9 shows Wilks'

Lambda results.

Table 9. Participants' Wilks' Lambda Test Results by the Mother's Educational Status Variable

Value F Hypothesis degree of freedom Error degree of freedom p Partial n2
Wilks' Lambda 0.980 1.353 6.000 794.000 0.231 0.010

Table 9 reveals that the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant did not differ significantly
according to their mother's educational status (Wilks Lambda (A)=0.980, F(3-398)=1.35, p=0.231, n2=0.010).
Table 10 shows the results of the MANOVA statistics regarding the difference between the students' attitudes

towards being democratic and tolerant per their mother's educational status.

Table 10. One-Way MANOVA Results of the Participants' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by
Their Mother's Educational Status

Mother’s Education N X Ss Sd F p n2

Democracy Primary and below 60 83.85 9.03 3-398 1.07 .360 .008
Middle 207 85.81 8.99
Highschool 84 84.38 9.11
University and above 51 85.98 10.23

Tolerance Primary and lower 60 100.45 8.87 3-398 1.59 .190 .012
Middle 207 101.88 7.21
Highschool 84 102.31 7.24
University and above 51 103.43 6.02

Table 10 evinces that as the mother's education level increased, so did the students' attitude scores towards
being democratic. However, this difference was not significant (Wilks Lambda (A)=0.980, F(z-398)=1.07, p=0.360,
n2=0.008).
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Attitudes of Students Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by the Father's Educational Status

The students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant per their father's educational status revealed that
the diffusion matrix was greater than 0.05 according to Box's M statistics (F=1.49, p=.142). Since the Levene
statistic, which determines variance homogeneity, was also ensured, Wilks Lambda values were taken as the

basis for the analysis. The table showing Wilks Lambda values is given below.

Table 11. Participants' Wilks' Lambda Test Results by the Father's Educational Status Variable

Value F Hypothesis degree of freedom Error degree of freedom p Partial n2
Wilks' Lambda 0.956 3.022 6.000 794.000 0.006 0.022

Table 11 reveals that the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differed significantly

according to their father's educational status (Wilks Lambda (A)=0.956, F(3-398)=3.02, p=0.006, n2=0.022).

Table 12 shows the students' MANOVA statistics results on being democratic and tolerant according to their

father's educational status.

Table 12. One-Way MANOVA Results of the Participants' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by
Their Father's Educational Status

Father’s F p n2 Significant Difference
Education N X Sd df
Democracy Primary and 42 83.6667 9.07332 3- 0.645 0.587 0.005
below 398
Middle 83 85.9157 9.63632

Highschool 176 85.0625 8.93542
Universityand 101 85.6436 9.36011

above
Tolerance Primary and 42 99.8333 9.13561 3- 3.99 0.008 0.029 Primary school and below -
lower 398 University and above,
Middle 83 100.3614 7.95349 Middle School - University and
Highschool 176 102.4148 6.92273 above
Universityand 101 103.3564 6.42275
above

Table 12 evinces that the students' democracy attitudes did not differ significantly according to the father's

educational status variable (Wilk's A=0.956, F(3-398)=0.645, p=0.587, n2=0.005).

On the other hand, the students' tolerance attitudes significantly differed according to their father's educational
status variable (Wilk's A=0.956, F(3-398)=3.99, p=0.008, n2=0.029). The Tukey test results conducted to determine
which groups had the said differences revealed that the primary school and below and university and above
levels, and middle school and university and above levels had significant differences. This difference is in favour
of the university and above education level. The effect size value evinced that the father's education level had a

low effect on the tolerance attitude.
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Attitudes of Students Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by Income

The students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant according to their income levels evinced that the
diffusion matrix was less than 0.05 according to Box's M statistic (F=2.67, p=0.013). Therefore, we used Pillai's
Trace statistic instead of Wilks Lambda statistic. In cases where variance homogeneity is violated, Pillai's Trace

value is checked (Seger, 2015).

Table 13. Participants' Pillai's Trace Test Results by Income Level
Value F Hypothesis degree of freedom  Error degree of freedom p Partial n2
Pillai's Trace 0.020 2.041 4.000 798.000 0.087 0.010

Table 13 evinces that the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant differed significantly

according to their income levels (Pillai's Trace=0.020, F(2-399)=2.04, p=0.087, n2=0.010).

Table 14 shows the results of the MANOVA statistics regarding the differentiation of students' attitudes towards

being democratic and tolerant according to their income levels.

Table 14. One-Way MANOVA Results of the Participants' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Tolerant by
Their Father's Educational Status

Income N X Sd df F p n2 Significant Difference
Democracy Low 139 83.99 9.55 2-399 2.26 0.106  0.011
Middle 175 85.58 8.77
High 88 86.51 9.28
Tolerance Low 139 101.19 7.99 2-399 3.08 0.047 0.015 Alt-Ust

Middle 175 101.73 7.48
High 88 103.61 5.73

Table 14 reveals that the students' democracy attitude scores increased as their income level increased.

However, this difference between groups was insignificant (Pillai's Trace=0.020, F(2-399)=2.26, p=0.106, n2=0.011).

On the other hand, the students' tolerance attitudes differed significantly according to the income level variable
(Pillai's Trace=0.020, F(2-399)=3.08, p=0.047, n2=0.015). This difference existed between the students with low and
high-income levels in favour of those with high income. The effect size value revealed that the income level

affected the tolerance attitudes of the students at a low level.

Analysis of the Relationship Between Students' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Their Tolerance
Attitudes

Table 15 shows the simple linear correlation result about the relationship between students' attitudes towards

being democratic and their tolerance attitudes.

Table 15. The Relationship Between the Participants' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic and Attitudes of

Tolerance
Tolerance
Democracy r 0.566™"
p 0.000
N 402
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There was a significant relationship between the students' attitudes towards being democratic and their
tolerance attitudes. This relationship was positive and moderate (r=0.566, p<0.001).

The Prediction of Students' Attitudes Towards Being Democratic in Terms of the Tolerance Variable

Table 16 shows the simple linear regression analysis results regarding the prediction of students' attitudes

towards being democratic in terms of the tolerance variable.

Table 16. The Simple Linear Regression Analysis Results on Predicting Attitudes Towards Being Democratic in
Terms of the Tolerance Variable

B Standard Error B t P
Constant 13.214 5.259 2.513 0.012
Tolerance 0.706 0.051 0.566 13.732 0.000

R=0.56, R?=0.32; F (1-400)=188.57 p<0.01

Table 16 revealed a significant relationship between the attitude towards being democratic and the tolerance
variable (R=0.56, p<0.01). This predictor variable explains 32% of the total variance regarding democratic
attitudes. In other words, middle school students' attitudes towards being tolerant predict their attitudes

towards being democratic (R=0.56, R2=0.32; F (1-400)=188057 p<0.01).

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed to determine the relationship between middle school students' attitudes towards being
democratic and tolerant. The data analysis evinced that middle school students' attitude scores towards being
democratic and tolerant were above the average. The average score of students' attitudes towards being
democratic (Girak, 2019; Hasdemir & Hazar, 2021; ilgan, Karayigit & Cetin, 2013; Ural & Saglam, 2011) and their
attitudes towards being tolerant (Aslan, 2017; Aslan, 2019; Caliskan & Saglam, 2012; inel & Gékalp, 2018) are in
line with similar studies in the literature. Ural and Saglam (2011) analysed the democratic attitudes of primary
school students in their study and concluded that the democratic attitudes of the students were above the
average. However, since the obtained value was slightly above the average, they suggested effort should be put
to maximise the attitude scores. Similarly, although the attitude scores were above the average in this study,

they are far from the highest level that can be reached.

The attitudes of middle school students towards being democratic evinced that in terms of gender, the average
score of male students was higher than that of females, but this difference was insignificant. This result is in
parallel with the studies of Cirak (2019) and Demir and Bozbek (2014). In contrast, various studies in the literature
concluded that female students' attitude scores towards being democratic were high with a significant difference
(Aktas, 2010; Amadeo, Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Husfeldt & Nikolova, 2002; Atasoy, 1997; Blyukkaragéz, 1990;
Durualp & Dogan, 2018; Hasdemir & Hazar, 2021; Kaldirim, 2005; Kus & Cetin, 2015; Simsek, 2011; Yiiksel, Bagci
& Vatansever, 2013).

1006



I.I OE E C (International Journal of Eurasian Education and Culture) Vol: 7, Issue: 17 2022

The students' attitude scores towards being tolerant evinced that the average of female students was higher
than that of males, but this difference was insignificant. An analysis of similar studies revealed that middle school
students' attitudes towards being tolerant differ significantly in favour of female students (Aslan, 2017; Aslan,

2019; Caliskan & Saglam, 2012; Kalin & Nalgagci, 2017; Bektas Oztaskin & icen, 2015).

While the high mean score of female students in the study is in line with other studies' results, it does not agree
with them in terms of the absence of a significant difference. inel and Gékalp (2018) similarly concluded that
gender did not affect tolerance, supporting the result of this research. According to Hofstede (1984), the gender
of individuals is determinative of the values they have, and while men are innately inclined toward individual
values, women are inclined toward social values. The fact that girls were more tolerant both in the current study

and in similar studies may be related to this innate predisposition.

The analysis of the attitudes of middle school students towards being democratic per their grades revealed that
as the grade increased, the scores of attitudes towards being democratic decreased, and this difference was
significant. Kus and Cetin (2014) concluded that the attitude towards democracy differed according to the grade
variable and that 8th-grade students were more democratic, which is partially similar to the current study's

result.

On the other hand, Hasdemir and Hazar (2021), Dilekmen (2000) and Ural and Saglam (2011) concluded that the
grade variable was not a determinant in the attitude towards democracy. In contrast, 5th-grades had the highest
attitude scores towards being democratic in this study, while 8th-grades had the least. This may be due to the
"Human Rights, Citizenship and Democracy" course being taught at the 4th-grade level, as the knowledge
acquired at the 5th and 6th-grade levels is remembered more, reflecting on the attitude scores. Indeed, studies
conducted before 2015 found 8th-grades' attitude scores towards being democratic higher, while the change

towards the opposite after that date may be due to the courses' grade level change.

The students' attitudes towards tolerance per grade level revealed that the 5th-grades had the highest tolerance
score while the 8th-grades had the lowest. No significant difference was found between the scores of the
students. Similarly, the 5th-grade level had the highest level of tolerance, according to Caliskan and Saglam
(2012). As the grade level increases, the tolerance scores decrease regularly. Caliskan and Saglam (2012) stated
that this decrease in students' attitude scores could be related to the 7th and 8th-grade levels coinciding with
the adolescence period. According to Erbil, Divan, and Onder (2006), during adolescence, individuals complain

that the people around do not approach them with tolerance, negatively affecting their tolerance attitudes.

The middle school students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant per the number of siblings revealed
no significant difference. Similarly, ilgan, Karayigit, and Cetin (2013) and Simsek (2011) concluded that the
number of students' siblings was not a determining factor in their attitudes towards being democratic. However,

Erkensiz and Cetintas (2011) and Ekici's (2014) study conducted with prospective teachers found that as the
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number of siblings increased, attitudes towards being democratic increased. Their study results may have been

different because of the different student age groups.

The students' tolerance attitudes per the number of siblings evinced that students with no siblings had the
highest attitude. According to Bee and Boyd (2009), as the number of siblings increases, the parents' attention is
divided, increasing competition among the children. Since children perceive each other as rivals, it is predictable
that those without siblings have higher tolerance attitudes. According to the research results of Tiirk and Nalgaci
(2011) and Yazici (2011), the increase in the number of siblings decreases the tolerance value; as with an
increased number of siblings, the time that families allocate for each child decreases, and children have to share
their personal belongings, toys, etc. with other siblings. All these experiences negatively affect tolerance. ilgan,
Karayigit, and Cetin (2013) concluded that those with two siblings were significantly more tolerant than those
without any. This does not agree with the result of our research. According to Bektas Oztaskin and igen's (2015)

research, the tolerance value did not differ significantly per the number of siblings. This result supports our result.

The students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant according to the mother's education level
revealed that those whose mothers' educational level was university or higher had the highest democratic and
tolerance attitude. The lowest score belonged to students whose mothers had primary school education or

below. There was no significant difference between the scores.

Various studies concluded that the mothers' education level did not significantly affect their attitudes towards
being democratic scores (Hasdemir & Hazar, 2021; ilgan, Karayigit & Cetin, 2013; Nalgaci & Ercoskun, 2006;
Simsek, 2011). The results of these studies show parallelism with the current research results. According to
Tereseviciene and Jonyniene (2001), the higher the education level of mothers, the higher the students' attitudes
towards being democratic. There are also studies in the literature concluding that as the education level of
mothers increases, so does the scores of attitudes towards being democratic significantly (Bulut, 2006; Demir &

Bozbek, 2014; Kaldirim, 2005; Kus & Cetin, 2014; Tekin, Yildiz, Lok & Tasgin, 2009).

The students' tolerance attitude scores increased as the mother's education level increased, though
insignificantly. Contrary to our result, Kalin and Nalgaci (2017), Tirk and Nalgaci (2011) concluded that tolerance
attitude differed significantly according to the mother's education level. On the other hand, in line with our
results, Aslan (2017) and Aslan (2019) found that the tolerance attitude did not differ according to the mother's

education level.

While it is expected that the students' attitudes towards being democratic and tolerant would increase
significantly as the mother's education level increased, such a result could not be attained in this study. As the
education level of parents increases, they are expected to be more democratic and tolerant and raise their
children accordingly. This difference in the research results may be due to the more accessible ways of obtaining

information than in the past, as the only way for individuals to educate themselves is no longer through
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educational institutions. Parents can improve themselves despite their low educational level, especially through

information and communication technologies. This minimises the difference in attitude scores among students.

While the students' attitudes towards being democratic did not differ significantly according to the father's
educational status, their attitudes towards being tolerant showed a significant difference. Various studies in the
literature measured the attitude towards democracy in line with our results (Cirak, 2019; Elkatmis & Toptas,
2015; Geng & Kalafat, 2007; ilgan, Karayigit & Cetin, 2013; Simsek 2011), besides studies that did not show any
similarity (Demir & Bozbek, 2014; Durualp & Dogan, 2018; Hasdemir & Hazar, 2021; Kaldirim, 2005; Kus & Cetin,
2014; Lok & Tasgin, 2009).

Students' attitudes towards being tolerant differed significantly according to their father's education level. This
differentiation manifests itself positively as the level of education increases. Various studies in the literature
(Aslan, 2017; Kalin & Nalgaci, 2017; Tiirk & Nalgaci, 2017) are in line with our results, whereas others obtained
opposite results (Caliskan & Saglam, 2012; inel & Gokalp, 2018). Parents raise children in line with their
upbringing and education. Therefore, as the level of education increases, students are expected to acquire the
desired qualifications more. This idea is supported by the regular increase in students' tolerance attitude per

their educational status.

While the scores of students' attitudes towards being democratic did not differ significantly according to their
income level, those towards being tolerant differed significantly. This difference was at a low level. Elkatmis and
Toptas (2015) and Cirak (2019) similarly concluded that the democratic attitudes of the students did not differ
according to their income level. Demir and Bozbek (2014), Durualp and Dogan (2018), Karatekin, Merey and Kus
(2013), Kus and Cetin (2012) and Simsek (2011) found that the democratic attitude increased significantly
according to the income level. On the other hand, Gomleksiz and Cetintas (2011) concluded that as the income

level increased, the democratic attitude decreased significantly.

The students' tolerance attitudes per their income levels revealed that as their income levels increased, so did
their tolerance attitudes significantly. Similarly, Saglam and Tunar (2018) concluded that as the income level of
students increased, their tolerance attitudes increased significantly, whereas inel and Gékalp (2018) found the
opposite. Oniir (2013) suggested that as the socio-economic level of families increased, they took care of their
children more and devoted more time to them, positively affecting children's value systems and their perceptions

of values such as democracy and tolerance.

Our research results evinced a moderate and positive relationship between the middle school students' attitude
scores towards being democratic and tolerant. The students' attitudes towards being tolerant explained 32% of
their attitudes towards being democratic. Likewise, Bektas Oztaskin and icen (2015) found a moderate
relationship between democracy and tolerance. The same study also revealed that tolerance explained
democratic attitude by 19%. Ozdayi's (1998) study examining the relationship between democracy, tolerance

and leadership characteristics of educational administrators determined a moderately positive relationship
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between tolerance and democracy. According to the simple linear regression analysis results, the 32% effect of
tolerance on democracy is crucial in explaining the attitude towards democracy. Accordingly, establishing an
environment of tolerance can be considered one of the basic requirements to develop students' attitudes

towards being democratic.

In conclusion, this study found that there was a positive and moderate relationship between the attitudes of
middle school students towards being democratic and tolerant; the students' attitudes towards being tolerant
explained 32% of their attitudes towards being democratic; their attitudes towards being democratic differed
significantly per the grade variable; there was no significant difference according to gender, the number of
siblings, mother's education level, father's education level or income level variables; their attitudes towards
being tolerant differed significantly per the father's education level and income level variables; and there was no
significant difference according to the variables of gender, class, mother's education level and the number of

siblings.

Suggestions

1. The results of this research evinced that as the students' grade level increased, their attitudes towards
being democratic decreased. The "Human Rights, Citizenship and Democracy" course, which was
previosluy taught in the 8th grade, began later to be taught in the 4th-grade level, which could have been
influential on this situation. Considering the students' cognitive development characteristics, teaching this
course at higher levels may positively affect the students' attitudes.

2. According to the results of the research, 8th grade students have the lowest score on being democratic
and tolerant, while 5th grade students have the highest average. Qualitative research can be conducted
to reveal the reasons for this negative change that occurs as the grade level increases.

3. As the education level of the mother increases, it is expected that the students' attitude scores towards
being democratic and tolerant will increase significantly, but no result in this direction has been obtained
in the study. It may be recommended to conduct research that tries to reveal the reason for this.

4. This study aimed to determine the influence of tolerance on the democracy attitude. Further studies
can be conducted with various values considered to impact the attitude towards democracy by reviewing
the relevant literature. Determining the other factors affecting the democracy attitude may be necessary
to determine the content of the programs to be developed.

5. This study was conducted for middle school students. A comparative analysis can be conducted at

different grade levels and with different samples in future studies.
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ORTAOKUL OGRENCILERININ DEMOKRATIK VE HOSGORULU OLMAYA iLiSKIN
TUTUMLARI ARASINDAKI iLiSKININ INCELENMESI

0z

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektir. Arastirma nicel arastirma yontemlerinden biri olan iliskisel tarama
modeliyle gergeklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin 6rneklemini 2021-2022 egitim 6gretim yili birinci
doéneminde Kiitahya ili merkez ilgesinde 6grenim goren 402 ortaokul 6grencisi olusturmaktadir.
Arastirma verileri, amach 6rneklem yontemlerinden biri kolay ulagilabilir durum 6rneklemesi
kullanilarak toplanmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak “Kisisel Bilgi Formu”, Simsek (2011) tarafindan
gelistirilen “Demokrasi Tutum Olcegi” ve Tas (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen “Hosgéri Tutum Olgegi”
kullanilmistir. Arastirmada verilerin analizine gecilmeden 6nce Kolmogorov Smirnov, basiklik ve
carpiklik kat sayisi, Histogram, Q-Q Plot grafigi ve Kutu-cizgi grafigi ile verilerin normallik
varsayimini karsilayip karsilamadigina bakilmistir. Buna gore Kolmogorov-Smirnov degeri,
demokrasi 6lgegi (p=.200) ve hosgori dlgegiicin (p=.087) .05’den bliylik bulunmustur. Yapilan diger
analizlerle de galisma verilerinin normal dagilim gosterdigi tespit edilmistir. Verilerin analizinde
betimsel istatistikler, tek yonli ¢ok degiskenli varyans analizi (MANOVA), pearson korelasyon
analizi ve basit dogrusal regresyon analizlerinden yararlanilmistir. Arastirma sonuglarina gére
ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorilii olmaya iliskin tutumlari ortalamanin Gzerindedir.
Ortaokul 6grencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlari sinif degiskenine gore anlamli farklilik
gosterirken, cinsiyet, kardes sayisi, anne 6grenim durumu, baba 6grenim durumu ve gelir dizeyi
degiskenlerine goére anlamh farkhlik gdéstermemektedir. Ortaokul 6grencilerin hosgoriili olmaya
iliskin tutumlari ise baba 6grenim durumu ve gelir diizeyi degiskenlerine gére anlamli farklilik
gosterirken, cinsiyet, sinif, anne 6grenim durumu ve kardes sayisi degiskenlerine gére anlamli
farklilik gostermemektedir. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hoggorili olmaya iliskin
tutumlari arasinda orta diizeyde pozitif yonde anlamli bir iliski bulunurken; hosgorili olmaya iliskin
tutum, demokratik olmaya iliskin toplam varyansin %32’sini aciklamaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Demokratik, hosgor, tutum, ortaokul 6grencisi.
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Demokrasi, temelde ydnetim bigimi gibi algilansa da insan hayatinin tim evrelerinde demokrasiye ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir. Son yarim yiizyilda demokrasiye yiklenen anlam farklilik gésterdiginden, demokrasinin herkes
icin kabul edilen bir tanimini yapmak zorlagsmistir (Beetham, 2006; Demir, 2010). Yunanca demo (halk) ile kratos
(iktidar) kelimelerinin birlesiminden olusan demokrasi terimi esas itibariyle Fransizcadan dilimize ge¢mistir
(Powley, Fry, Barrett ve Bright, 2004). Demokrasi, en genel anlamiyla halkin kendi kendini yonetmesidir.
Demokrasilerde devlet yonetimi tek kisi ya da grubun elinde degil halkin elindedir (Bliylikkaragoz, 1998). John
Dewey’e (2004) gére demokrasi sadece yonetim bicimi olarak algilanmamalidir. Demokrasi, bir yonetim bigimi

olmasinin yaninda ortak tecriibelerin kendine 6zgi olarak bir araya getirilmesidir.

Demokrasi, siyasi ozelligi disinda toplumlari ekonomik, sosyolojik ve egitim basta olmak {izere birgcok agidan
etkilemektedir. Demokrasi, gelismislik diizeyinin gostergesi olarak kabul edilmekte ve toplumlarin yasam kalitesi
ile iliskilendirilmektedir (G&mleksiz, Kan ve Oner, 2012). Demokrasi yetkilerini ne kadar halk icin kullanirsa ve
glclini halktan alirsa (lkelerin gelismislik diizeyi o kadar artar (Dinger, 2020). Bhagwati'ye (2002) gore
demokrasinin kalitesi arttikca refah dizeyi artmaktadir. Tim bu sebeplerle hayatin tim alanlarinda demokrasi

anlayisinin yerlestirilmesi 6nemli gorilmektedir.

Demokrasi anlayiginin bir yasam tarzina doniserek demokrasi kiiltliriniin olugturulmasinda en biyik pay egitime
dismektedir (Seyhan, 2019; Yesil, 2002). Demokrasi kiiltlirinin ayrilmaz bir pargasini olusturan 6zgir ve aktif
bireyler ancak egitim yoluyla yetistirilebilir (Gurel, 2016; Yilman, 1995). Demokrasi egitimiyle birlikte birey, kim
oldugunun bilincine vararak kendini tanir, gevresindekilere saygili olmayi 6grenir ve birlikte hareket etmenin
onemini kavrar (Gomleksiz ve Cetinbas, 2011). Ailede baslayan ve egitimle devam eden demokrasi egitiminde
Sosyal Bilgiler dersinin ayri bir dnemi bulunmaktadir. Bu ders araciligiyla 6grencilere kii¢lik yaslardan itibaren

gereken bilgi ve beceriler 6gretilerek onlari hayata hazirlamak amacglanmaktadir (Ural, 2010).

Ulkemizde ilkokul ve ortackul basta olmak iizere demokrasi egitimi ile ilgili konularin dnemli bir kismi Sosyal
Bilgiler dersi aracihgiyla 6grencilere kazandirilmaya calisilmaktadir (Cakmak ve Akgiin, 2016). Demokrasi egitimi
2005-2006 egitim-6gretim programiyla “insan Haklari ve Vatandaslik” ara disipliniyle Hayat Bilgisi ve Sosyal
Bilgiler dersleri igerisinde okutulmaya baslanmistir. 2011-2012 yillari arasinda Ulke genelinde 8. sinif diizeyinde
secmeli ders olarak okutulan “Vatandagshk ve Demokrasi Egitimi” dersi uygulamasina bir yil sonra son verilmistir.
2015-2016 egitim dgretim yilinda ise "ilkokul insan Haklari, Yurttaslik” adiyla ilkokul dérdiincii sinifta okutulan bu
ders 2018 yilindan itibaren ayni sinif diizeyinde “insan Haklari, Yurttaslik ve Demokrasi” adiyla okutulmaya
baslanmistir (Aslan &Aybek, 2018). Bu derste 6grencilere demokrasi, adalet, saygi, sorumluluk ve hosgorii, gibi

degerler kazandiriimaya calisiimaktadir (Aslan ve Aybek, 2018; Girel, 2016; Hagat ve Demir, 2017).

Demokrasi denildiginde genellikle akla adalet, bagimsizlik, dayanisma, diiriistliik, hosgori sevgi, saygl, sorumluluk
yardimseverlik gibi bircok deger gelmektedir. Demokrasi icinde toplanan tiim bu degerler 6nem sirasi olmaksizin

gerekli kabul edilse de hosgorinin ayri bir Snemi bulunmaktadir. Clinkli hosgori olmadan demokrasi kiltiiriiniin
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olusturulmasi ve yayginlastiriimasi ¢ok zordur (Kincal ve Isik, 2004). Hosgorii ortaminin olugmasi igin demokratik
bir yonetim anlayisinin olmasi gereklidir (Kapani, 1981). Tium bu sebeplerle demokrasi icin hosgori, hosgori igin

demokrasi gereklidir denilebilir.

Demokratik bir deger olan hosgori, insanlar arasindaki farkliliklara saygiyla yaklasma, onlari anlama ve agik
tutumlu olmak seklinde tanimlanmaktadir (Kouchok, 2008; YiirGisen, 1996). Hosgord, dili, dini, irki, siyasi gorus,
yasayisl, kaltlri, gelenekleri ve disinceleriyle farklilasan insanlara karsi saygili olmayi gerektirmektedir (Topuz,
1995). Pasamonik’e (2004) gore ise hosgord, farklilara sahip bireylerin bir arada yasamasini olanakh kilan sosyal

bir erdem olarak nitelendirilmektedir.

Toplumumuz, o6zellikle son yillarda yasanan goc¢ olaylari nedeniyle gegmise oranla daha heterojen bir yapi
tasimaktadir. Olusan bu farkliik uyum sorunlari basta olmak tizere birtakim problemleri beraberinde getirmistir
(Giingdrdii ve Ozbakir, 2021; Kagnici, 2017; Savar ve Kedikli, 2019). Yasanan problemlerin ¢dziimiinde demokrasi
kaltirinun yayginlastiriimasi ve bireylerde hosgorii anlayisinin gelistirilmesi gerekli gortlmektedir. Nitekim
medeniyetler besigi olan tlkemiz, sahip oldugu hosgori politikasiyla uzun yillar varligini devam ettirebilmistir
(Kurtaran, 2011). Gunlmuzde hosgoriu anlayisini olumsuz etkileyen diger nedenler arasinda kentlesme ve
dijitallesme gosterilebilir. Farkh kalttrlerden gelen insanlarin bulustugu yerler olan kentlerde gevresine yabanci
olan bireyler, gittikce tahammuilsiz bir hal almakta ve hosgori anlayisindan giderek uzaklasmaktadir (Girsoy,
2018). Yine insanlarin hayatlarinin merkezine dijital teknolojiyi almalariyla birlikte giderek yalnizlasmalari
birbirlerine olan hosgori anlayisini minimuma indirgemistir. Clinkd insanlar birbirleriyle daha az sosyallesmekte
birbirini anlamaya ¢aba sarf etmemektedir (Genel, 2021). Hosgorl anlayisi olmaksizin toplumun varligini devam

ettirebilmesi ¢cok zordur.

Hosgori dogustan kazanilan bir erdem degildir. Bireyler hosgorilii olmayi aile basta olmak lzere gevresiyle
etkilesime girerek 6grenirler. Aileden sonra hosgori degerini gelistiren ve eyleme donistiiren egitim ortamlaridir
(Kalin ve Nalcagi, 2017). Ogretim programlari, ders kitaplari ve &gretmenler hosgorii degerinin 6grencilere
kazandiriimasinda basat rol (istlenmektedir. Bireylere hosgdrii anlayisinin yerlestiriimesinde Sosyal Bilgiler, insan

Haklari ve Vatandaslik gibi derslere buyuk roller dismektedir (Ciydem ve Kaymakci, 2021).

ilk defa 2005-2006 egitim &gretim yilinda uygulanan Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretim programi ile degerler egitimi resmi
program araciligiyla 6gretilmeye calismistir. Belirlenen degerlerden biri de hosgori degeridir. Yine ayni sekilde
2017 taslak 6gretim programinda 6grencilere kazandirilmaya galisilan degerlerden biri hosgori degeri olmustur
(Tay, 2017). Ancak 2018 yilinda uygulamaya koyulan son Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretim Programi’nda 6grencilere
kazandirilmaya calisan degerler arasinda hosgori degeri bulunmamaktadir (Milli Egitim Bakanhgi (MEB), 2018).
Hosgori anlayisinin gittikce azaldigl glinimiizde bu degere programda yer verilmemesi bir eksiklik olarak

degerlendirilebilir.

Hosgorl algisinin gelistirilmesi icin gereken temel unsulardan biri daha once de ifade edildigi gibi demokrasi

kiltlrinin yayginlastiriimasidir. Egitim ortamlarinda 6grencilere kazandirilmaya c¢alisan bu iki deger birbirinden
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ayri olarak nitelendirilemez. ilgili literatiir incelendiginde demokrasiye yénelik tutumlari (Cirak, 2019; Demir ve
Bozbek, 2014; Hasdemir ve Hazar, 2021; ilgan, Karayigit ve Cetin, 2013; Kus ve Cetin, 2014; Simsek, 2011; Ural ve
Saglam, 2011) ve hosgériiye yonelik tutumlari (Aslan, 2017; Aslan, 2019; Caliskan ve Saglam, 2012; inel ve Gokalp,
2018) ayri ayri belirlemeye c¢alisan gesitli ¢alismalar oldugu gorilmektedir. Ayrica demokrasi ve hosgori
arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen gesitli galismalar da bulunmaktadir (Biyiikkaragéz &Kesici, 1996; Kiroglu, Elma,
Kesten ve Egiiz, 2012; Ozdayi, 1998; Bektas Oztaskin ve igen, 2015). Ancak yapilan calismalar genel olarak
degerlendirildiginde tamaminin 2015 6ncesinde gerceklestirildigi gortilmektedir. 2018 sosyal bilgiler 6gretim
programinda hosgorii degerine yer verilmemesi ve yine demokrasi konularinin yogunlukta islendigi sinif
seviyesinin 4. Sinif diizeyine g¢ekilmesi yapilan ¢alismayi diger calismalardan farkl kilmaktadir. Clinkt 4. Sinif
seviyesinde demokrasi, vatandaslik gibi soyut konularin islenmesi 6grencilerin bilissel gelisimleri agisindan uygun
bulunmamaktadir (Aslan ve Aybek, 2018; Er, Unal ve Ozmen, 2013; Saglam ve Hayal, 2015). Ogrencilerin
demokratik ve hosgoruli olmaya iliskin tutumlarini 6lcen 2018 sonrasi yapilan herhangi bir calismaya
rastlanmamistir. Bu baglamda arastirmanin amaci ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin
tutumlari arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi olarak belirlenmistir. Bu amaca ulagabilmek i¢in asagidaki sorulara yanit

aranmistir.

1. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorilii olmaya iliskin tutumlari ne diizeydedir?

2. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari cinsiyet degiskenine gore
anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

3. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari sinif degiskenine gére anlamh
farkhhk gostermekte midir?

4. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari kardes sayisi degiskenine gére
anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

5. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari anne 6grenim durumu
degiskenine gore anlamli farkhlik gostermekte midir?

6. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgoriili olmaya iliskin tutumlari baba 6grenim durumu
degiskenine gore anlamli farkhlik gostermekte midir?

7. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgoriili olmaya iliskin tutumlari gelir diizeyi degiskenine gére
anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

8. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgoriili olmaya iliskin tutumlari arasinda iliski var midir?

9. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari, demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin

yordayicisi midir?

YONTEM

Bu bolimde arastirmanin modeli, evren-6rneklem, veri toplama araglari ve verilerin analizi, arastirmanin yayin

etigi ve arastirmacilarin katki diizeyi bolimleri hakkinda bilgi verilmistir.
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Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu arastirmada ortaokul Ogrencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlar arasindaki iliski
belirlenmeye ¢alisiimistir. Bu sebeple calisma iliskisel tarama modeliyle yiritilmiistiir. iliskisel tarama modeli iki
ya da daha fazla degisken arasindaki iliskinin yoniini ve derecesini belirlemeye ¢alisan arastirma modeline
denilmektedir (Blyukéztirk, Kilic-Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2016). iligkisel arastirmalar, arastirma
sonuglarinin tahmin edilmesi ve insan davranislarinin agiklanmasi amaciyla kullanilmaktadir (Freankel, Wallen ve

Huy, 2012).

Evren-Orneklem

Arastirmanin galisma evrenini, Kitahya ili merkez ilgesine bagl ortaokul diizeyindeki okullar olusturmaktadir.
Arastirmanin 6rneklemini ise 2020-2021 egitim 6gretim yili birinci doneminde 6grenim goéren 402 ortaokul
Ogrencisidir. Arastirma verileri amach 6rneklem yontemlerinden biri kolay ulasilabilir durum 6rneklemesi
kullanilarak toplanmistir. Kolay ulasilabilir durum 6rneklemesinde 6rneklem arastirmacilara yakin gevreden
secilmektedir. Bu ozelligi nedeniyle arastirmaya hiz ve pratiklik saglamaktadir. Ancak bu 6rneklem yéntemi
kullanilarak elde edilen sonuglar diger 6rneklem tiirlerine gore daha az genellenebilir (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2008).

Calismaya katilan ortaokul 6grencilere ait demografik bilgiler Tablo 1'de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Calismaya Katilan Ortaokul Ogrencilerinin Demografik Ozellikleri

Degisken f %
Cinsiyet Kiz 234 58,2
Erkek 168 41,8
Toplam 402 100
Sinif 5 98 24,4
6 73 18,2
7 104 25,9
8 127 31,6
Toplam 402 100
Kardes Sayisi Kardes Yok 30 7,5
1-3 336 83,6
4 ve Ustl 36 9,0
Toplam 402 100
Anne Ogrenim Durumu ilkokul 60 14,9
Ortaokul 207 51,5
Lise 84 20,9
Universite ve (stii 51 12,7
Toplam 402 100
Baba Ogrenim Durumu ilkokul 42 10,4
Ortaokul 83 20,6
Lise 176 43,8
Universite ve Usti 101 25,1
Toplam 402 100
Gelir Duizeyi Alt (4.253 TL ve alti) 139 34,6
Orta (4.254 TL-10.000 TL) 175 43,5
Ust (10.000TL ve iistii) 88 21,9
Toplam 402 100
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Tablo 1’e gore arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin %58,2’si (n=234) kiz, %41,8’i (n=168) ise erkektir. Katimcilarin
sinif seviyeleri incelendiginde en ¢ok 6grencinin 8. sinif seviyesinde oldugu gorilmektedir (n=127, %31,6). 7. sinif
seviyesinde %25,9 (n=104), 5. sinif seviyesinde %24,4 (n=98), 6. sinif seviyesinde ise %18,3 (n=73) 6grenci
bulunmaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin kardes sayisina bakildiginda Ugte ikiden fazlasinin kardes
sayisinin 1-3 arasinda degiskenlik gésterdigi goriilmektedir. Ogrencilerin anne ve baba 6grenim durumlari
incelendiginde anne 6grenim durumunun genellikle ortaokul dizeyinde (n=207, %51,5) buna karsin baba
dgrenim durumunun ise daha gok lise diizeyinde (n=176, %43,8) oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ogrencilerin gelir
diizeyleri incelendiginde %43,5’u (n=175) orta diizeyde gelire sahipken, %34,6’s alt gelir diizeyindendir. Ust gelir
grubunda olan dgrenciler ise %$21,9 (n=88) olarak belirlenmistir. Ogrenciler gelir gruplarina gére siniflandirilirken

asgari licret esas alinmis ve buna gore bir gruplandirma yapilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirma verileri arastirmacilar tarafindan olusturulan “Kisisel Bilgi Formu”, Simsek (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen
“Demokrasi Tutum Olgegi” ve Tas (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen “Hosgérii Tutum Olgegi” ile toplanmistir. Bu
arastirmada, 6rneklem grubunu olusturan bireylerin kisisel 6zelliklerini belirlemek amaciyla “Kisisel Bilgi Formu”
kullanilmistir. Bu formda katihmcilarin cinsiyeti, sinifi, kardes sayisi, anne 6grenim durumu, baba 6grenim
durumu ve gelir diizeyi ile ilgili sorular sorulmustur. Kisisel bilgi formundaki bu sorular belirlenirken ilgili literattr
taranmis ve demokrasi ve hosgori tutumlarini etkiledigi tespit edilen bagimsiz degiskenler esas alinmistir. Simsek
(2011) tarafindan gelistirilen bu 6lcek 22 madde ve 5 boyuttan olusan 5'li Likert tipi bir dlcektir. Olgegin cronbach
alpha i¢ tutarlilik kat sayisi .80 olarak belirlenmistir. Olgekten alinabilecek minimum puan 22 maksimum puan ise
110’dur. Tas (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen “Hosgérii Tutum Olgegi” 14’G olumlu, 15’i olumsuz olmak iizere 29
maddeden olusmaktadir. Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, kararsizim, katiliyorum, tamamen katiliyorum
seklinde 5’li Likert olarak hazirlanan bu 6lgek 5 boyutlu olarak hazirlanmistir. Cronbach alpha ig tutarlilik kat sayisi
.87 olarak tespit edilen bu dlgekten alinabilecek minimum puan 29, maksimum puan ise 145'tir. Bir 6lgme aracinin
glvenilir kabul edilebilmesi icin cronbach alpha kat sayisinin en az. 70 olmasi gerekmektedir (Pedersen & Lui,

2003). Bundan dolayi arastirmada kullanilan veri toplama araglarinin givenilir oldugu séylenebilir.
Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmada verilerin analizine gecilmeden dnce Kolmogorov Smirnov, basiklik ve ¢arpikhk kat sayisi, Histogram,
Q-Q Plot grafigi ve Kutu-cizgi grafigi ile verilerin normallik varsayimini karsilayip karsilamadigina bakilmistir. Buna
gore Kolmogorov-Smirnov degeri, demokrasi olgegi (p=.200) ve hosgori olcegi icin (p=.087) .05'den buyuk
bulunmustur. Bu degerin .05’den biiylik ¢ikmasi verilerin normal dagilimdan geldiginin kaniti olarak kabul
edilmektedir (Mertler ve Vannatta, 2005). Demokrasi tutum 6lgeginin basiklik (Kurtosis) ve carpiklik (Skewness)
degerleri sirasiyla .317 ve .159 olarak bulunmustur. Hosgorl tutum olgeginin basiklik ve ¢arpikhk kat sayilari ise
siraslyla .373 ve .187 olarak tespit edilmistir. Tabachnick ve Fidell’e (2007) gore verilerin normal dagilim

gostermesi icin basiklik ve carpiklik degerlerinin +1,5 ile -1,5 arasinda olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu kapsamda
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verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi sdylenebilir. Bunun digsinda verilerin normalligi Histogram, Q-Q Plot grafigi ve

Kutu-cizgi grafigi ile de bakilmis ve verilerin normal dagihm gosterdigine karar verilmistir.

Arastirmada 6ncelikle 6grencilerin demokratik tutumlarini ve hosgori tutumlarini belirlemek amaciyla minimum
puan, maksimum puan, ortalama ve standart sapma gibi degerleri gosteren betimsel istatistiksel yontemler
kullamilmistir. Olgeklerden alinan puanlarin cinsiyet, sinif, kardes sayisi, anne 6grenim durumu, baba 6grenim
durumu ve gelir diizeyine gore farklilasmasinin incelenmesinde tek yonli c¢ok degiskenli varyans analizi
(MANOVA) kullanilmistir. MANOVA analizi yapabilmek igin verilerin normal dagihm gostermesi, bagimh
degiskenlere ait puanlarin varyans-kovaryans matrislerinin homojen olmasi gerekmektedir (Seger, 2015). Bunun
icin verilerin normalligine bakildiktan sonra varyans- kovaryans homojenlikleri Box’s M ve Levene istatistikleriyle
test edilmistir. MANOVA analizinde kismi etki bliytkligi (n2) degeri 0.01 ile 0.06 arasinda ise kii¢lk, 0.06 ile 0.14

arasinda ise orta, 0.14 ve (stiinde ise biiytk olarak kabul edilmektedir (Kittler, Menard ve Phillips, 2007).

Demokrasi tutum 06lgegi ve hosgori tutum o6lgeginden alinan puanlarin birbiri ile iligkisinin belirlenmesinde
Pearson Korelasyon analizinden yararlanilmistir. Blylkoztirk’e (2011) gore korelasyon degeri 0.00 ile 0.30
arasindaysa distk, 0.30 ile 0.70 arasindaysa orta, 0.70 ile 1.00 arasindaysa ylksek diizeyde iliski oldugu
soylenebilir. Yapilan analizlerde korelasyon degerlerinin belirlenmesinde bu araliklar esas alinmistir. Hosgorinin
demokrasi Gizerindeki etkisini belirlemek amaciyla ise Basit Dogrusal Regresyon analizi kullanilmistir. Arastirmada

glivenirlik dlizeyi olarak %95 temel alinmistir.

Arastirmanin Yayin Etigi ve Arastirmacilarin Katki Diizeyi: Bu calismanin etik onami, Kiitahya Dumlupinar
Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulu’nun 15.02.2022 tarihli toplantisinda
ve E.73973 sayili karari ile alinmistir. Bu ¢alismada arastirmacilarin katki diizeyi esittir (Birinci yazar %50, ikinci

yazar %50).
BULGULAR

Arastirmanin bu boliimiinde verilerin analizi sonrasi ulasilan bulgulara yer verilmistir. Bu kapsamda 6ncelikle
betimsel istatistikler tablo halinde verildikten sonra sirasiyla MANOVA, korelasyon ve regresyon analizleri ve
yorumlari sunulmugtur. Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorill olmaya iliskin tutumlarina iliskin bilgiler

Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Katiimcilarin Demokratik ve Hosgoriili Olmaya iliskin Tutumlari

N Minimum Maximum X Ss
Demokrasi Tutum 402 51 106 85,24 9,19
Hoggori Tutum 402 67 118 101,96 7,37

Tablo 2’ye gore 6grencilerin demokrasi tutum 6lgceginden alabilecekleri minimum puan 51, maksimum puan ise

106’dir. Hosgori olgeginden alabilecekleri minimum puan 67, maksimum puan ise 118’dir. Bu bulgulara dayali
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olarak 6grencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin ve hosgoériili olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin ortalamanin

Gzerinde oldugu gorilmektedir.
Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore Ogrencilerin Demokratik ve Hosgériilii Olmaya iliskin Tutumlar

Ogrencilerin cinsiyet degiskenlerine gére demokratik ve hosgdriilii olmaya iliskin tutumlarini inceleyebilmek icin
tek yonli MANOVA istatistigi yapiimistir. Varyans-kovaryans homojenligini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Box’'in M
istatistigine gore yayllma matrisinin homojenlik varsayimini sagladigi gérilmektedir (F=,313, p=,816). Kovaryans
matrislerinin esitligini test eden Box’s M degeri p>0,05’den bliyik oldugunda kovaryans matrislerinin homojen
oldugu sdylenebilir (Kalayci, 2016). MANOVA istatistiginin bir diger dnemli sarti varyans estesliginin saglanmasidir
(Seger, 2015). Bunun icin Levene tablosunda p degerinin 0,05’den buyik olmasi gerekmektedir (p=,722). Varyans-

kovaryans matrislerinin homojenligi ve varyans homojenligi saglandigi icin analiz Wilks Lambda testi ile

yapilmistir.
Tablo 3. Katiimcilarin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore Wilks Lambda Testi Sonuglari
Deger F Hipotez serbestlik degeri Hata serbestlik degeri p Kismi n2
Wilks' Lambda ,998 ,435 2,000 399,000 ,648 ,002

Cinsiyete gore tek yonlit MANOVA sonuglari incelendiginde demokrasi ve hosgori puanlarinin istatistiksel agidan
anlamh farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (Wilks Lambda (A) = ,998, F(1-400=,435, p=,648, n2=,002). Tablo 4,
ogrencilerin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskinin tutumlarinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore nasil degistigine

iliskin MANOVA istatistiklerini gostermektedir.

Tablo 4. Katiimcilarin Cinsiyetlerine Gére Demokratik ve Hosgdériilii Olmaya iliskin Tutumlarinin Tek Yénli
MANOVA Sonuglari

Cinsiyet N X Ss Sd F p n2
Demokrasi Kadin 234 85,17 9,46 1-400 ,030 ,862 ,000
Erkek 168 85,33 8,84
Hosgoru Kadin 234 102,16 7,39 1-400 ,432 ,512 ,001
Erkek 168 101,67 7,34

Tablo 4, incelendiginde 6grencilerin demokrasi tutumlarinin cinsiyet degiskenine goére anlamh farkhhk
gdstermedigi tespit edilmistir (Wilk’s A =,998, F(1-400=,030, p=,862, n2=,000). Ogrencilerin hosgérii tutumlari da
cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli farklilik géstermemektedir (Wilk’s A = 0,998, F(1-400=0,432, p=,512, n2=0,001).

Sinif Degisenine Gore Ogrencilerin Demokratik ve Hosgériilii Olmaya iliskin Tutumlan

Ogrencilerin sinif degiskenine gdre demokratik ve hosgériilii olmaya iliskin tutumlari incelendiginde Box’in M
istatigine gore yayilma matrisi 0.05’den bayiktir (F=1,77, p=,067). Varyans estesliginin belirlendigi Levene

istatistigi de saglandigi icin analizde Wilks Lambda degerleri esas alinmistir.

Tablo 5. Katilimcilarin Sinif Degiskenine Gore Wilks Lambda Testi Sonuglari
Deger F Hipotez serbestlik degeri Hata serbestlik degeri p Kismi n2
Wilks' Lambda ,953 3,216 6,000 794,000 ,004 ,024
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Tablo 5 incelendiginde sinif degiskenine gore 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorulli olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin
anlamh olarak farklilik gostermektedir (Wilks Lambda (A) = ,953, F(3-398)=3,216, p=,004, n2=,024). Tablo 6,
ogrencilerin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskinin tutumlarinin sinif degiskenine gore nasil degistigine iliskin

MANOVA testi sonuglarini gdstermektedir.

Tablo 6. Katilimcilarin Siniflarina Gére Demokratik ve Hosgériilii Olmaya iliskin Tutum Puanlarinin Tek Yénlii
MANOVA Sonuglari

Sinif N X Sd df F p n2
Demokrasi 5 98 87,3061 10,00557 3-398 5,45 ,001 ,039 5-8
6 73 86,7671 8,71863 6-8
7 104 85,1827 8,31745
8 127 82,8110 9,01474
Hosgori 5 98 102,6429 7,34180 3-398 ,872 ,455 ,007
6 73 101,6986 6,98149
7 104 102,4038 6,42586
8 127 101,2126 8,27276

Tablo 6’ya gére 68rencilerin demokrasi tutumlari sinif degiskenine gore anlaml farkhhk géstermektedir (Wilk’s A
=,953, F(3-398=5,45 p=,001 n2=,039). S6z konusu farkliligin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla
Tukey testi sonuglarina bakilmistir. Arastirmada varyans esitligi saglanmasi durumunda Tukey testine gore karar
verilmesi 6nerilmektedir (Kalayci, 2016). Bu sebeple farklilik Tukey testi sonuglarina gére tespit edilmistir. Buna
gore 5.sinif ile 8.sinif, 6.sinif ile 8.sinif 6grencilerinin demokratik olmaya yénelik tutum puanlari arasinda anlamli
farkhhk vardir ve bu farkhlik 5. ve 6.sinif 6grencilerinin lehinedir. Etki blyUkligi degeri incelendiginde sinif
degiskeninin demokrasi tutumunu diisiik diizeyde etkiledigi gériilmektedir. Ogrencilerin hosgdrii tutumlari ise

sinif degiskenine gore anlamli farkhhk géstermemektedir (Wilk’s A =,953, F(z-398)=,872, p=,455, n2=,007).

Kardes Sayisina Gére Ogrencilerin Demokratik ve Hosgériilii Olmaya iliskin Tutumlari

Kardes sayisi degiskenine 6ge 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorilli olmaya iliskin tutumlari incelediginde Box'in
M degerinin ,299 (F=1,20) Levene istatistiginin ise ,05’den blylik oldugu goérilmustir. Wilks Lambda degeri analizi
sonuglari asagidaki gibidir.

Tablo 7. Katihmcilarin Kardes Sayisi Degiskenine Gore Wilks Lambda Testi Sonuglari

Deger F Hipotez serbestlik degeri Hata serbestlik degeri p Kismi n2
Wilks' Lambda ,996 429 4,000 796,000 ,788 ,002

Tablo 7’ye bakildiginda kardes sayisi degiskenine gore 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorilli olmaya iliskin
tutumlarinin anlamhi farklilik géstermedigi gortilmektedir (Wilks Lambda (A) =,996, F(2-399)=,429, p=,788, n2=,002).
Ogrencilerin demokratik ve hosgériilii olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin kardes sayisina gére farklilasma durumunu

Tablo 8'de verilmistir.
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Tablo 8. Katilimcilarin Kardes Sayilarina Gére Demokratik ve Hoggériili Olmaya iliskin Tutum Puanlarinin Tek
Yonli MANOVA Sonuglari

Kardesg N X Sd df F p n2
Demokrasi Kardes Yok 30 85,63 10,18 2-399 ,328 ,721 ,002
1-3 336 85,08 9,14
4 ve Ustl 36 86,33 8,96
Hosgoru Kardes Yok 30 103,21 6,11 2-399 ,483 ,617 ,002
1-3 336 101,83 7,59
4 ve Ustl 36 102,11 6,03

Ogrencilerin kardes sayilarina gore demokrasi tutumlari incelendiginde anlamli farkhlik géstermedigi sonucuna
varilmistir (Wilk’s A =,996, F(2-399)=,328, p=,721, n2=,002). Kardes sayisina gore 6grencilerin hosgori tutumlari
incelendiginde de anlamli farklilik olmadigi belirlenmistir (Wilk’s A =,996, F(2-399)=,483, p=,617, n2=,002).

Anne Egitim Durumuna Gore Ogrencilerin Demokratik ve Hosgoriilii Olmaya iliskin Tutumlar

Ogrencilerin anne 6grenim durumu degiskenine goére demokratik ve hosgérilii olmaya iliskin tutumlari
incelendiginde Box'in M (F=1,61, p=,105) ve Levene istatistiginin ,05’den biiylk oldugu tespit edilmistir. Tablo

9’da Wilks Lambda sonuglari gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 9. Katilimcilarin Anne Ogrenim Durumlarina Gére Wilks Lambda Testi Sonuglari
Deger F Hipotez serbestlik degeri Hata serbestlik degeri p Kismi n2
Wilks' Lambda ,980 1,353 6,000 794,000 ,231 ,010

Tablo 9’a gore 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari anne 6grenim durumlarina gore
anlamli farkhhk gostermemektedir (Wilks Lambda (A) = ,980, F-398=1,35, p=,231, n2=,010). Tablo 10’'da
Ogrencilerin anne 6grenim durumlarina gére demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarinin

farkhlagmasina iliskin MANOVA istatistigi sonuclari verilmistir.

Tablo 10. Katiimcilarin Anne Ogrenim Durumlarina Gére Demokratik ve Hosgériilii Olmaya iliskin Tutum
Puanlarinin Tek Yonli MANOVA Sonuglari

Anne Ogrenim N X Ss Sd F p n2

Demokrasi ilkokul ve alti 60 83,85 9,03 3-398 1,07 ,360 ,008
Ortaokul 207 85,81 8,99
Lise 84 84,38 9,11
Universite ve Usti 51 85,98 10,23

Hosgoru ilkokul ve alti 60 100,45 8,87 3-398 1,59 ,190 ,012
Ortaokul 207 101,88 7,21
Lise 84 102,31 7,24
Universite ve Usti 51 103,43 6,02

Tablo 10’a gore anne Ogrenim dizeyi arttikca Ogrencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutum puanlari artis
gostermektedir. Ancak bu farklilk anlamli dizeyde degildir (Wilks Lambda (A) = ,980, F;3-3908=1,07, p=,360,
n2=,008).

Anne 6grenim dizeyi arttikga 6grencilerin hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarinda da artis tespit edilmistir.

Bu artis anlamh diizeyde degildir (Wilks Lambda (A) =,980, F(3-398=1,59, p=,190, n2=,012).
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Baba Ogrenim Durumuna Gore Ogrencilerin Demokratik ve Hosgoriilii Olmaya iliskin Tutumlar

Ogrencilerin baba 6grenim durumlarina gére demokratik ve hosgérili olmaya iliskin tutumlari incelendiginde
Box’'in M istatigine gore yayllma matrisi 0.05’den biyik oldugu tespit edilmistir (F=1,49, p=,142). Varyans
estesliginin belirlendigi Levene istatistigi de saglandigi icin analizde Wilks Lambda degerleri esas alinmistir. Wilks

Lambda degerlerini gbsteren Tablo asagida verilmistir.

Tablo 11. Katilimcilarin Baba Ogrenim Durumlarina Gére Wilks Lambda Testi Sonuglari
Deger F Hipotez serbestlik degeri Hata serbestlik degeri p Kismi n2
Wilks' Lambda ,956 3,022 6,000 794,000 ,006 ,022

Tablo 11’a gore 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari baba 6grenim durumlarina gore

anlamh farkhhk géstermektedir (Wilks Lambda (A) =,956, F(3-398)=3,02, p=,006, n2=,022).

Tablo 12'de 6grencilerin baba 6grenim durumlarina gére demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin MANOVA

istatistigi sonuglar belirtilmistir.

Tablo 12. Katiimcilarin Baba Ogrenim Durumlarina Gére Demokratik ve Hosgdriilii Olmaya iliskin Tutum
Puanlarinin Tek Yonli MANOVA Sonuglari

Baba Ogrenim N X Sd df F p n2 Anlamh Fark
Demokrasi ilkokul ve alti 42 83,6667 9,07332 3-398 ,645 ,587 ,005
Ortaokul 83 85,9157 9,63632
Lise 176 85,0625 8,93542
Universite ve Usti 101 85,6436 9,36011
Hosgorii ilkokul ve alti 42 99,8333 9,13561 3-398 3,99 ,008 ,029 ilkokul ve alti- Universite ve Ustii,
Ortaokul 83 100,3614 7,95349 Ortaokul- Universite ve st
Lise 176 102,4148 6,92273

Universite ve Gsti 101 103,3564 6,42275

Tablo 12 incelendiginde 6grencilerin demokrasi tutumlarinin baba 6grenim durumu degiskenine gére anlamh

farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (Wilk’s A =,956, F(3-398)=,645, p=,587, n2=,005).

Ogrencilerin hosgérii tutumlari ise baba 6grenim durumu degiskenine gére anlamh farklilik gdstermektedir
(Wilk’s A =,956, F(3-398)=3,99, p=,008, n2=,029). S6z konusu farkliligin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan Tukey testi sonuglarina gore ilkokul ve altiile tiniversite ve Ust, ortaokul ile Universite ve Usti
o6grenim diizeyinde oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu farklilik Gniversite ve istii 6grenim diizeyi lehinedir. Etki blyikluga
degeri incelendiginde baba 6grenim durumunun hosgori tutumu Uzerinde dislik diizeyde etkili oldugu

gorilmektedir.

Gelir Diizeyine Gére Ogrencilerin Demokratik ve Hosgériilii Olmaya iliskin Tutumlari

Ogrencilerin gelir diizeylerine gére demokratik ve hosgoriilii olmaya iliskin tutumlari incelendiginde Box’in M
istatigine gore yayilma matrisi 0.05’den kiiclk oldugu tespit edilmistir (F=2,67, p=,013). Bu sebeple Wilks Lambda
istatistigi degil Pillai's Trace istatistigi kullanilmistir. Varyans homojenliginin ihlal edildigi durumlarda Pillai’s Trace

degerine bakilmaktadir (Secer, 2015).
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Tablo 13. Katihmcilarin Gelir Duizeylerine Gore Pillai's Trace Testi Sonuglari
Deger F Hipotez serbestlik degeri Hata serbestlik degeri p Kismi n2
Pillai's Trace ,020 2,041 4,000 798,000 ,087 ,010

Tablo 13 incelendiginde 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari gelir diizeylerine goére

anlamli farklilik gostermektedir (Pillai's Trace=,020, F(2399)=2,04, p=,087, n2=,010).

Tablo 14 6grencilerin gelir dlzeylerine gére demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarinin

farklilasmasina iliskin MANOVA istatistigi sonuglarini géstermektedir.

Tablo 14. Katilimcilarin Gelir Diizeylerine Gére Demokratik ve Hoggériili Olmaya iliskin Tutum Puanlarinin Tek
Yonli MANOVA Sonuglari

Gelir N X Sd df F p n2 Anlamli Fark
Demokrasi Alt 139 83,99 9,55 2-399 2,26 ,106 ,011
Orta 175 85,58 8,77
Ust 88 86,51 9,28
Hosgori Alt 139 101,19 7,99 2-399 3,08 ,047 ,015 Alt-Ust
Orta 175 101,73 7,48
Ust 88 103,61 5,73

Tablo 14’e gore 6grencilerin demokrasi tutum puanlari gelir dlizeyi arttikca artis gdstermektedir. Ancak gruplar

arasindaki bu farkhhk anlamli diizeyde degildir (Pillai's Trace =,020, F2-399)=2,26, p=,106, n2=,011).

Ogrencilerin hosgdrii tutumlari ise gelir diizeyi degiskenine gdre anlamli farklilik gdstermektedir (Pillai's Trace =
,020, F(2-399)=3,08, p=,047, n2=,015). Bu farkllik alt ve Ust gelir diizeyine sahip 6grenciler arasindadir ve st gelir
diizeyine sahip 6grenciler lehinedir. Etki byliklugu degeri incelendiginde gelir diizeyinin 6grencilerin hosgori

tutumlarini distik diizeyde etkiledigi sonucuna ulagiimistir.

Ogrencilerin Demokratik Olmaya iliskin Tutumlan ile Hosgérii Tutumlari Arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi

Ogrencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlari ile hosgdrii tutumlar arasindaki iliskiyi gésteren basit dogrusal

korelasyon sonucu Tablo 15’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 15. Katilimcilarin Demokratik Olmaya iliskin Tutumlari ile Hosgéri Tutumlari Arasindaki iligki

Hogsgorii
Demokrasi r ,566™"
p ,000
N 402

Ogrencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlari ile hosgérii tutumlari arasinda anlamli bir iliski bulunmaktadir.
Bu iliski pozitif yonde ve orta diizeydedir (r=,566, p<0,001).
Ogrencilerinin Demokratik Olmaya iliskinin Tutumlarinin Hosgorii Degiskeni Agisindan Yordanmasi

Ogrencilerinin demokratik olmaya iliskinin tutumlarinin hosgérii degiskeni acisindan yordanmasina iliskin basit

dogrusal regresyon analizi sonuglari Tablo 16’da yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 16. Demokratik Olmaya iliskinin Tutumlarinin Hosgérii Degiskeni Agisindan Yordanmasina iliskin Basit
Dogrusal Regresyon Analizi Sonuglari

B Standart Hata B t p
Sabit 13,214 5,259 2,513 ,012
Hosggdru ,706 ,051 ,566 13,732 ,000

R =,56, R? =.,32; F (1-400) =188,57 p<,01

Tablo 16’ya gére demokratik olmaya iliskin tutum ile hosgori degiskeni arasinda anlamli bir iliski bulunmaktadir
(R=,56, p<0,01). Bu yordayici degisken demokratik tutuma iliskin toplam varyansin %32’sini agiklamaktadir. Diger
bir ifadeyle ortaokul 6grencilerinin hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarini

yordamaktadir (R =,56, R?=.,32; F (1-400) =188,57 p<,01).

TARTISMA ve SONUC

Bu arastirmada ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgoérili olmaya iliskin tutumlari arasindaki iliskiyi
belirlemek amaglanmistir. Elde edilen verilerin analizine gore ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgordli
olmaya iliskin tutum puanlari ortalamanin (izerinde bulunmustur. Ogrencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin
tutumlari (Cirak, 2019; Hasdemir ve Hazar, 2021; ilgan, Karayigit ve Cetin, 2013; Ural ve Saglam, 2011) ile
hosgériili olmaya iliskin tutumlari puan ortalamasi (Aslan, 2017; Aslan, 2019; Caliskan ve Saglam, 2012; inel &
Gokalp, 2018) literatiirdeki benzer ¢alismalarla 6rtismektedir. Ural ve Saglam (2011) ilkdgretim 6grencilerinin
demokratik tutumlarini belirlemeye ¢alistiklari arastirmasinda 6grencilerin demokratik tutumlarinin ortalamanin
Uzerinde oldugu sonucuna ulagmistir. Ancak elde edilen deger, ortalamanin biraz Gizerinde bulundugundan tutum
puanlarinin en Ust seviyeye ulastiriimasi icin caba sarf edilmesi gerektigi seklinde 6neride bulunulmustur. Yapilan
bu ¢alismada da benzer olarak tutum puanlari ortalamanin lzerinde bulunsa da ulasilabilecek en Ust seviyeye

uzaktir.

Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlar cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan incelendiginde erkek
Ogrencilerin puan ortalamasinin kiz 6grencilerden yiksek oldugu ancak bu farkin anlamli diizeyde olmadigi
belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin bu sonucu Cirak (2019) ile Demir ve Bozbek’in (2014) ¢alismalarinin sonuglariyla
paralellik gostermektedir. Ulasilan bu sonucun aksine literatiirde kiz 6grencilerin demokratik olmaya iligskin tutum
puanlarinin yiksek oldugu ve anlamli farklilik olusturdugu sonucuna ulasan ¢esitli calismalar da bulunmaktadir
(Aktas, 2010; 2002; Atasoy, 1997; Buyukkarag6z, 1990; Durualp ve Dogan, 2018; Hasdemir ve Hazar, 2021;

Kaldirim, 2005; Kus ve Cetin, 2015; Simsek, 2011; Yiksel, Bagci ve Vatansever, 2013).

Ogrencilerin hosgériilii olmaya iliskin tutum puanlari incelendiginde ise kiz dgrencilerin ortalamasinin erkek
ogrencilere gore yiiksek oldugu ancak bu farkin anlamli diizeyde olmadigi belirlenmistir. Yapilan benzer ¢alismalar
incelendiginde ortaokul 6grencilerinin hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin kiz 6grencilerin lehine anlamli
farkhihk gosterdigi gorulmektedir (Aslan, 2017; Aslan, 2019; Caliskan ve Saglam, 2012; Kalin ve Nalgagi, 2017;
Bektas Oztaskin ve igen, 2015). Arastirmada kiz &grencilerin puan ortalamasinin yiiksek olmasi diger
arastirmalarin sonuglariyla értiisiirken, anlaml farklihik bulunmamasi ydniyle értiismemektedir. inel ve Gokalp

(2018) benzer olarak cinsiyetin hosgérii iizerinde etkisi olmadigi sonucuna ulasmistir. inel ve Gokalp’in (2018)
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ulastigl bu sonug arastirmanin sonucunu destekler niteliktedir. Bireylerin cinsiyetinin sahip oldugu degerler
Uzerinde belirleyici oldugunu ifade eden Hofstede’ye (1984) gore erkekler dogustan bireysel degerlere yatkinken;
kadinlar toplumsal degerlere yatkindir. Hem yapilan ¢alismada hem de benzer galismalarda kizlarin daha

hosgoruli bulunmasi dogustan gelen bu yatkinlkla iliskili olabilir.

Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlari, 6grenim gordukleri siniflara gére incelendiginde sinif
seviyesi arttikca demokratik olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarinin azaldigi ve bu farklilasmanin anlamh dizeyde
oldugu gorilmustir. Kus ve Cetin (2014) yapmis oldugu ¢alismada, sinif degiskenine gore demokrasi tutumunun
farklilastigi sonucuna ulasirken, 8. sinif 6grencilerinin daha demokratik oldugunu tespit etmistir. Aragtirmanin bu
sonucu yapilan galisma sonucuyla kismen benzerlik géstermektedir. Hasdemir ve Hazar (2021), Ural ve Saglam
(2011) ise sinif degiskeninin demokrasi tutumunda belirleyici olmadigi sonucuna ulasmislardir. Ulasilan
sonuglarin aksine bu arastirmada demokratik olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarn en yiksek 5. sinif dizeyinde
bulunurken, en az 8. sinif diizeyindedir. Bu durum “insan Haklari, Yurttaslik ve Demokrasi” dersinin 4. sinif
seviyesine alinmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilir. Clinkd 5. sinif ve 6. sinif diizeylerinde 6grenilen bilgilerin daha ¢ok
hatirlanmasi ve bu durumun tutum puanlarina yansimasi olagan goriilmektedir. Nitekim 2015 6ncesi yapilan
arastirmalarda 8.sinif 6grencilerinin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutum puanlari daha yiiksek gikarken, 2015 sonrasi

tam tersi yénde degismesi dersin sinif seviyesinin degistirilmesinden kaynaklanmis olabilir.

Ogrencilerin sinif seviyesine gére hosgériilii olmaya iliskin tutumlari incelendiginde, en yiiksek hosgérii puaninin
5. sinif, en diisiik hosgdrii puaninin ise 8. sinif diizeyinde oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerin puanlari arasinda
anlamli farkhhk tespit edilememistir. Benzer sekilde Caliskan ve Saglam’a (2012) goére hosgori dizeyinin en
yuksek oldugu sinif 5. sinif seviyesidir. Sinif seviyesi arttikga hosgorli puanlari dizenli olarak azalmaktadir.
Caliskan ve Saglam (2012) 6grencilerin tutum puanlarindaki bu azalmayi, 7. ve 8. Sinif seviyesinin ergenlik
dénemine denk gelmesiyle iliskili olabilecegi seklinde ifade etmektedir. Erbil, Divan ve Onder’e (2006), gére
ergenlik doneminde bireyler, ¢cevresindeki kisilerin kendilerine karsi hosgoériyle yaklasmadigindan yakinmakta ve

bu durum onlarin hosgoéri tutumlarini olumsuz yénde etkilemektedir.

Ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorulli olmaya iligkin tutumlari kardes sayisina gore incelendiginde
anlamli farklilik olmadigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Benzer sekilde ilgan, Karayigit ve Cetin (2013) ile Simsek (2011)
ogrencilerin kardes sayisinin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarinda belirleyici olmadigi sonucuna ulasmislardir.
Ancak Gomleksiz ve Cetintas (2011) ile Ekici (2014), 6gretmen adaylariyla gergeklestirdigi calismasinda kardes
sayisi arttikca demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarin artis gosterdigini tespit etmistir. Calisma sonuglarindaki

farkliigin nedeni 6grencilerin yas gruplarinin farkl olmasi olabilir.

Ogrencilerin kardes sayilarina gére hosgorii tutumlari incelendiginde en yiiksek hosgdrii tutumuna sahip olanlarin
kardesi olmayan 0Ogrencilerden olustugu goriilmektedir. Bee ve Boyd’a (2009) gbre kardes sayisi arttikca
ebeveynlerin ilgisi bélinmekte ve bu durum cocuklar arasindaki rekabeti arttirmaktadir. Cocuklar birbirlerini

rakip olarak algiladiklari icin hosgéri tutumlarinin kardesi olmayanlarda yiksek ¢ikmasi beklenen bir durumdur.
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Tark ve Nalgaci (2011) ve Yazic’'nin (2011) arastirma sonuglarina gore kardes sayisinin artmasi hosgori degerini
azaltmaktadir. Cinki kardes sayisi arttiginda ailelerin her bir ¢cocuga ayirdigi zaman azalmakta, ¢ocuklar kisisel
esyalarini, oyuncaklarini vb. kardesleriyle paylasmak zorunda kalmaktadir. Tim bu yasananlar hosgoriyi
olumsuz ydénde etkilemektedir. ilgan, Karayigit ve Cetin (2013) ise yaptigi calismasinda iki kardesi olanlarin kardesi
olmayanlara gore anlamli diizeyde daha hosgorili oldugu sonucuna ulagsmistir. Ulasilan bu sonug arastirmanin
sonucuyla értiismemektedir. Bektas Oztaskin ve igen’in (2015) arastirmasina gére hosgorii degeri kardes sayisina

gore anlaml farklihk géstermemektedir. Ulasilan bu sonug arastirmanin sonucunu destekler niteliktedir.

Anne 6grenim durumuna gore 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgoriili olmaya iliskin tutumlari incelendiginde en
yuksek demokratik ve hosgori tutumuna sahip 6grencilerin annesinin Gniversite ve istl 6grenime sahip oldugu
gorilmektedir. En distk puan, annesi ilkokul ve alti 6grenime sahip 6grencilere aittir. Elde edilen puanlar
arasinda anlaml farkhlik bulunmamaktadir. Anne egitim diizeyinin demokratik olmaya iligkin tutum puanlarini
anlamli olarak etkilemedigi sonucuna ulasan cesitli calismalar bulunmaktadir (Hasdemir ve Hazar, 2021; ilgan,
Karayigit ve Cetin, 2013; Nalgaci ve Ercoskun, 2006; Simsek, 2011). Yapilan bu ¢alismalarin sonuglari arastirma
sonuglariyla paralellik géstermektedir. Tereseviciene ve Jonyniene’ye (2001) gore annelerin egitim diizeyi ne
kadar artarsa 6grencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlari da o oranda artar. Literatlirde anne egitim dizeyi
arttikca demokratik olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarinin anlamli olarak artis gosterdigi sonucuna ulasan g¢alismalar
da bulunmaktadir (Bulut, 2006; Demir ve Bozbek, 2014; Kaldirim, 2005; Kus ve Cetin, 2014; Tekin, Yildiz, Lok ve
Tasgin, 2009).

Ogrencilerin hosgérii tutum puanlari anne dgrenim diizeyi arttikca artmaktadir. S8z konusu artis anlamli diizeyde
degildir. Ulasilan sonucun aksine Kalin ve Nalgaci (2017), Turk ve Nalgaci (2011) anne 6grenim durumuna gére
hosgorl tutumunun anlamli farklilik gosterdigi sonucuna ulagsmistir. Aslan (2017) ve Aslan (2019) ise arastirma
sonucuyla benzer olarak anne 6grenim diizeyine gore hosgori tutumunun farklilasmadigini tespit etmistir. Anne
egitim dizeyi arttikca 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarinin anlamli olarak
artmasi beklenirken, arastirmada bu yénde bir sonug elde edilememistir. Ebeveynlerin egitim diizeyi arttik¢a
daha demokratik ve hosgorili olmalari ve ¢ocuklarini bu dogrultuda yetistirmeleri beklenmektedir. Arastirma
sonucundaki bu farkliligin nedeni gegmise oranla bilgiyi elde etme yollarinin kolaylasmasindan kaynaklanabilir.
Clnku bireyin kendini yetistirmesin tek yolu artik egitim kurumlari olmaktan cikmistir. Ebeveynler egitim
dizeyleri disuk olmasina ragmen 6zellikle bilgi iletisim teknolojileri yoluyla kendilerini gelistirebilmektedir. Bu

da 6grenciler arasinda tutum puanlari farklilasmasini minimize etmektedir.

Baba 6grenim durumuna gore 6grencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlari anlamli farkhlik géstermezken,
hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari anlamh farklihk gostermektedir. Literatiirde arastirma sonucuyla ortisen
demokrasi tutumunu dlgen gesitli calismalar (Cirak, 2019; Elkatmis ve Toptas, 2015; Geng ve Kalafat, 2007; ilgan,
Karayigit ve Cetin, 2013; Simsek 2011) oldugu gibi arastirma sonugclariyla benzerlik gostermeyen calismalar da
bulunmaktadir (Demir ve Bozbek, 2014; Durualp ve Dogan, 2018; Hasdemir ve Hazar, 2021; Kaldirim, 2005; Kus
ve Cetin, 2014; Lok ve Tasgin, 2009).
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Ogrencilerin hosgériilii olmaya yénelik tutumlari baba 6grenim diizeyine gére anlamli olarak farklilasmaktadir.
Bu farklilasma 6grenim durumu arttik¢a pozitif olarak kendini géstermektedir. Literatlirde arastirma sonucuyla
ortlsen gesitli calismalar (Aslan, 2017; Kalin ve Nalgaci, 2017; Turk ve Nalgaci, 2017) oldugu gibi aksi ydnde sonuca
ulasan ¢alismalar da (Caliskan ve Saglam, 2012; inel ve Gokalp, 2018) bulunmaktadir. Anne babalar yetisme
tarzlariyla, egitimleriyle dogru orantili gocuk yetistirmektedir. Bu sebeple 6grenim durumu arttikga 6grencilerin
istenen nitelikleri daha ¢ok kazanmalari beklenmektedir. Ogrencilerin hosgérii tutumunun 6grenim durumuna

gore dlzenli artis gostermesi bu distinceyi destekler niteliktedir.

Gelir dizeyine gore 0Ogrencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutum puanlari anlamli farklilik géstermezken;
hosgorili olmaya yonelik tutum puanlari anlamli olarak farklilasmaktadir. Bu farklilk diisiik dizeydedir. Elkatmis
ve Toptas (2015) ile Cirak (2019) benzer olarak 6grencilerin demokratik tutumlarinin gelir dizeyine gore
farkhlasmadigi sonucuna ulasmislardir. Demir ve Bozbek (2014), Durualp ve Dogan (2018), Karatekin, Merey ve
Kus (2013), Kus ve Cetin (2012), Simsek (2011) yapmis olduklari arastirmalarda gelir diizeyine gére demokratik
tutumun anlamli olarak artis gosterdigini tespit etmislerdir. Gomleksiz ve Cetintas (2011) ise gelir diizeyi arttikca

demokratik tutumun anlamli olarak azaldigi sonucuna ulagmistir.

Ogrencilerin gelir diizeylerine gére hosgdrii tutumlari incelendiginde gelir diizeyi arttikga hosgérii tutumunun
anlamh olarak arttigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Benzer sekilde Saglam ve Tunar (2018) 6grencilerin gelir dizeyi
arttikca hosgori tutumlarinin anlamh diizeyde arttigi sonucuna ulasmistir. inel ve Gékalp (2018) ise hosgérii
tutumunun gelir diizeyine gére anlamli farklilk gdstermedigini tespit etmistir. Oniir'e (2013) gére ailelerin sosyo-
ekonomik duzeyleri arttikga cocuklariyla daha ¢ok ilgilenmekte ve cocuklarina daha ¢cok zaman ayirmaktadirlar.
Bu durum cocuklarin deger sistemlerini pozitif yonde etkilemekte demokrasi, hosgori gibi deger algilarini daha

olumlu hale getirmektedir.

Arastirma sonucuna gore ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorilii olmaya iliskin tutum puanlari arasinda
orta diizeyde ve pozitif ydnde bir iliski bulunmaktadir. Ogrencilerin hosgériili olmaya iliskin tutumlari demokratik
olmaya iligkin tutumlarinin %32’sini aciklamaktadir. Arastirma sonucuyla benzer olarak Bektas Oztaskin ve icen
(2015) demokrasi ve hosgori tutumu arasinda orta diizeyde iliski bulundugu sonucuna ulagsmistir. Yine ayni
calismada hosgdriiniin demokrasiyi %19 oraninda acikladigi tespit edilmistir. Ozdayi (1998) egitim ydneticilerinin
demokrasi, hosgort ve liderlik 6zellikleri arasindaki iliskiyi inceledigi calismasinda hosgori ve demokrasi arasinda
pozitif yonde orta dizeyde bir iliski belirlemistir. Yapilan basit dogrusal regresyon analizi sonucuna gore
hosgorinin demokrasi Gzerindeki etkisinin %32 olmasi demokrasinin agiklanmasinda oldukg¢a 6nemli oldugunu
gostermektedir. Buna gore 6grencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarini gelistirmek i¢in hosgori ortaminin

olusturulmasi temel gerekliliklerden biri olarak kabul edilebilir.

Sonug olarak bu arastirmada, ortaokul 6grencilerinin demokratik ve hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlari arasinda
pozitif yonde ve orta diizeyde bir iliski oldugu; 6grencilerin hosgoriilii olmaya iliskin tutumlari demokratik olmaya

iliskin tutumlarinin %32’sini acikladigi; 6grencilerin demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin sinif degiskenine gére
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anlamli farkhhk gosterdigi; cinsiyet, kardes sayisi, anne 6grenim durumu, baba 6grenim durumu ve gelir diizeyi
degiskenlerine gore anlamh farkhhk gostermedigi; 6grencilerin hosgorili olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin baba
o6grenim durumu ve gelir diizeyi degiskenlerine gére anlamh farklilik gosterdigi; cinsiyet, sinif, anne 6grenim

durumu ve kardes sayisi degigkenlerine gore anlamli farklilik géstermedigi belirlenmistir.

Oneriler

1. Arastirma sonucuna gore 6grencilerin sinif seviyesi arttikca demokratik olmaya iliskin tutumlarinin
azaldig1 belirlenmistir. Bunda daha &nce 8. sinif seviyesinde okutulan “insan Haklari, Yurttaslik ve
Demokrasi” dersinin 4. sinif seviyesine alinmasinin etkisi olabilecegi duslinilmektedir. Bu dersin
ogrencilerin bilissel gelisim o6zellikleri de dlstnilerek daha st seviyelerde okutulmasi 6grencilerin
tutumlarini olumlu yénde etkileyebilir.

2. Arastirma sonucuna goére demokratik ve hosgorilii olmaya iliskin en az tutum puanina 8.sinif 6grencileri
sahipken, en ylksek ortalamaya 5.sinif 6grencileri sahiptir. Sinif seviyesi arttikca meydana gelen bu
olumsuz degiskligin nedenlerini ortaya koymaya calisan nitel arastirmalar yapilabilir.

3. Anne egitim dlzeyi arttikga 6grencilerin demokratik ve hosgorilii olmaya iliskin tutum puanlarinin
anlamli olarak artmasi beklenirken, arastirmada bu yénde bir sonug elde edilememistir. Bunun nedenini
ortaya koymaya c¢alisan arastirmalar yapilmasi onerilebilir

4. Bu arastirmada hosgériiniin demokrasi tutumu Uzerindeki etkisini belirlemek amacglanmistir. ilgili
literatlr taranarak demokrasi tutumu lzerinde etkisi olabilecegi diisinilen diger degerlerle farkh
¢alismalar yapilabilir. Demokrasi tutumunu etkileyen diger faktorlerin bilinmesi gelistirilecek programlarin
iceriginin belirlenmesi agisindan énemli olabilir.

5. Bu ¢alisma ortaokul 6grencilerine yénelik olarak yapiimistir. Bundan sonra yapilacak ¢alismalarda farkli

sinif seviyelerinde ve farkl érneklemlerle karsilagtirmali bir analiz yapilabilir.

Etik Metni

“Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallarina, yayin ilkelerine, arastirma ve yayin etigi kurallarina, dergi etik kurallarina
uyulmustur. Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek her tirli ihlallerde sorumluluk yazarlara aittir. Makalenin etik kurul izni
Kitahya Dumlupinar Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulu tarafinca 15.02.2022

tarih E.73973 sayili karari ile alinmigtir.”

Yazarlarin Katki Orani: Bu ¢alismada arastirmacilarin katki dlizeyi esittir (Birinci yazar %50, ikinci yazar %50).
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