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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to develop the Tendency to Tolerance Scale and to analyze the tendencies of pri-
mary school students to tolerance through certain variables. The population of the study was comprised of
899 students who studied at five different primary schools located in Sakarya. The exploratory factor analysis
yielded an 18-item measurement tool with 3 sub-factors, which accounted for 47.97% of the total variance. The
sub-dimensions were “value”, “acceptance” and “empathy”. It was discovered that the internal consistency
coefficient for the whole scale, the first factor, the second factor and the third factor are 0.89, 0.86,0.70 and 0.63
respectively. The test-retest coefficient for the whole scale, the first factor, the second factor and the third factor
are 0.84,0.83,0.73 and 0.82 respectively. The study found that the item-total correlation varied between 0.43 and
0.63 and all the differences between the 27% upper group and 27% lower group were significant. Furthermore,
it was discovered that primary school students have a high tendency to tolerance, that female students are re-
latively more tolerant, that the tendency to tolerance is lowered as students proceed to higher grades, that the
tendency to tolerance gets higher as mothers have a higher educational status, and that educational status of
fathers has no influence on the tendency to tolerance.
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Tolerance is one of the fundamental values that
individuals ought to have in our modern world
that ensures and attaches importance to individu-
al rights and liberties (Giiven, 1999; Kaymakcan,
2007). Based on “respect for others” as a democratic
value (Akbas, 2011; Bitytikdiivenci, 1990; Cookson,
2001; Guiven & Akkus, 2004; Leirvik, 2007; Yesil
& Aydin, 2007), tolerance refers to a situation in
which an individual understands or tolerates opini-
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ons or behaviors he/she personally does not adopt.
Tolerance is vital for achieving mutual understan-
ding and respect (Tatar, 2009).

Establishing the balance in interpersonal relati-
ons and bringing people together, tolerance, as an
emotional attitude, does not mean agreeing with,
ignoring or being indifferent to all kinds of issues
and making concessions on one’s own beliefs and
self-identity, but recognizing differences and tolera-
ting different ideas and identities (Yiirtigen, 2001).
Tolerance does not coexist with irritation, bearing,
putting up with or any internal problems. The rea-
son is that tolerance comes from the heart. Nothing
coming from the heart includes putting up with or
uneasiness (Giirsoy, 1991). Tolerance should be re-
garded as understanding, not ignoring. Since they
suggest irresponsibility, ignoring and indifference
cannot be accepted as humane (Bilgin, 1998).
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Tolerance is based on the idea that different opinions
and beliefs can coexist with each other, regardless of
their veracity (Oner, 1995). Tolerance is something
that arises when an individual is faced with an unp-
leasant situation, which makes it so important. The-
refore, it is not a one-sided attitude. In other words, it
is essential that tolerance should not be considered as
something that is expected by one of the parties and
provided by the other all the time (Tatar, 2009). To-
lerance is an important value that presents itself as an
individual attitude and contributes to peace and order
(Atalay, 2008). Tolerance requires one to accept ot-
hers, no mother how much he/she might dislike them,
and their inborn rights within the framework of uni-
versal human rights, or not to discourage such rights
from being recognized (Aslan, 2001).

The basis of democracy, tolerance requires that the
minority should not be crushed by the majority,
and that the former should not make an attempt to
replace the latter (Karakiitiik, 2001). The elements
of tolerance can be listed as accepting and not pre-
venting the legitimacy, being open to differences,
not diverting from the self, not displaying negative
attitudes and aiming social peace (Atalay, 2008). The
basic principle of tolerance is not to force others to
become as we are, but to provide them with the op-
portunity to become themselves (Yilmaz, 2004). This
is only possible through a social structure in which
tolerance is prevailing. In this sense, primary scho-
ol plays a key role in enabling individuals to adopt
tolerance and turn it into a life style (Demircioglu,
2008; Deveci & Ay, 2009; Kincal & Isik, 2003; Milli
Egitim Bakanligi [MEB], 2005). The reason for this is
that primary school students tend to voluntarily par-
ticipate in activities towards attaining certain values
and to recognize them (McGovan & Godwin, 1986).
Another reason is that nearly all citizens undergo the
process of primary school education, but not all of
them proceed to secondary and higher education
(Ersoy, 2007; Yesil, 2002).

The literature includes theoretical studies on de-
mocratic values (Giiven & Akkus, 2004; Kincal &
Isik, 2003; Yesil & Aydin, 2007), studies on develo-
ping certain scales (Akbagl, Yanpar-Yelken, & Siin-
biil, 2010; Selvi, 2006; Yesil, 2010; Zencirci, 2003),
certain implementations and descriptive studies
(Akin & Ozdemir, 2009; Atalay, 2008; Dilmag, Boz-
geyikli, & Cikali, 2008; Duman, 2010; Geng & Kala-
fat, 2008; Karadag, Baloglu, & Yalginkayalar, 2006;
Kaymakcan, 2007; Leirvik, 2007; Saglam, 2000;
Sari, Sar1, & Otiing, 2008; Sahin, 2011; Tatar, 2009;
Yazici, 2011). Furthermore, a study on “human va-
lues” (Dilmag, Kulaksizoglu, & Eksi, 2007), which

can be considered as a study on democratic values,
was conducted through a 6-dimension scale, na-
mely responsibility, friendship, pacifism, respect,
tolerance and honesty. The scale, which included
“tolerance” as one of its dimensions, was imple-
mented on science high school students. Therefo-
re, it can be concluded that the present study has
a different purpose and content from those in the
literature. The purpose of this study is to (i) develop
a valid and reliable scale to measure the tendencies
of primary school students to tolerance. Additio-
nally, it is also aimed to determine whether they dif-
fer or not according the following parameters; (ii)
understanding trends of primary school students,
(iii) the gender of understanding trends, (iv) levels
within the grade, (v) their parents’ education levels.

Method
Research Model

The study is based on a descriptive survey model,
which makes an attempt to describe a past or pre-
sent event as it was or is (Karasar, 2005).

Population

The population of the study was comprised of 899
students, 480 (53.4%) of them being female and the
remaining 419 (46.3%) being male, who were in the
fifth (n=81), sixth (n=331), seventh (n=177) and
eighth (n=310) grades and studied at five different
primary schools located in Sakarya, namely Mehmet
Zorlu, Yeni Yizyil, Yesiltepe, Yenimahalle and Bey-
lice. The trial version of the “Tendency to Tolerance
Scale” was implemented on the students, which was
followed by an analysis of the data obtained thro-
ugh it. In addition, a total of 61 students, 31 of them
(57.4%) being female and the remaining 26 (42.6%)
being male, from Mehmet Zorlu Primary School
were included in the study in order to determine the
test-retest reliability of the scale. The criteria specifi-
ed by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) were taken into
consideration in order to determine the number of
students who would constitute the population.

Data Collection Tool

Firstly, a review of literature was conducted on the
studies and theoretical information on tolerance as
a democratic value. The review showed that the-
re is an inadequate number of studies directly on
the tendencies of students to tolerance and there
is no specific scale for measuring the tendencies of
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primary school students to tolerance. The authors
created a pool of 39 items in accordance with the li-
terature. Afterwards, these 39 items were submitted
to 6 faculty members, who specialize in psychology,
psychological guidance and counseling, testing and
evaluation, in order to determine whether they
were comprehensible, well-expressed and able to
measure the tendency to tolerance. The underlying
motive in this attempt was the idea proposed by
Balc1 (2004): “Content validity is concerned whet-
her the scale measures what is intended to be mea-
sured and can be explained on the basis of learned
opinion”. Nine items were excluded from the study
in the light of their evaluations and recommenda-
tions. The remaining 30 items were expressed in
a way that is suitable for 5-point likert scale (“1”
Strongly Disagree, “2” Disagree, “3” Neither Ag-
ree nor Disagree, “4” Agree, “5” Strongly Agree).
Finally, the items were tested for validity and reli-
ability purposes.

Data Collection and Analysis

The trial version of the “Tendency to Tolerance
Scale” was implemented on a total of 899 primary
school students for validity and reliability purpo-
ses. The KMO coefficient was taken into account in
order to determine whether the size of the sample
was suitable for the analysis or not. An exploratory
factor analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis
were conducted for construct validity. The explora-
tory factor analysis is used for determining whether
a tool has a single-dimension (Balci, 1995) whereas
the confirmatory factor analysis is employed for
identifying whether a structure previously defined
and limited based on a certain theory is confirmed
or not. The total variance accounted for is required
to be minimum 30% in single-factor designs (Bii-
yiikoztiirk, 2006), unlike multi-factor ones in which
it is required to be higher than 41% (Kline, 1994).
The latter analysis includes a number of fit indices
to determine whether the model is appropriate or
not (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). This study accep-
ted the general criteria for these indices: GFI, CFI,
NFIL, RFI ve IFI >.90, RMSEA and RMR < .05 (Cok-
luk, Sekercioglu, & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010; Gerbing ve
Anderson, 1993; Tabachnick & Fidel, 2001). For
reliability purposes, the scale was studied in terms
of internal consistency, split-half test (Spearman
Brown) and test-retest reliability coefficients. The
item analysis was conducted through the corrected
item-total correlation and a t test for the significan-
ce of the differences between the 27% upper group
and 27% lower group.
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Results
Findings on Validity

Firstly, an analysis was conducted into the internal
consistency of the scale for construct validity. In ac-
cordance with the analysis, 5 items (items 5, 10, 15,
20 and 25) were excluded from the scale on the gro-
unds that they had low item-total correlation. The
factor analysis of the 25-item scale reported that
the KMO value is 0.96 and Barlett’s sphericity test
yielded significant findings (x2= 7099.94; p<.01).
It is recommended that a KMO test should yield a
value of 0.60 or higher whereas Barlett’s sphericity
test should yield a statistically significant result (Je-
ong, 2004). A “varimax” rotation, a technique used
in principal component analysis, was employed in
order to test the construct validity of the 25-item
scale. It was discovered that the scale has four di-
mensions whose eigenvalues are higher than 1.00.
Each of the items which was not included in any
of the factors or had too similar loadings to be dis-
tinguished from others (items 1, 8, 11, 13, 21, 26
and 28) was excluded from the scale one by one
and the analysis was repeated. After the items were
excluded from the scale, it had three factors. The
remaining 18 items accumulated under the three
factors. The first, second, and third factors account
for 35.22%, 6.88% and 5.87% of the total variance
(47.97%) respectively. The total variance accounted
for is required to be minimum 30% in single-factor
designs (Bitytikoztiirk, 2006), unlike multi-factor
ones in which it is required to be higher than 41%
(Kline, 1994). Therefore, it can be argued that the
amount of variance accounted for in total is rea-
sonable and adequate. As for the suitability of the
items under each factor for the content and theore-
tical structure, it is possible to name the first factor
“value”, the second one “acceptance” and the third
one ‘empathy”. The factor loadings for the items
vary between 0.41 and 0.75.

A look at the fit indices obtained through the con-
firmatory factor analysis suggests that the Chi-
square value is significant (x2=549.39, N=889,
sd=128, p=.00). The fit indices have the following
values: RMSEA=.061, NFI=.98, CFI=.98, IFI=.98,
RFI=.97, GFI=.94, AGFI=91 and SRMR=.04,
which shows that the model has a good fit.

Findings on Reliability

It is observed that the item-total test correlations
for all the items included within the scale have va-
lues varying from 0.43 and 0.63. The values suggest
that the items in the scale represent similar beha-
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viors. Furthermore, the item-total correlation is
expected to be positive and high (Fraenkel & Wal-
len, 2006). The internal consistency and test-retest
reliability coefficients were analyzed in order to
determine how reliable the scale was. The internal
consistency coefficient for the scale was 0.89, Spe-
arman Brown split-half coefficient was 0.85. It is
especially observed here that the confidence coeffi-
cients for the third parameter are low. This may be
attributed to the low number of items (4 items) for
the corresponding factor. Kayis (2006), Green and
Salkind (2005) note that the confidence coefficient
equal or above .50 can be considered to be low con-
fidence. It is observed in the confidence analyses
performed using another scale that the scale had a
reasonably high score as a whole, and that the low
confidence only appears at the levels of sub-factor.
Test-retest reliability coefficient was 0.84. These
findings show that the scale is dependable. Thro-
ugh the t test, a comparison was made between the
average scores of the participants included within
the upper and lower groups. The t (sd=484) valu-
es for the discrepancy between the scores of the
participants included within the 27% upper group
and 27% lower group varied between 12.66 and
23.62. In addition, all the items were found to be
significant at the level p<.001. The measurements
through the scale concluded that primary school
students have a high tendency to tolerance, that fe-
male students are relatively more tolerant, that the
tendency to tolerance is lowered as students proce-
ed to higher levels, that the tendency to tolerance
gets higher as their mothers have a higher educa-
tional status, and that educational status of fathers
has no influence on the tendency.

Conclusion and Discussion

The purpose of the present study is to develop a
scale to measure the tendencies of primary school
students to tolerance and to analyze their tenden-
cies through certain variables. For that purpose, a
valid and reliable scale was designed. The explo-
ratory factor analysis yielded a measurement tool
with 3 sub-dimensions that accounted for 47.97%
of the total variance. The internal consistency coef-
ficient values were 0.89, 0.86, 0.70 and 0.63 for the
18-item scale, the sub-dimension “value”, the sub-
dimension “acceptance” and the sub-dimension
“empathy” respectively. The test-retest reliability
coefficient was 0.84 for the scale, 0.83 for the first
factor, 0.73 for the second factor, and 0.82 for the
third factor. It was concluded that these factors
were both nameable and collectable.

The item analysis yielded that the corrected item-
total correlation coefficients vary between 0.43
and 0.63. Considering that items with a value of
0.30 and higher can distinguish individuals in a
proper way (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2006), these coeffici-
ents can be regarded as suitable. Moreover, the t
test for the scores of the 27% lower group and 27%
upper group showed that there is a significant dif-
ference between the groups in the whole scale and
sub-dimensions between. The internal consistency
coefficient and split-half test correlation coefficient
are 0.89 and 0.85. These values indicate that the
items included in the scale are consistent with each
other, and thus the scale is highly reliably in terms
of internal consistency. Two tests, conducted at an
interval of four weeks, were found to be correlated
to each other (0.84), which suggests that both me-
asured the same structure. All the findings reveal
that the scale is valid and reliable, and it can be sa-
fely used in studies on determining the tendencies
of students to tolerance.

The study concluded that primary school students
have a high tendency to tolerance both in the fac-
tors and in total. The finding is in parallel with that
of Dilmag (1999), who found that Curriculum for
Human Values plays a role in enabling students to
attain certain values. Dilmag et al. (2007) conclu-
de that the scale of human values, and the levels of
responsibility, peacefulness, respectfulness, honesty
and understanding of the students, who attend the
group guide education of human values, increase
considerably at the end of the education program.
The present study concluded that primary school
students have a high tendency to tolerance, which
might be explained by the fact that curriculum for
primary schools makes an attempt to enable stu-
dents to attach importance to and attain “tolerance”
together with other similar values.

The present study found that female students are
more tolerant when compared to male ones. This
finding is in parallel with that of Saglam (2000),
Geng and Kalafat (2008). Akin and Ozdemir (2009),
who discovered in their study on three democratic
values, namely right to education, solidarity and li-
berty, that male and female prospective teachers do
not think differently about the right to education
whereas there is a significant difference in favor of
female ones in solidarity and liberty. In their study,
Karadag et al. (2006) reported that the gender of
teachers is not a factor in the democratic values
they adopt. Similarly, Yazici1 (2011) found that the
democratic values of prospective social sciences
teachers do not differ depending on their gender.
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In the present study, it was discovered that primary
school students have a lower tendency to tolerance
as they proceed to higher grades. Once they have ac-
quired the attitude of tolerance as a democratic value,
they tend to be less tolerant as they proceed to higher
grades, which is upsetting and destabilizing. The situa-
tion seems less upsetting when one takes into account
the fact that 7 and 8" grade students might experi-
ence a number of problems linked to puberty, they
undergo a process of transition during the period and
especially 8™ grade students get nervous and anxious
owing to the SBS'. Furthermore, Yazici (2011) pre-
sented a comforting finding on the issue. The author
found that the democratic values adopted by prospec-
tive social sciences teachers do not differ in grade. In
their study, Karadag et al. (2006) reported that age is
one of the factors in the democratic values owned by
teachers and that teachers who are 40 or older have a
higher tendency towards democratic values. The fin-
ding is important, for it suggests that teachers adopt
democratic values at a higher level as they get older.
The idea is that life-related experiences lead teachers
to adopt democratic values at a higher level as they
get older. The finding is inconsistent with the one that
suggests primary school students have a lower ten-
dency to tolerance as they proceed to higher grades.

In the present study, it was discovered that students
have a higher tendency to tolerance as their mot-
hers enjoy a higher educational status. This finding
is similar to that of Saglam (2010), who found that
students become more conscious consumers as the-
ir mothers enjoy a higher educational status and
emphasized that educational status of mothers is a
significant factor. Nevertheless, Yazic1 (2011), and
Geng and Kalafat (2008) reported that educational
status of mothers is not a factor in the democratic
values adopted by prospective teachers. Another
finding of the present study is that the tendencies
of students to tolerance are not affected by the edu-
cational status of fathers. This finding is supported
by that of Geng and Kalafat, who discovered that
educational status of fathers is not a factor in the
democratic attitudes displayed by prospective teac-
hers. Since education is thought to change indivi-
duals for the better, it is surprising that educational
status of fathers has no influence on the tendencies
of students to tolerance. On the other hand, Yazici
found in his study on the democratic values of pros-
pective teachers that the level of democratic values
is directly proportional to the educational status of
fathers. It is recommended that further students
should clarify the issue.

1 A centralized examination taken by 8" grade students to
gain the right to attend decent high schools in Turkey.
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Ek- 1.
Hosgérii Egilim Olgegi (HEO)

Boyutlar ;{;S%\allg 18[%915[1; Hig uygun degil (1), Uygun degil (2), Biraz uygun (3), Uygun (4), Tamamen uygun (5) RDaelg;r:il
23. 1. Insanlarin farkl: diigiincelere sahip olmasini anlayisla kargilarim ()
19. 2. Insanlarin farkli olmasi dogaldir ()
30. 3. Insanlar arasinda hosgériiniin yayginlagmast nemlidir ()
24. 4. Insanlar1 oldugu gibi kabul ederim ()
29. 5. Bagkalarinin da disiinceleri dogru olabilir ()
Deger 18. 6. Farkh diigtinceleri hosgoriiyle kargilarim ()
22 7. Insanlar1 severim ()
17. 8. Kiiskiinleri baristirmak beni mutlu eder ()
9. 9. Arkadaglarim tarafindan sevilen biriyim ()
12 10. Kimseden nefret etmem ()
3 11. Bagkalarinin hatalarini anlayisla karsilarim ()
Kabul 2. 12.  Affedici bir kisiyim )
16 13. Kavgaci biri degilim ()
6. 14. Insanlar1 diigman olarak gdrmekten kaginirim )
14. 15.  Kendimi bagkalarinin yerine koyabilirim ()
27 16.  Kargimdaki insanin ne hissettigini anlayabilirim ()
Empati 7. 17.  Arkadaglarimin igten davranmasini isterim ()
4. 18. Arkadaglarima igten davranirim ()




