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Abstract

The aim of the study is to investigate how university students percieve academicians’ democratic values,
and whether their perceptions on it differ significantly according to certain variables. Designed as a descriptive
quantitative research, this study employs of 248 students studying at the Faculty of Education and Faculty of
Economics and Administrative Sciences in Usak University as its participants. “The Scale of Students’ Perceptions
of the Academicians’ Democratic Values” was developed and utilized for the study by the researcher. The resulting
6-dimension structure explains 62,831% of the phenomenon in total. In addition to the construct validity,
Cronbach’s Alpha Internal Consistency Coefficient was calculated and it was found ,927. The academicians’
perceived level of having democratic values was found to be 2,43. The findings indicated that the academicians
had democratic attitudes at low levels based on the students’ perceptions. They attributed much more importance
to “respecting institutional rules and regulations” and "giving importance to equality” compared to other four
dimensions. The academicians give least importance to the “democratic role modelling behaviours”. Furthermore,
the results indicated that there were statistically significant differences according to some demographic variables.
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The Concept of Democracy

The concept of democracy is defined in political literature as “individuals’ governing
themselves” or “their involvement and/or having a voice in governance”. Democracy, from the
social aspect, is not only a form of government, but it is also the individuals’ maintaining the
relationships and life experiences with each other based on democratic principles
(Buyukduvenci, 1990). Democracy allows people to be independent individuals by liberating
them and allows individuals to determine their personality, identity and position in society in
the broadest sense of the term. Thus, the liberated individuals become more efficient and
balanced in all respects as they lead a life in harmony with the society and the world in which
they live (Karpat, 2010).
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Once a country has adopted democracy as a political system, it aims to educate its citizens
as the individuals who internalize, live and practice democracy as an output of the education
system. In this sense, it is of vital importance for students to internalize democratic thought and
values in Turkey. From a social perspective, democratic values are important factors in the
facts, events and relationships occurring in the lives of individuals in the countries adopting
democracy. These values in the social structure in which each individual is interdependent on
relational basis are essential for both individuals and the society. Until recently, however, the
students’ gaining life skills and values were of secondary importance in educational programs
in our country, but rather these issues were dealt with theoretically (Yesil and Aydin, 2007).

The traditionalist education approach based on knowledge transfer has lost its importance
with the adoption of progressive philosophy of education and constructivist approach. In
today’s educational approach, life skills and values are the most important features planned to
be acquired by the students. The importance given to these elements is explicitly seen in the
renewed programs (MEB, 2005; Katilmis, Eksi & Oztiirk, 2010; Kamber, Acun & Akar, 2011;
Acun, Yiicel, Onder, Tarman, 2013; Yigit, Tarman, 2013; Tay, Durmaz & Sanal, 2013; MEB,
2015). The fact that the issue of ‘values’ is adopted and attached importance to has given rise
to “values education” in educational programs.

There are numerous values for students to acquire. Laying out a hierarchy of these
values in order of importance may not be accurate. However, it is undoubted that acquiring a
concept as a value that reflects the fundamental government philosophy of a country is of vital
importance. The importance of democratic values has increased in today’s conditions under
which especially all kinds of beliefs and values are loutishly abused by terrorist organizations.
Education, in this regard, plays an important role for the existence and sustainability of
democracy (Davis, 2010). The main objectives of the mentioned “values education’ are
described as the individuals’ being sensitive to the events occurring around them and in the
world, creating social awareness, honesty and taking responsibility, caring about others,
sharing something with others and learning to live together in society (Veugelers ve Kat,
2003; Acun, Demir & G0z, 2010).

Examining the democratic values acquired by individuals, it is observed that the studies
note the importance of three factors. One of them is the schools (Ensign, 1994; Wyett, 1997,
Sisman, 2006; Kovacs, 2009; Davis, 2010). Another factor is teachers (Mullins, 1997; Murphy,
2005; Colby, 2007; Kesici, 2008) and the other one is parents (Blyikkaragoz, 1992; Kaldirim,
2005; Ustiin and Yilmaz, 2008; Sar1 and Sadik, 2011). Given the importance of schools,
teachers and parents in this process, it would not be wrong to say that democratic values can
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only be acquired owing to the individuals’ believing in these values. Universities are an
important part of this process as well. Thus, Korkut (1993) states that the universities which are
expected to lead the society hold an important place in terms of maintaining and improving

democracy culture and its values.

Role of Universities in Acquiring Democratic Values

In today’s society, the universities, which are among the key educational institutions that
embody democracy and its values, are committed to help individuals recognize themselves and
be prepared for professional and social life as conscious individuals (Chomsky, 2007).
According to Chomsky (2007), the major contribution that universities can make to a free
society is by preserving its independence as an institution committed to the free exchange of
ideas, to critical analysis, to experimentation, to exploration of a wide range of ideas and values,
to the study of consequences of social action or scientific progress and the evaluation of these
consequences in terms of values that are themselves subjected to careful scrutiny. In this
respect, university is seen as a living space in which both academicians and students can
integrate democratic principles and values into their lives. Likewise, there is a plenty of studies
indicating that the university students’ internalizing democratic values is essential for the
development of democratic understanding (Kilig, Ercoskun and Nalgaci, 2004; Karahan,
Sardogan, Ozkamal1 and Dicle, 2006; Akin and Ozdemir, 2009; S6nmez-Ektem and Siinbiil,
2011; Yazici, 2011; Geng and Esen, 2012; Gomleksiz and Cetintas, 2012).

The academicians’ democratic attitudes, as well as the corporate facilities of universities,
have importance in this regard. Sar1 and Sadik (2011) found that the academicians’ democratic
attitudes and behaviours, as well as many factors, have an impact on university students’
propensity for democratic values. The academicians should communicate with the students
accordingly in order for students to acquire democratic values. The academicians should
provide a suitable environment for their students on the issues such as tolerance, trust,
cooperation, responsibility, independence, respect for human dignity, friendship, equality,
honesty, justice, diversity, respect for privacy and environment, participation, freedom and
autonomy, achieving happiness, respect for life, fairness, openness to innovation, respect for
others and self-esteem, helping each other, self-confidence and standing against discrimination.
In literature, there are numerous studies supporting this idea (Solomon and Kendall, 1975;
Zenzirci, 2003; Doganay and Sari, 2004; Kincal and Isik, 2005; Hébert and Wilkinson, 2006;
Jacobowitz and Sudol, 2010; Cankaya, 2012; Kiroglu, Elma, Kesten and Eguiz, 2012).
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Based on the body of researches mentioned above, it can be said that university as a
structure and the behaviours of its stakeholders have effects on the individual’s attitudes and
behaviours as a social role model. In this respect, it is important to determine how democratic
the academicians are perceived by the students. Fundamental democratic values are the basic
criteria of democratic societies and democratic education. From time to time, measuring these
democratic values at schools/universities may be necessary for the development of democratic
society in Turkey, just as it is done in other democratic countries (Uygun and Engin, 2014).

With this study, it is expected to give feedback to academicians and to make a
contribution for the researchers in this field.

The main purpose of this study, in this context, is to determine how the academicians’
democratic values are perceived by university students. For this purpose, the following
questions are tried to be answered:

1. To what extent are the democratic values of academicians perceived by university

students?

2. Do the perceived democratic values of academicians vary by the following variables?

a) Faculty, b) Gender, ¢) Department, d) The place of residence between the ages 12-

17, e) Regional culture in which they live.

Method

This study is a descriptive field research based on descriptive survey model. Descriptive
method is used in the case of researches that aim to describe an existing situation (Karasar,1984:
83).

Study Group

The subjects of the study consisted of 248 students studying at 8 departments in the
Faculty of Education and in the Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences at Usak
University (Classroom Teaching, Science Education, Social Studies Education, Mathematics
Education, Economics, Management, Finance and Accounting). The students were sophomore,
junior and senior students who studied in 2011-2012 academic year at Usak University.
Descriptive data reflecting the demographic characteristics of the participants are listed in Table
1. The number of participants may vary for some variables, because some of them were not

marked by the participants.
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Gender Male Female Total
N 81 167 248
% 32,7 67,3 100
Faculty Educati FEAS

on
N 128 120 248
% 51,6 49,4 100
Departme Classro  Science Social Maths Econo Manag Financ Acco
nt om Edu. Studies  Edu. mics ement e untin

Teach. Edu. g
N 25 44 34 25 15 37 39 29 248
% 10,1 17,7 13,7 10,1 6 14,9 15,7 11,7 100
Grade 2nd Gr. 3rd Gr. 4th Gr.
N 87 63 98 248
% 35,1 25,4 39,5 100
Place of Village  Town District  City Metrop
Residenc olitan
e (12-17
ages)
N 24 7 83 65 69 248
% 9,7 2,8 33,5 26,2 27,8 100
Regional  West East Central  Coastal Inner Southe  East Medit Thrac
Culture Blackse Blackse Anatoli  Aegean Aegean ast erran e

a a a ean
N 8 8 41 57 58 8 23 34 11 248
% 3,2 3,2 16,5 23 23,4 3,2 9,3 13,7 4,4 100

Data Collection Instruments
“The Scale of Students’ Perceptions of the Academicians’ Democratic Values” was

developed and utilized for the study by the researchers. The themes designated by UNESCO

(1998), Kesici (2008) and Doganay and Sar1 (2004) were taken into consideration creating the

themes related to democratic values of the scale. 47 statements were produced in accordance

with these themes. 2 academicians, who are experienced at educational sciences, have been
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consulted for assessing these statements’ relevance with the themes. In addition, a language

specialist was consulted to assess the scale in terms of face validity, intelligibility and usability.

The data obtained from this scale were computerized and tested using the Principle Component

Analysis in order to assess the construct validity of the scale. The results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Scale of the Academicians’ Perceived Democratic Values

Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis Results

Statements

Dimensions

S31
S30
S32
S29
S28
S25
S19
S35
S26
S34
S22
S40
S43
S41
S42
S44
S46
S10
S11
S12
S14
S13
S17
S16
S15
S2

Sl

S3

3 4 5 6

,756
,718
714
,694
,638
,611
,606
,593
,590
491
417

,798
167
,765
122
,682
,611

,835
,823
,648
,830
,766
,786
723
574
7192
, 187
,549

Number of Items

11

6

3 2 3 3

@eoiu'be‘j Variance 18,375 14,480 8,109 7,840 7,494 6532

Eigen Value 9,802 2,260 1,718 1,428 1,260 1,125

Cronbach a 890 878 748 829 738 690
Coefficient

Rotation Method: Varimax (Kaiser Normalization), Number of Iterations:
6

KMO-MSA.: ,887, Bartlett’s TS,: ,000
Total Explained Variance: %62,831, Total Cronbach a Value: ,927
(N=28)
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As a result of the Factor Analysis, KMO-MSA value (,887), which tests the sample’s
suitability for factor analysis, and Bartlett’s Sphericity test significance level (p: 0,000) were
found in (suitable) ranges. According to the results of Principle Component Analysis performed
through Varimax Rotation method, 19 statements were excluded out of 47 statements
constituting the scale due to the reasons such as low factor loadings, high factor loadings in
more than one component and impairing structural integrity of the scale. It was seen that the
remaining 28 statements formed a structure consisting of 6 dimensions. Factor loadings of these
statements ranged from ,830 to ,549. The resulting 6-dimension structure explains 62,831% of
the phenomenon in total. The statistics including the variances explained by each dimension,
number of statements, eigen values are listed in Table 2. In addition to the construct validity,
Cronbach’s a Internal Consistency Coefficient was calculated as ,927 for the whole scale with
regard to the reliability of the measurement. Internal consistency coefficients of 6 dimensions
of the scale ranged from ,690 to ,890. Considering the results of validity and reliability tests, it
has been concluded that the scale is applicable as it is. The scale is a 4-point Likert-type scale
and consists of 6 dimensions including 28 statements. The first dimension of the scale includes
10 statements.

As a result of examining the statements, the first dimension consisting of then statements
was entitled as “giving importance to freedom and justice”; the remaining 5 factors were
respectively entitled as “democratic role modelling — 8 statements”, “tolerance for differences

— 3 statements”,

respecting institutional rules and regulations — 2 statements”, “encouraging
participation in democratic activities — 3 statements” and “giving importance to equality — 3
statements”. Grading of the scale is as “Very Little” (1), “Little” (2), “Extremely” (3) and “Very
Much” (4) based on the academicians’ meeting the conditions specified in the statements.
According to this grading system, the academicians are perceived as having democratic
attitudes and values at “very little” and “little” ranges of the average scores of the dimensions
while they are perceived as having democratic attitudes and values at “extremely” and “very
much” ranges. ‘n-1/n’ formula was used in the determination of the ranges of scores. The range

of scores was found as 0,75 applying the formula as 4-1/4; the ranges are as the follows;

400 - 3,25 range “very much”
324 - 2,49 range “extremely”
248 - 1,73 range “little”

1,72 - 1 range “very little”.
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The second part of the scale includes an information form that contains the variables
related to the students’ demographic characteristics such as faculty, department, gender, place
of residence between the ages 12-17 and regional culture.

Data Analysis

In this study, basic descriptive statistics were used to determine the levels of the
students’ perceptions of the academicians’ democratic values. Independent samples t test was
performed to determine whether the students’ perceptions of the academicians’ democratic
values varies in terms of faculty and gender variables; one-way variance analysis (F) was
used to determine whether their perceptions vary in terms of the place of residence between
the ages 12-17 and regional culture. The mean difference values between the groups were
analyzed using Tukey test in order to determine the source of difference. The dimensions with
significant differences between each other were listed in the tables; however, the
dimensions/findings having no significant differences between each other were not included

in the tables.

Findings
Descriptive statistics were used to determine the levels of the students’ perceptions of

the academicians’ democratic values. The results are listed in Table 3.

Table 3. Average and Standard Deviation Values related to the Academicians’ Having Democratic

Values

N* X S.D.
1-Giving Importance to Freedom and Justice (GIFJ) 247 2,45 600
2-Democratic Role-Modelling (DRMO) 246 2,01 679
3- Tolerance for Differences (TD) 246 2,54 778
4-Respecting Institutional Rules and Regulations (RIRR) 244 2,95 721
5-Encouraging Participation in Democratic Activities
(EPDA) 248 2,39 795
6- Giving Importance to Equality (GIE) 247 2,81 ,587
Total 248 2,43 ,487

(* Different N values are due to some unmarked statements by the participants)

The average level of the academicians’ having democratic values was calculated as
2,43. Accordingly, it can be said that the students’ level of perceptions of the academicians’
having democratic values was “little”. Considering the sub-dimensions, “respecting

institutional rules and regulations” (X= 2,95=extremely) and “giving importance to equality”
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(X=2,81= extremely) were perceived by the students as the highest sub-dimensions regarding
the academicians’ having democratic values. “Tolerance for differences” (X= 2,54) was found
at “extremely” level as well. The lowest perceived sub-dimension was “democratic role-
modelling” (X=2,01). “Giving importance to freedom and justice” (X= 2,45) and
“encouraging participation in democratic activities” (X= 2,39) were also found at “little”
level.

Independent samples t test was performed to determine whether the students’
perceptions of the academicians’ democratic values varies in terms of the faculty at which

they study. The results are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. T-Test Results for the Faculty Variable

Faculty N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean t p
Education 128 2,5651 ,56872 ,05027

GIF] 3,121 ,002
FEAS 119 2,3301 ,61142 ,05605
Education 127 2,1822 ,66123 ,05867

DRMO 4,232,000
FEAS 119 1,8273 ,65329 ,05989
Education 127 2,6325 ,75952 ,06740

TD 1,907 ,057
FEAS 119  2,4440 ,78961 ,07238
Education 128  3,0156 ,68429 ,06048

RIRR 1,425 153
FEAS 116  2,8836 ,75573 ,07017
Education 128 2,5391 ,76319 ,06746

EPDA 2,973 ,003
FEAS 120 2,2431 ,80204 ,07322
Education 128 2,8737 ,57039 ,05042

GIE 1,856 065
FEAS 119 2,7353 ,59952 ,05496
Education 128 2,5516 ,45657 ,04036

Total 4,130 ,000
FEAS 120 2,3036 ,48692 ,04445

The results of the analysis show that there is a significant difference in favour of Faculty
of Education students regarding “giving importance to freedom and justice” [t=3,121; p <,05],

“democratic role-modelling” [t=4,232; p < ,05] and “encouraging democratic participation”
[t=2,973; p <,05] dimensions of the scale. In terms of the total scores of the scale, a significant
difference [t=4,130; p < ,05] was also found in favour of Faculty of Education students.
Accordingly, it can be said that the Faculty of Education students perceive academicians more

democrat compared to the students of Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences.
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Independent Samples t test was performed to determine whether the students’ perceptions
of the academicians’ democratic values varies in terms of the gender variable. The results of

the analysis are listed in Table 5.

Table 5. T-Test Results for Gender Variable

Gender N X Sd t (p)

TD Male 77 2,6905 ,74128
2,235 ,027

Female 166 2,4578 ,78339

According to the table, the “tolerance for differences” dimension related to the students’
perceptions of the academicians’ democratic values was found to differ significantly by gender
variable [t=2,235; p <,05]. Accordingly, male students, compared to female students, perceive
academicians more sensitive about being tolerant to differences. There was no significant
differentiation by gender in other dimensions.

One-way variance analysis was used to determine whether the students’ perceptions of
the academicians’ democratic values vary in terms of the departments at which they study. The

results of analysis are listed in Table 6.

Table 6. One-way Analysis of Variance Results in terms of Departments

Source of Sum of df  Mean F () Difference
Variance Square Square.

GIFJ Between Groups 6,165 7 ,881 2,554 ,015 Social Studies>Finance
Within Groups 82,429 239 ,345
Total 88,594 246

DRMO Between Groups 12,215 7 1,745 4,113 ,000 Class. Teach..> Finance
Within Groups 100,970 238 424 Science Edu.> Finance
Total 113,186 245 Social Studies> Finance

GIE Between Groups 7,160 7 1,023 Science Edu.> Finance
Within Groups 77,753 239 325 3.144 003 Maths. Edu.> Finance
Total Economics> Finance

84,912 246

Management> Finance

Total Between Groups 5,406 7 072 3,491 ,001 Class. Teach.> Finance
Within Groups 53,089 240 221 Science Edu.> Finance
Total 58,495 247 Social Studies> Finance

Examining Table 6, it was found that the academicians’ democratic values perceived by
university students differed significantly in terms of the departments at which they study in
“GIFJ” [F = 2,554, p < ,05], “DMRO” [ F= 4,113, p < ,05] and “GIE” [F = 3,144, p < ,05]
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dimensions as well as in the overall scale averages [F = 3,491, p <,05]. No significant difference

was found in other dimensions.

Table 7. Averages of the Dimensions with Significant Differences in terms of Departments

GIFJ DRMO GIE Total

Classroom N 25 25 25 25

Teaching X 2,5636 2,3100 2,7467 2,5903
Std. D

,70662 ,69202 ,59535 ,54434

Science N 44 43 44 44

Education X 2,5188 2,1395 2,9129 2,5102
Std. D

,54966 ,67252 ,46100 42225

Social Std. N 34 34 34 34

Education X 2,6456 2,3103 2,8725 2,6089
Std. S

57443 ,72928 77423 ,52834

Mathematics N 25 25 25 25

Education X 2,5383 1,9533 2,9333 2,5078
Std. S

,45093 44232 ,37268 ,30357

Economics N 15 15 15 15

X 2,4812 1,7778 3,0889 2,4059

Std. S ,78333 ,68041 ,61032 ,53977

Management N 36 36 37 37

X 2,2865 1,9435 2,8739 2,3013

Std. S ,55903 ,65605 ,54064 ,47850

Finance N 39 39 39 39

X 2,1716 1,6517 2,4658 2,1708

Std. S ,67259 ,69154 ,57377 ,53040

As shown in Table 7; compared the students’ perceptions of the academicians’ democratic

values related to GIFJ dimension in terms of the students’ departments, the average of the Social

Studies Education students (X= 2,646) is significantly higher than the average of the Finance

department students (X=2,172).

As for DRMO dimension, the average scores of the students studying at the departments
of Classroom Teaching (X= 2,310), Science Education (X= 2,140) and Social Studies
Education (X= 2,310) are significantly higher than the average scores of the students studying

at Finance department (X=1,652).
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Considering GIE dimension, it is seen that the average scores of the students studying at
the departments of Science Education (X= 2,912), Mathematics Education (x: 2,933),
Economics (X= 3,098) and Management (X= 2,874) are significantly higher than the average
scores of the students studying at Finance Department (X= 2,466).

Considering the total average scores of all dimensions, he average scores of the students
studying at the departments of Classroom Teaching (X= 2,590), Science Education (X= 2,510)
and Social Studies Education (X=2,609) are significantly higher than the average scores of the
students studying at Finance department (X= 2,171). No significant difference was found in

other dimensions.

Table 8. One-way Analysis of Variance Results in terms of the Place of Residence between the ages 12-17

Source of Variance  Sumof  df Mean F (p) Difference
Square Square
GIFJ Between Groups 3,413 4 ,853 2,411 ,050 Village>District
Within Groups 84,942 240 ,354
Total 88,356 244

Examining Table 8, it is seen that the “GIFJ” dimension related to the students’
perceptions of the academicians’ democratic values differed significantly by the place of
residence in which the students spent their lives between the ages 12-17 [F=2,411; p<.05].

Table 9. Averages of the Dimensions with Significant Differences in terms of the Place of Residence between
the ages 12-17

N X Sd.
GIFJ Village 24 2,7899 ,65897
District 83 2,3831 ,58892

According to the table, it is seen that the students who lived in villages between the ages
12-17 (X=2,79), compared to those who lived in districts at the same period (X=2,38), perceive
academicians as more sensitive to the democratic values related to Freedom and Justice. No
significant differentiation was found in other dimensions.

One-way variance analysis was performed to determine whether the students’ perceptions
related to the academicians’ democratic values vary in terms of the regional culture in which

they grow up. The results of analysis are listed in Table 10.
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Table 10. One-way Analysis of Variance Results in terms of Regional Culture

Source of Sum of df Mean F (p) Difference
Variance Square Square

GIFJ Between Groups 5,812 8 726 2,080 .039 Mediterranean>
Within Groups 81,737 234 ,349 Central Anatolia
Total 87,548 242

TD Between Groups 9,663 8 1,208 2,066 ,040 Inner Aegean>
Within Groups 136,243 233 ,585 Southeast;
Total 145,906 241 East> Southeast

RIRR Between Groups g 130 8 1,141 2376 ,018  Coastal Aegean>

Within Groups 110,954 231 480 Central Anatolia

Total 120,083 239

Total Between Groups 4,012 8 ,501 2,196 ,029 Inner Aegean>
Within Groups 53,667 235 ,228 Central Anatolia
Total 57,678 243

Examining Table 10, it was found that the academicians’ democratic values perceived by
university students differed significantly in “GIFJ” [F=2,080; p<.05], “TD” [F=2,066; p<.05],
“RIRR” [F=2,376; p<.05] dimensions as well as in the total dimension [F=2,196; p<.05]
representing the sum total of all statements. There was no significant difference in other

dimensions.

Table 11. Averages of the Dimensions with Significant Differences in terms of Regional Culture

Regions GIFJ TD RIRR EPDA Total
West N 5 6 6 6 6
Blacksea X 2,4545 2,3889 2,6667 1,7778 2,2902
SS ,59265 ,68041 ,51640 ,50185 ,51246
East N 6 6 6 6 6
Blacksea X 2,5522 2,5000 3,0833 2,5556 2,5319
SS 52477 ,69121 ,66458 ,75031 ,54366
Central N 41 41 39 41 41
Anatolia X 2,1605 2,3902 2,6282 2,2642 2,2039
SS ,63396 ,78847 ,73196 ,88974 ,50485
Coastal N 57 57 57 57 57
Aegean X 2,4897 2,4912 3,1842 2,2719 2,4451
SS ,59755 ,83833 ,59486 ,74578 ,49545
Inner N 58 58 57 58 58
Aegean X 2,5230 2,7299 3,0351 2,6379 2,5625
SS ,58944 ,68244 ,68046 77745 ,45642
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Southeast N 8 7 7 8 8
Anatolia X 2,4570 1,7143 3,1429 2,2292 2,3530
SS ,48875 ,73102 ,62678 77120 ,37275
East N 23 23 23 23 23
Anatolia X 2,3261 2,7536 2,9783 2,2029 2,3412
SS ,53444 ,71927 ,84582 ,86158 ,45652
Mediterrane N 34 33 34 34 34
an X 2,6642 2,6061 2,8824 2,5000 2,5484
SS ,61392 ,84247 ,64030 ,70353 ,48001
Thrace N 11 11 11 11 11
X 2,4628 2,3485 2,7273 2,5606 2,4364
SS ,51819 ,58904 ,98396 ,88278 ,43578
Total N 243 242 240 244 244
X 2,4496 2,5406 2,9583 2,3893 2,4320
SS ,60147 ,77809 ,70883 ,79898 ,48720

According to table, the students living in the Mediterranean region (X=2,66) perceived
academicians as giving more importance to the democratic values related to Freedom and
Justice compared to those living in the Central Anatolia Region (X=2,16). The students living
in Inner Aegean region (X = 2,73) perceived academicians as giving more importance to the
democratic values related to “Tolerance” compared to those living in the South East Region (X
=1,71).

The students living in the Eastern Anatolia region (X = 2,75) perceived academicians as
giving more importance to the democratic values related to “Respect for Institutional Rules and
Regulations” compared to those living in the South East Region (X = 1,71). The students living
in the Coastal Aegean region (X=3,18) perceived academicians as giving more importance to
the democratic values related to total sum compared to those living in the Central Anatolia
region (X = 2,63). The students living in the Inner Aegean region (X = 2,56) perceived
academicians as giving more importance to the democratic values related to “Tolerance”
compared to those living in the Central Anatolia region (X = 2,20). No significant

differentiation was found in other dimensions.

Results, Conclusions and Recommendations
In this study, we analyzed the students’ perceptions of the academicians’ democratic
values and the extent to which academicians have these values in terms of various variables.

According to the results, it can be said that academicians are perceived as democrat at “low”
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level by the students. These findings are consistent with the literature (Duman and Kog: 2004;
Doganay and Sari: 2006; Kumral: 2009; Kayabasi: 2014). The academicians are expected to
have democratic values at high levels; however, research results do not support this assumption.

Having analyzed the sub-dimensions, it is seen that academicians give more importance
to the “rules and regulations” at university based on the students’ perceptions. According to
Aypay and Bektas (2010), the academicians’ behaviours —such as fulfilling certain
responsibilities abiding by the existing rules and exhibiting solid and unchanging attitudes—
transform university into “bureaucratic organizational model” as an organizational structure.
This naturally leads the university students to perceive academicians as inadequate in terms of
democratic values. This finding lends support to literature.

The students who participated in the research gave the lowest score to academicians
regarding “democratic role modelling” dimension. Accordingly, it can be said that the
academicians were unable to be a good role model for their students. The fact that academicians
are unable to be democratic role models should not be ignored in universities which is one of
the leading institutions that are supposed to have democratic values at higher levels.

The scores related to the academicians’ “giving importance to freedom and justice” were
found at “low” level. In contrast, Kiroglu, Elma, Kesten and Egiiz (2012) found that the
academicians approached tolerant towards the students’ participating in decision-making
process, freedom to choose instructor, voicing their objections and suggestions on various
issues, behaviours and clothing preferences. These results are not consistent with the findings
of this study. This may be due to the fact that the democratic values of the academicians were
evaluated based on the students’ perceptions and/or the study subjects were different.
Doganay and Sar1 (2006) tried to determine the university students’ perceptions related
to the quality of life in terms of democratic life and they reached the conclusion that the students
gave the lowest score to “communicating with academicians” dimension in their study. The
findings reached by Doganay and Sar1 indicate low perceptions at universities and their findings
are in line with the ones reached through this study. These findings indicate that the
communication between academicians and students is neglected more than other democratic
features existing at university. Similarly, the results related to giving importance to freedom
and justice dimension reached at this study overlap with the findings reached by Doganay and
Sar1. According to the researchers, the academicians’ ignorance of active participation of
students in teaching-learning process, not involving the students in the decisions to be taken at

lesson planning and implementation stage and disregarding their students may lead the
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classroom setting to move away from a democratic environment. The low communication
between academicians and students mostly in class supports this view.

Kumral (2009) found that the students are of the opinion that the academicians lack
communication, have inadequacies in the field and formation training and exhibit hard,
disrespectful and contemptuous attitudes. In another study conducted by Kayabas1 (2011), the
prospective teachers stated that the academicians behaved in accordance with democratic
principles. However, they stated that the academicians exhibited inadequate attitudes in terms
of providing opportunities to discuss in classroom and participating in decision-making process.
Duman and Kog (2004) found that the democratic attitudes and behaviours of academicians
were at “moderate” and “lower” levels based on the students’ perceptions.

Having analyzed whether the students’ perceptions of the democratic values related to
academicians varies in terms of the gender variable, the male students, compared to female
students, stated that the academicians gave more importance to freedom and justice (clothing
preferences, etc.). Doganay and Sar1 (2006) found that the university students’ perceptions
related to the quality of life in terms of democratic life varied by gender variable in
“participation in decision-making” and “classroom setting” dimensions. The female students’
perceptions related to the quality of life at university were found to be more positive compared
to male students. Saglam (2000) and Kaya et al., (2012) also reached similar conclusions
underlining significant differences in favour of female students, while Arslantas (2011) found
a difference in favour of male students. Erdem and Saritas (2006), on the other hand, found
that the perceived democratic values and attitudes did not differ by gender.

Having analyzed whether the students’ perceptions of the academicians’ democratic
values differ in terms of the faculty and department at which they study, it is seen that the
Faculty of Education students generally perceive academicians more positive compared to
FEAS students. These results are consistent with the expectations. Because, the characteristic
of being a teacher and educator contains, by its very nature, democracy and its associated
values. In addition, the fact that the academicians in the Faculty of Education have a specific
pedagogical training renders the communication between academicians and students more
positive. In terms of the departments, the students who studied at the department of finance had
lower perceptions compared to the students studying at other departments. There was no
difference between the students studying at other departments. This finding may indicate a
specific condition regarding the academicians of the related department; so, it would be wrong
to make a generalization. It was observed that there was no difference between the departments

of prospective teachers. Kaya et al. (2012) also found similar results in a study conducted with
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the participation of prospective teachers. These findings are consistent with the results reached
at this study.

In terms of the place of residence variable, the students who lived in villages between the
ages 12-17, compared to those who lived in districts at the same period, perceive academicians
more positive related to the dimension of giving importance to Freedom and Justice. Although
we have not come across any study on this subject, the life in villages is known to be more
traditional and conservative on social relationships. Thus, an individual who grew up in such a
culture might have perceived academicians and their behaviours more liberal at university,
which is relatively a freer environment.

It was also seen that the students’ perceptions of the academicians’ democratic values
differ in terms of the regional culture in which they grew up. The findings generally indicate
that the students living in the Mediterranean Region and Coastal and Inner Aegean regions,
compared to the students living in the Central Anatolia region, perceive academicians as having
more democratic attitudes and values. This finding was different from the researchers’
expectations. It is known that the lifestyle in the Mediterranean and Aegean regions, especially
in the coastal areas, is more secular while it is more conservative in inner and eastern regions
in Turkey. Therefore, the expectations about democratic values and freedoms are considered to
be higher and so the people living in these regions are expected to perceive academicians as
more inadequate. In this respect, further studies are required.

It has been seen that the students perceive the academicians as “prescriptive” and
“egalitarian”. Reaching both findings simultaneously can be interpreted as a sign that the
academicians abstain from a number of factors (administration, environment, and etc.).
However, this attitude might stem from individually or along with other factors. There is need
for further studies on this subject. However, it can be said that the democratic behaviours of
academicians are connected with the attitudes of university administration. Universities’
providing academicians with the assurance of academic freedom and becoming democratic
institutions in this sense will ease the pressure on academicians and remove one of the obstacles
that lead them to exhibit “prescriptive” attitudes. Besides, universities’ organizing activities
(e.g. seminars, conferences) to develop democratic values of academicians can increase their
sensitivity. Especially considering that the academicians are perceived inadequate for being a
role model, it is suggested that this issue should be paid a close attention. University
administration’s encouraging academicians to join social, scientific and sporting activities

together with the students can also make a contribution in this regard.
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The researchers in this area are suggested to investigate this subject with different samples
and/or methods and do studies examining the reasons why the academicians are not perceived
as democratic at desired levels.
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Ogretim Elemanlarinin Demokratik Degerlerine Yonelik Ogrenci Algilarinin

incelenmesi

Clneyt Akar*

Ozet

Bu calismanin amact tiiniversite Ogrencilerinin 6gretim elemanlarmin demokratik
degerlere ne diizeyde sahip olduklarina yonelik algilarini ve algilarinin baz1 degiskenlere gore
faklilik gosterip gostermedigini incelemektir. Arastirma betimsel bir ¢alisma olup, ¢alisma
grubu Usak Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi ve Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesinde 6grenim
goren 248 Ogrenciden olusmaktadir. Aragtirmada O0lgme araci olarak aragtirmaci tarafindan
gelistirilen “Akademisyenlerin Demokratik Degerlerine Yonelik Ogrenci Algis1 Olgegi”
kullanilmistir. Sonug olarak toplam varyansin % 62,831 ini agiklayan 6 boyutlu bir 6l¢ek elde
edilmistir. Olcegin toplam Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 ,927 bulunmustur.
Akademisyenlerin demokratik degerlere sahip olma diizeyleri ortalamasi 2,43 olarak tespit
edilmistir. Bu bulgular aklademisyenlerin demokratik degerlerinin diisiik diizeyde algilandigini
gostermektedir. Ogretim elemanlarmin en fazla deger verdikleri boyutlar “kurumsal kural ve
yasalara sayg1” ve “esitlige verilen 6nem”dir. En az 6nem verdikleri degerin ise “demokratik
rol olma” boyutu olarak algilandig1 goriilmiistiir. Ayrica bazi demografik degiskenler agisindan

istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogretim iiyeleri, Universite dgrencileri, Demokratik degerler,

Key Words: Academics, University students, Democratic values

Demokrasi Kavrami

Demokrasi kavrama siyasi literatiir ve ¢evrelerde “bireylerin kendi kendisini yonetmesi”
ya da “yOnetime katilma ve/veya séz sahibi olmas1” anlaminda yer bulmaktadir. Toplumsal
yoniiyle ise demokrasi sadece bir yonetim bi¢imi olmayip, bireylerin birbirleriyle olan
iligkilerini ve yasantilarini demokratik ilkelere gore siirdiirmesidir (Biiylikdiivenci,1990). En
genis anlami ile demokrasi; insani 6zgiirlestirerek onun bagimsiz bir birey olmasini saglarken,

bireyin kisiligini, kimligini ve toplum igerisindeki yerini, kendi 6zgiir iradesiyle belirleme

*Yrd. Dog. Dr. Usak Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi, akarcuneyt@gmail.com
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imkan1 verir. Boylece 6zgiirlesen kisi, her bakimdan daha verimli ve dengeli olurken, kendisi,
yasadig1 toplum ve diinya ile barigik bir hayat slrer (Karpat, 2010).

Demokratik Degerler ve Egitim

Bir iilke eger siyasal bir sistem olarak demokrasiyi benimsenmisse, egitim sisteminin
bir ¢iktis1 olarak vatandaslarini demokrasiyi benimseyen, yasayan ve uygulayan bireyler
olarak yetistirmeyi amaclar. Bu anlamda iilkemizde de demokratik diislince ve degerlerin
ogrencilerimize kazandirilmasi son derece 6nemlidir. Demokrasiyi benimseyen lilkelerde
demokratik degerler, toplumsal anlamda bireylerin yasantilarinda meydana gelen olaylar,
olgular ve birbirleriyle olan iliskilerinde énemli bir unsur olmaktadir. Iliskisel olarak her
bireyin birbirine bagimli oldugu toplumsal yap1 igerisinde bu degerler, hem kisisel olarak hem
de toplum i¢in gereklidir. Ancak iilkemizde egitim programlarinda son zamanlara kadar
ogrencilere yagam becerileri ve degerlerin kazandirilmasi ikinci planda kalmis, daha ziyade
bu hususlar bilgi boyutunda ele alinmistir (Yesil ve Aydin, 2007).

Gelenekselci egitimin bilgi aktarmaya dayali egitim anlayisi, ilerlemeci egitim felsefesi
ve yapilandirmaci yaklasimin benimsenmesiyle 6nemini kaybetmistir. Giiniimiiz egitim
anlayisinda yasam becerileri ve degerler 6grencilere kazandirilmasi planlanan en 6nemli
Ozelliklerdir. Yenilenen programlarimizda da bu unsurlara verilen 6nem agik¢a goériilmektedir
(MEB, 2005; Katilms , Eksi & Oztiirk, 2010; Kamber, Acun & Akar, 2011; Acun, Yiicel,
Onder, Tarman, 2013; Yigit, Tarman, 2013; Tay, Durmaz & Sanal, 2013; MEB, 2015;).
Degerler konusunun 6nemsenmesi ve benimsenmesi ise, egitimde “deger egitimi” konusunun
var olmasina neden olmustur.

Ogrencilere kazandirilmas: diisiiniilen ¢ok sayida deger bulunmaktadir. Bu degerlerin
Onem sirasina gore bir hiyerarsisinin yapilmasi dogru bulunmayabilir. Ancak kuskusuz
ulkenin temel yonetim anlayisini yansitan eden bir kavramin deger olarak kazandirilmasi
hayati 6neme sahiptir. Ozellikle her tiirlii inang ve degerin terdr drgiitleri tarafindan hoyratga
kullanildig1 giiniimiiz kosullarinda demokratik degerlerin benimsenmesinin 6nemi daha da
artmistir. Bu agidan, demokrasinin varlig1 ve stirdiiriilmesi i¢in egitim 6nemlidir (Davis,
2010). Tartisilan deger egitiminde egitimin temel amaglari, bireylerin ¢evresinde ve diinyada
meydana gelen olaylara duyarli olma, toplumsal farkindalik olusturma, durustlik ve
sorumluluk alma, baskalarin1 6nemseme, bagkalartyla bir seyleri paylasma ve toplum iginde
birlikte yasamay1 6grenme olarak ifade edilmektedir (Veugelers ve Kat, 2003; Acun, Demir,
Goz, 2010).

Demokratik degerlerin bireyler tarafindan kazanilmasi incelendiginde, yapilan

caligmalarin {i¢ faktriin Gnemine isaret etmekte oldugu goriilmektedir. Bunlardan biri
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okullardir (Ensign, 1994; Wyett, 1997; Sisman, 2006; Kovacs, 2009; Davis, 2010). Bir diger
faktor 6gretmenler (Mullins, 1997; Murphy, 2005; Colby, 2007; Kesici, 2008) ve bir digeri
ise ebeveynlerdir (Biiyiikkaragoz, 1992; Kaldirim, 2005; Ustiin ve Yilmaz, 2008; Sar1 ve
Sadik, 2011). Okullarin, 6gretmenlerin ve ebeveynlerin bu siire¢teki 6nemi goz oniine
alindiginda demokratik degerlerin ancak bu degerlere inanan yetigkinler araciligiyla
kazandirabilecegini séylemek yanlis olmaz. Universiteler de bu siirecin dnemli bir pargasidir.
Nitekim Korkut (1993) demokrasi kiiltiiriiniin ve degerlerin yasatilmasi ve gelistirilmesi
bakimindan toplumun 6nciisu olmasi beklenen Universitelerin 6nemli bir yer tuttugunu ifade
etmektedir.

Demokratik Degerlerin Kazamminda Universiteler

Gilinlimiiz toplumunda demokrasi ve ilkelerini tagiyacak 6nemli egitim kurumlarindan
olan tiniversiteler, bireylerin kendilerini tanimalarini ve onlarin mesleki ve toplumsal hayata
bilingli vatandaslar olarak hazirlanmalarin1 gorev edinmektedir. Chomsky (2007) bu hususta
tiniversitenin 6zgiir bir topluma yapabilecegi en 6nemli katkiy1, serbest fikir alis verisi,
elestirel analiz, deneycilik, ¢esitli fikir ve degerlerin kesfedilmesi, toplumsal eylem veya
bilimsel ilerlemenin sonuglarinin arastirilmasi olarak gérmektedir. Bu agidan {iniversite hem
Ogretim lyelerinin hem de 6grencilerin demokratik ilke ve degerlerini yagamlari ile
biitiinlestirdigi bir yasam alani olarak goriiliir. Nitekim yapilan pek cok ¢aligmada
demokratik anlayisin gelismesi i¢in iiniversite 6grencilerinin demokratik degerleri
i¢sellestirmelerinin gerekli oldugu ortaya konulmustur (Kili¢, Ercoskun ve Nalgaci, 2004;
Karahan, Sardogan, Ozkamali ve Dicle, 2006; Akin ve Ozdemir, 2009; Sénmez-Ektem ve
Siinbiil, 2011; Yazici, 2011; Geng ve Esen, 2012; Gomleksiz ve Cetintas, 2012).

Universitelerin kurumsal imkanlarmin yani sira dgretim elemanlarinin demokratik
tutumlar1 bu hususta 6nemli bir durum tegskil etmektedir. Sar1 ve Sadik (2011), yaptiklar1 bir
arastirmada tiniversite 6grencilerinin demokratik degerlere yaklagimlarinda, birgok etkenin
yaninda, 6gretim elemanlarinin tutum ve davraniglarin da etkili oldugunu bulmuslardir.
Ogrencilere demokratik degerlerin kazandirilabilmesi igin 6gretim elemanlarinin 6grencilerle
iletisiminin buna uygun olmasi gerekir. Ogretim elemanlar1 6grencilerine; hosgorii, giiven,
isbirligi, sorumluluk, bagimsizlik, insan onuruna saygi, arkadaslik, esitlik, diiriistliik, adalet,
cesitlilik, gizlilik ve ¢cevreye saygi, katilim, 6zgiirliikk ve 6zerklik, mutluluga ulagma, yasama
saygt, adil olma, yenilige a¢ik olma, bagkalarina ve kendine saygi, yardimlasma, 6z giiven,
ayrimciliga karst olma gibi konularda uygun ortamlari saglamalidir. Literatiirde yer alan pek

¢ok ¢alisma da bu diistinceyi destekler niteliktedir (Solomon ve Kendall, 1975; Zenzirci,
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2003; Doganay ve Sar1, 2004; Kincal ve Isik, 2005; Hébert ve Wilkinson, 2006; Jacobowitz
ve Sudol, 2010; Cankaya, 2012; Kiroglu, Elma, Kesten ve Egliz, 2012).

Bu bulgulardan hareketle bir yap1 olarak iiniversite ve paydaglarinin davraniglarinin
sosyal bir rol model olarak bireyin tutum ve davranisini etkiledigi soylenebilir. Bu agidan
ogretim elemanlarinin 6grencilerinin géziinde ne kadar demokratik oldugunun belirlenmesi
onemlidir. Temel demokratik degerler, demokratik toplumlarin ve demokratik egitimin temel
olgiitleridir. Diinyadaki demokratik iilkelerde oldugu gibi Tiirkiye'de
demokratik toplumun gelismesi i¢in okullarda zaman zaman bu demokratik degerlerin 6l¢timii
zaruri olabilir (Uygun ve Engin, 2014).

Boyle bir ¢aligma ile hem 6gretim elemanlarina doniit verilmesi hem de bu alanda
caligma yapmak isteyen arastirmacilar i¢in katki saglanmasi beklenmektedir.

Bu baglamda arastirmanin temel amaci, 6gretim liyelerinin demokratik degerlerinin
tiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan nasil algilandigini belirlemektir. Bu amagla asagidaki
sorulara cevap aranmistir:

3. Ogretim iiyelerinin iiniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerleri

hangi dizeydedir?

4. Ogretim iiyelerinin iiniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerleri;

a) Ogrenim goriilen fakiilte b) Cinsiyet, ¢) Ogrenim goriilen boliim, d) 12-17
yaslar1 arasinda yasamlarini gegirdigi yerlesim yeri, e) Yasadiklar1 bolge kiiltiiri

degiskenlerine gore farklilasmakta midir?

Yontem

Bu calisma betimsel alan arastirmasidir. Betimsel yontem var olan bir durumu oldugu
gibi ortaya koymay1 amaglayan arastirmalar s6z konusu oldugunda kullanilmaktadir
(Karasar,1984: 83).

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, 2011-2012 egitim dgretim yilinda Usak Universitesinde
bulunan Egitim Fakiiltesi ve Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi olmak iizere iki fakiiltede
ogrenim gormekte olan ikinci, li¢iincii ve dordiincili sinif iiniversite 6grencileri
olusturmaktadir. Calisma grubu bu iki fakiilteden Sinif Ogretmenligi, Fen Bilgisi
Ogretmenligi, Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenligi, Matematik Ogretmenligi, Iktisat, Isletme, Maliye
ve Muhasebe olmak iizere toplam 8 farkli boliimde 6grenim goren goniilliiliik esasina dayali

olmak tizere 248. katilimcidan olusmaktadir. Katilimcilara iligkin demografik 6zellikleri
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yansitan betimsel veriler, Tablo 1’de sunulmustur. Demografik degiskenlerden bazilar

isaretlenmedigi i¢in baz1 degiskenlerde katilimci sayilar1 farklilagabilmektedir.
Tablo 1. Calisma Grubu

Cinsiyet Erkek Kadmn Toplam
N 81 167 248
% 32,7 67,3 100
Fakilte Egitim  [iBF
N 128 120 248
% 51,6 49,4 100
Bolum Sinif Fen Sos. Bil. Mat. Ekono  Isletme Maliye Muha

Ogrt. Bil.O.  Ogrt. Ogrt. mi sebe
N 25 44 34 25 15 37 39 29 248
% 10,1 17,7 13,7 10,1 6 14,9 15,7 11,7 100
Sif 2. Smuf 3. Smif 4.Simf
N 87 63 98 248
% 351 25,4 39,5 100
12-17 yas Koy Kasaba Ilge Sehir Buyuk
yerlesim sehir
yeri
N 24 7 83 65 69 248
% 9,7 2,8 33,5 26,2 27,8 100
Bolge Bati Dogu Igc Ana.  Kiyrege I¢ Guney Dogu Ak Trak
kaltara K.dz K.dz ege Dogu deniz  Ya
N 8 8 41 57 58 8 23 34 11 248
% 3,2 3,2 16,5 23 23,4 3,2 9,3 13,7 44 100

Veri toplama Araclar
Bu calismada arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen “Ogretim Elemanlari Demokratik

Degerlerine Iliskin Ogrenci Algis1 Olgegi” kullanilmustir. Olgegin demokratik degerlerle ilgili
temalarini olustururken UNESCO (1998), Kesici (2008) ve Doganay ve Sar1 (2004)

tarafindan belirlenen temalar g6z oniine alinmistir. Bu temalar dogrultusunda 47 6l¢ek

maddesi yazilmistir. Olgegin maddelerinin bu temalarla uygunlugunun degerlendirilmesinde

egitim bilimlerinde uzman 2 akademisyenin goriisiine bagvurulmustur. Ayrica goriiniis

gecerliligi, anlagilabilirlik ve kullanishlik agilarindan 6lgegin degerlendirilmesi amaciyla bir

dil uzmanina bagvurulmustur. Bu haliyle hazirlanan 6lgegin uygulanmasindan elde edilen
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veriler bilgisayar ortamina aktarilmis ve 6lgegin yapi1 gegerliliginin test edilmesi amaciyla bu

veriler Temel Bilesenler Analizine tabi tutulmustur. Sonuglar Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Ogretim Uyelerinin Algilanan Demokratik Degerleri Olgegi

Faktor Analizi ve Giivenilirlik Analizi Sonuglart

Maddeler Boyutlar
1 2 3 4 5 6
S31 ,756
S30 ,718
S32 714
S29 ,694
S28 ,638
S25 ,611
S19 ,606
S35 ,593
S26 ,590
S34 491
S22 417
S40 ,798
S43 ,767
S41 ,765
S42 722
S44 ,682
S46 ,611
S10 ,835
S11 ,823
S12 ,648
S14 ,830
S13 ,766
S17 ,786
S16 723
S15 ,574
S2 792
S1 787
S3 ,549
Madde Sayisi 11 6 3 2 3 3
Agiklanan 18375 14,480 8,100 7,840 7,494 6532
Varyans (%)
Eigen Degeri 9,802 2,260 1,718 1,428 1,260 1,125
%‘;::;CS?“ 890 878 748 829 738 690
Déondiirme Yéntemi: Varimax (Kaiser Normalizasyonlu), Iterasyon
Sayisi: 6

KMO-MSA.: ,887, Bartlett’s TS,: ,000
Agciklanan Toplam Varyans: %62,831, Toplam Cronbach a Degeri: ,927
(N:28)

Yapilan Faktor analizi sonucunda dl¢limiin yapildigi 6rneklemin faktor analizine
uygunlugunu test eden KMO-MSA degerinin (,887) ve Barttlett Kiiresellik Testi anlamlilik

diizeyinin (p: 0,000) uygun aralikta oldugu goriilmiistiir. Varimax Dik Dondiirme yontemi ile
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yapilan Temel Bilesenler analizi sonuglarina gére 47 maddeden olusan 6lgegin 19 maddesi
faktor yiiklerinin diisiik olmasi, birden fazla bilesende yiiksek faktor yiiklerine sahip olmasi ve
Olcegin yap1 biitiinliiglinii bozmas1 gibi sebeplerle disarida birakilmistir. Geriye kalan 28
maddenin 6 boyuttan olusan bir yap1 olusturdugu tespit edilmistir. Elde kalan maddelerin
faktor yikleri 0,830 ila 0,549 arasinda degismektedir. Elde edilen 6 boyutlu yapi, 6l¢iilmeye
caligilan fenomenin toplamda % 62,83 1’ini agiklamaktadir. Boyutlarin tek baslarina
acikladiklar1 varyanslar, madde sayilari, eigen degerleri gibi istatistikler Tablo 2’de yer
almaktadir. Yap1 gecerliliginin yani sira, dl¢iimiin giivenirligi ile ilgili olarak Cronbach a I¢
Tutarlilik Katsayis1 6l¢egin biitiinii i¢in ,927 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olgekte yer alan 6
boyutun i¢ tutarlilik katsayilari ise ,890 ila ,690 arasinda degismektedir. Yapilan gegerlilik ve
giivenilirlik testleri sonuglarina bakilarak 6l¢egin bu haliyle kullanilabilir oldugu sonucuna
ulasiimustir.

Olgek, 4°lii likert tipinde olup 28 madde ve 6 boyuttan olusmustur. Olgegin 1.
boyutunda 10 madde yer almistir. Maddelerin incelenmesi sonucunda 10 maddeli 1. boyuta
“Ozgurlik ve adalete 6nem verme” , 8 maddeli 2. boyuta “demokratik rol model olma”, 3
maddeli 3. boyuta “farkliliklara kars1 hosgorii”, 2 maddeli 4. boyuta “kurumsal kural ve
yasalara saygi gosterme”, 3 maddeli 5. boyuta “demokratik faaliyetlere katilim1 tesvik”, 3
maddeli 6. boyuta ise “esitlige 6nem verme” isimleri verilmistir. Olgegin derecelendirilmesi
ise 6gretim elemanlarinin belirtilen maddeleri karsilama durumlarina gore “Cok Az” (1),
“Az” (2), “Oldukga (3), ve “Cok fazla” (4) seklindedir. Bu degerlendirme sistemine gére
boyutlarin ortalama puanlarinda “Cok Az” ve “Az” puan araliklarinda 6grencilerin 6gretim
elamanlarinin daha az demokratik tutum ve degere sahip olduklar seklinde algilanirken,
“oldukca” ve “gok fazla” puan araliklarinda ise daha demokratik tutum ve deger sahip
olduklar1 goriiliir. Puan araliklarinin belirlenmesinde n-1/n formiilii kullanilmistir. Buna gore

puan araliklar1 4-1/4’den 0,75 bulunmus ve araliklar asagidaki gibi hesaplanmis;

4,00 - 3,25 araligi “cok fazla”

3,24 - 2,49 aralig “oldukc¢a”

248 - 1,73 aralig “az”

1,72 - 1 aralig “cok az” olarak yorumlanmistir

Olgegin ikinci béliimiinde iiniversite dgrencilerinin kisisel 6zelliklerine iliskin 6grenim
gorilen fakdlte, cinsiyet, bolim, 12-17 yaslari arasinda gegirdigi yerlesim yeri, bolge kiiltiiri

degiskenlerinin yer aldig1 bilgi formu yer almaktadir.
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Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmada 6gretim iiyelerinin tiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik
degerlerinin diizeylerini belirlemek icin temel betimsel istatistikler yapilmistir. Ogretim
iiyelerinin liniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin 6grencilerin
ogrenim goriilen fakiilte ve cinsiyetleri agisindan farklilasip farklilasmadigini belirlemek icin
bagimsiz gruplar i¢in t testi; 6grencilerin 12-17 yaslar1 arasinda yagamlarini gecirdigi yerlesim
yeri, yasadig1 bolge kiiltiirli acisindan farklilagip farklilasmadigini tespit etmek igin ise tek
yonlu varyans analizi (F) yapilmistir. Farkin hangi kaynaktan oldugunu tespit etmek igin ise
Tukey testi ile gruplar arasi ortalama fark degerleri incelenmistir. Tablolagtirmalarda
aralarinda anlaml fark bulunan boyutlara yer verilmis, anlamli fark bulunmayan bulgular
tabloya dahil edilmemistir.

Bulgular

Ogretim iiyelerinin 6grenciler tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin diizeylerini
belirlemek amaciyla betimsel istatistikler yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 3’te

sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Ogretim Uyelerinin Demokratik Degerlere Sahip Olma Diizeylerine iliskin Ortalama ve
Standart Sapma Degerleri

N X S.S.
1-Ozgurliik ve Adalete Onem Verme (OAOV) 247 245 600
2-Demokratik Rol Model Olma (DRMO) 246 2,01 679
3- Farkliliklara Kars1 Hosgorii (FKH) 246 2,54 778
4-Kurumsal Kural ve Yasalara Saygi (KKYS) 244 2,95 721
5-Demokratik Faaliyetlere Katilimi Tegvik (DFKT) 248 2,39 , 795
6- Esitlige Onem Verme (EOV) 247 2,81 587
Toplam 248 2,43 ,487

(N’ deki farkli degerler katilimcilarin bazi maddeleri isaretlememesinden kaynaklanmaktadir)

Ogretim iiyelerinin demokratik degerlere sahip olma diizeyleri ortalama 2,43 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Buna gore dgrencilerin 6gretim tiyelerini “az” diizeyinde demokratik
degerlere sahip olarak algiladiklar1 sdylenebilir. Alt boyutlar incelendiginde, 6gretim
Uyelerinin demokratik degerlerinin en yiiksek algilandig1 oldugu alt boyutlar “kurumsal kural
ve yasalara saygi” (X=2,95=oldukca) ve “esitlige dnem verme” (X=2,81=0lduk¢a)’dir. Yine
“farkliliklara kars1 hosgori” (X= 2,54) “olduk¢a” diizeyinde bulunmustur. En diisiik algilanan
boyut “demokratik rol model olma”dir (X= 2,01). “Ozgiirlik ve adalete 6nem verme”
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(X=2,45) ve “demokratik faaliyetlere katilim1 tesvik” (X=2,39) boyutlarinin da “az”
diizeyinde bulundugu goriilmektedir.

Ogretim iiyelerinin {iniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin
Ogrenim goriilen fakiilte agisindan farklilagip farklilagsmadigini tespit etmek amaciyla

bagimsiz gruplar t testi yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonuglari, Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Ogrenim Gériilen Agisindan Bagimsiz Gruplar t- Testi Sonuglari

Fakilte N Ortalama Std. Sapma Std. Hata Ortalamasi T p

L Egitim 128 2,5651 ,56872 ,05027

OAOV B 3,121 .002
[IBF 119 2,3301 ,61142 ,05605
Egitim 127 2,1822 ,66123 ,05867

DRMO N 4,232 .000
[IBF 119 1,8273 ,65329 ,05989
Egitim 127 2,6325 ,75952 ,06740

FKH N 1,907 .057
I[IBF 119 2,4440 ,78961 ,07238
Egitim 128 3,0156 ,68429 ,06048

KKYS y 1,425 153
[IBF 116 2,8836 ,75573 ,07017
Egitim 128 2,5391 ,76319 ,06746

DFKT N 2,973 .003
I[IBF 120 2,2431 ,80204 ,07322

) Egitim 128 2,8737 ,57039 ,05042

EOV N 1,856 .065
[IBF 119 2,7353 ,59952 ,05496
Egitim 128 2,5516 ,45657 ,04036

Toplam B 4,130 .000
I[IBF 120 2,3036 ,48692 ,04445

Yapilan analiz sonucunda 6l¢egin “6zgiirlikk ve adalete dnem verme” [t=3,121; p <,05],

“demokratik rol model olma” [t=4,232; p <,05] ve “demokratik katilimi tesvik” [t=2,973; p <
,05] boyutlarinda Egitim Fakiiltesi 6grencileri lehine anlamli bir fark oldugu gortilmektedir.
Olgegin toplamina ait puanlar agisindan da [t=4,130; p <,05] Egitim fakiiltesi 6grencileri
lehine anlamli fark bulunmustur. Buna gére Egitim Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin genel olarak
Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi 6grencilerine gore dgretim elemanlarin1 daha demokrat
olarak algiladiklar1 sdylenebilir.

Ogretim iiyelerinin {iniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin
cinsiyet agisindan farklilagip farklilasmadigini tespit etmek amaciyla bagimsiz gruplar t testi

yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonuglari, Tablo 5’ te sunulmustur.

126



Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2016: 7(1), 96-139

Tablo 5. Cinsiyet A¢isindan Bagimsiz Gruplar t- Testi Sonuglari

Cinsiyet N X Sd t (p)
FKH Erkek 77 2,6905 ,74128
2,235 ,027
Kadin 166 2,4578 ,78339

Tablo 5 incelendiginde 6gretim iiyelerinin tiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan
demokratik degerlerine iliskin “farkliliklara karsi hosgorii” boyutunun 6grencilerin cinsiyetine
gore anlamli bir sekilde farklilagtigi saptanmistir [t=2,235; p <,05]. Buna gore erkek
ogrenciler kiz 6grencilere gore 6gretim tiyelerini farkliliklara karst hoggorii konusunda daha
duyarl olarak algilamaktadirlar. Diger boyutlarda ise cinsiyete gore anlamli bir farklilagmanin
olmadig tespit edilmistir.

Ogretim iiyelerinin iiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin
ogrencilerin 6grenim gordiikleri boliim agisindan bir farklilagsma olup olmadigini belirlemek
amaciyla tek yonlii varyans analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonuglari, Tablo 6°’da

sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Ogrenim Gordiikleri Boliim Agisindan Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi Sonuglari

Varyansin Kaynagi KT. Sd K.O. F (p Fark
OAOV Gruplararasi 6,165 7 ,881 2554 ,015 Sosyal Bilgiler>Maliye
Gruplar ici 82,429 239 345
Toplam 88,594 246
DRMO Gruplararasi 12,215 7 1,745 4,113 ,000 Sinif Ogr.>Maliye
Gruplar ici 100,970 238 424 Fen Bil. Ogr.>Maliye
Toplam 113,186 245 Sosyal Bilgiler>Maliye
EOV Gruplararasi 7,160 7 1,023 Fen Bil. Ogr.>Maliye
B 3,144 003 .
Gruplar ici 77,753 239 325 Matematik Ogr.>Maliye
Toplam Iktisat>Maliye
84,912 246 .
Isletme>Maliye
Toplam  Gruplararasi 5,406 7 772 3,491 ,001 Sinif Ogr.>Maliye
Gruplar ici 53,089 240 221 Fen Bil. Ogr.>Maliye
Toplam 58,495 247 Sosyal Bilgiler>Maliye

Tablo 6 incelendiginde, 6gretim iiyelerinin tiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan
demokratik degerlerinin “OAOV” [F = 2,554, p <,05], “DMRO” [ F= 4,113, p <,05], “EOV”
[F = 3,144, p <,05] boyutlarinda ve 6lgegin geneline ait ortalamalarda [F = 3,491, p <,05]
ogrencilerin 6grenim gordiikleri boliime gore anlamli bir sekilde farklilastigi saptanmustir.

Diger boyutlarda anlamli bir farklilasmanin olmadigi tespit edilmistir.

127



Ciineyt AKAR

Tablo 7. Ogrenim Gériilen Boliimlere Gore Anlamli Fark Bulunan Boyutlarin Ortalamalar

OAOV DRMO EVO Toplam

Sinif Ogr. N 25 25 25 25

X 2,5636 2,3100 2,7467 2,5903

Std. S ,70662 ,69202 ,59535 ,54434

FenBil. Ogr N 44 43 44 44

X 2,5188 2,1395 2,9129 2,5102

Std. S ,54966 ,67252 ,46100 42225

Sosy.Bil. N 34 34 34 34

Ogr. X 2,6456 2,3103 2,8725 2,6089
Std. S

,57443 ,12928 , 17423 ,52834

Mat. Ogr. N 25 25 25 25

X 2,5383 1,9533 2,9333 2,5078

Std. S ,45093 44232 ,37268 ,30357

Iktisat N 15 15 15 15

X 2,4812 1,7778 3,0889 2,4059

Std. S ,78333 ,68041 ,61032 ,53977

Isletme N 36 36 37 37

X 2,2865 1,9435 2,8739 2,3013

Std. S ,55903 ,65605 ,54064 ,47850

Maliye N 39 39 39 39

X 2,1716 1,6517 2,4658 2,1708

Std. S ,67259 ,69154 57377 ,53040

Tablo 7’de de goriildiigii gibi; OAOV boyutunda 6gretim iiyelerinin algilanan
demokratik degerleri onemseme diizeyleri boliimlere gore karsilastirildiginda, Sosyal Bilgiler
ortalamaya (X= 2,172 )gore anlamli sekilde daha yiiksektir.

DRMO boyutunda ise Sinif Ogretmenligi(x: 2,310), Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi (X=
2,140) ve Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenligi (x: 2,310 ) grencilerine ait ortalama puanlar, Maliye
Boliimii Ogrencilerine (X= 1,652 ) gore anlaml1 bir sekilde daha yiiksektir.

EOV boyutuna bakildiginda Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi(X= 2,912 ) , Matematik
Ogretmenligi(X= 2,933 ), iktisat (X= 3,098 ) ve Isletme (X= 2,874 ) boliimii 6grencilerine ait
ortalama puanlar, Maliye Boliimii Ogrencilerine (X= 2,466 ) gore anlaml1 bir sekilde daha

yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Biitiin boyutlarin birlikte ele alindig1 toplam ortalama puanlarda ise Simif
Ogretmenligi(X= 2,590), Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi(X= 2,510 ) ve Sosyal Bilgiler
Ogretmenligi(X= 2,609 ) dgrencilerine ait ortalama puanlar, Maliye Béliimii Ogrencilerine
(X=2,171) gore anlamli bir sekilde daha yiiksektir. Diger boyutlarda anlamli bir

farklilasmanin olmadig1 tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 8. 12-17 Yaslar1 Arasinda Yasamlarin1 Gegirdikleri Yerlesim Yeri Agisindan Tek Y&nli Varyans Analizi

Sonuglari
Varyansin K.T. Sd KO. F (p) Fark
Kaynagi
OALV Gruplararasi 3,413 4 853 2,411 ,050 Koy>ilge
Gruplar ici 84,942 240 ,354
Toplam 88,356 244

Tablo 8 incelendiginde, 6gretim iiyelerinin tiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan
demokratik degerlerine iliskin “OAQOV” boyutunun, dgrencilerin 12-17 yaslar1 arasinda
yasamlarii gec¢irdigi yerlesim yerine gore anlamli bir sekilde farklilastigr saptanmistir
[F=2,411; p<.05].

Tablo 9.Cocuklugun Gegirildigi Yerlesim Birimlerine Gore Anlamli Fark Bulunan Boyutlarin Ortalamalari

N X Sd
OAOV Koy 24 2,7899 ,65897
fige 83 2,3831 ,58892

Buna gore, 12-17 yaslarin1 kdyde geciren 6grencilerin (X=2,79), ilgede gegiren
ogrencilere (X=2,38) oranla 6gretim iiyelerini, Ozgiirliikk ve Adalet degerlerine daha duyarli
bulduklar1 saptanmistir. Diger boyutlarda anlamli bir farklilasmanin olmadig tespit edilmistir.

Ogretim iiyelerinin iiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin
yasadiklar1 bolge kiiltiirii agisindan bir farklilagma olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla Tek

Yonlii Varyans Analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 10’da sunulmustur.
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Tablo 10. Bolge Kiiltiirii Agisindan Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi Sonuglari

Varyansin K.T. Sd KO. F (p) Fark
Kaynagi

O0AOV Gruplararasi 5,812 8 726 2,080 .039 Akdeniz> I¢
Gruplar ici 81,737 234 ,349 Anadolu
Toplam 87,548 242

FKH Gruplararasi 9,663 8 1,208 2,066 ,040 I¢ Ege> Giiney
Gruplar ici 136,243 233 ,585 Dogu;
Toplam 145.006 241 Dogu> Giliney

Dogu

KKYS Gruplararasi 9,130 8 1,141 2,376 018 Kiy1 Ege> I¢
Gruplar igi 110,954 231 /480 Anadolu
Toplam 120,083 239

Toplam Gruplararasi 4,012 8 ,501 2,196 ,029  ig Ege> ig¢ Anadolu
Gruplar ici 53,667 235 ,228
Toplam 57,678 243

Tablo 10 incelendiginde, 6gretim iiyelerinin tiniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan
demokratik degerleri “OAOV” [F=2,080; p<.05], “FKH” [F=2,066; p<.05], “KKYS”
[F=2,376; p<.05] boyutlarinda ve tiim maddelerin genel toplamini ifade eden toplam boyutta
[F=2,196; p<.05] &grencilerin yasadiklar1 bolge kiiltiirline gére anlamli bir sekilde farklilastig

saptanmigtir. Diger boyutlarda anlamli bir farklilagsmanin olmadig tespit edilmistir.
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Tablo 11. Bolge Kiiltiiriine Gére Anlamli Fark Tespit Edilen Boyutlarin Ortalamalari

Bolgeler OAOV FKH KKYS DFKT Toplam
Bati N 5 6 6 6 6
Karadeniz X 2,4545 2,3889 2,6667 1,7778 2,2902
SS ,59265 ,68041 ,51640 ,50185 ,51246
Dogu N 6 6 6 6 6
Karadeniz X 2,5522 2,5000 3,0833 2,5556 2,5319
SS 52477 ,69121 ,66458 ,75031 ,54366
I¢ Anadolu N 41 41 39 41 41
X 2,1605 2,3902 2,6282 2,2642 2,2039
SS ,63396 ,78847 ,73196 ,88974 ,50485
Kiy1 Ege N 57 57 57 57 57
X 2,4897 2,4912 3,1842 2,2719 2,4451
SS ,59755 ,83833 ,59486 ,74578 ,49545
Ic Ege N 58 58 57 58 58
X 2,5230 2,7299 3,0351 2,6379 2,5625
SS ,58944 ,68244 ,68046 77745 ,45642
Giineydogu N 8 7 7 8 8
Anadolu X 2,4570 1,7143 3,1429 2,2292 2,3530
SS ,48875 ,73102 ,62678 ,77120 ,37275
Dogu N 23 23 23 23 23
Anadolu X 2,3261 2,7536 2,9783 2,2029 2,3412
SS ,53444 ,71927 ,84582 ,86158 ,45652
Akdeniz N 34 33 34 34 34
X 2,6642 2,6061 2,8824 2,5000 2,5484
SS ,61392 ,84247 ,64030 ,70353 ,48001
Trakya N 11 11 11 11 11
X 2,4628 2,3485 2,7273 2,5606 2,4364
SS ,51819 ,58904 ,98396 ,88278 43578
Toplam N 243 242 240 244 244
X 2,4496 2,5406 2,9583 2,3893 2,4320
SS ,60147 ,77809 ,70883 ,79898 48720

Buna gore, Akdeniz Bélgesinde yasayan dgrenciler (X=2,66), i¢ Anadolu Bélgesinde
yasayanlara (X=2,16) oranla dgretim iiyelerini Ozgiirliik ve Adalet ile ilgili demokratik
degerlere daha fazla 6nem verdikleri seklinde algilamaktadirlar. ¢ Ege bolgesinde yasayan
ogrenciler (X = 2,73), Gliney Dogu Boélgesinde yasayanlara (X = 1,71) oranla 6gretim
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iiyelerini, “Hosgorii” ile ilgili demokratik degerlere daha fazla 6nem verdikleri seklinde
algilamaktadirlar.

Dogu Anadolu bélgesinde yasayan dgrenciler (X = 2,75), Gliney Dogu Bolgesinde
yasayanlara (X = 1,71) oranla 6gretim iiyelerini, “Kurumsal Kural ve Yasalara Sayg1” ile ilgili
demokratik degerlere daha fazla 6nem verdikleri seklinde algilamaktadirlar. Kiy1 Ege
bolgesinde yasayan dgrenciler (X=3,18), i¢ Anadolu Bélgesinde yasayanlara (X = 2,63)
oranla dgretim iiyelerini, toplam puanlara demokratik degerlere daha fazla 6nem verdikleri
seklinde algilamaktadirlar. I¢ Ege bolgesinde yasayan dgrenciler (X = 2,56), I¢ Anadolu
Bolgesinde yasayanlara (X = 2,20) oranla 6gretim tiyelerini, “Hosgdrii” ile ilgili demokratik
degerlere daha fazla 6nem verdikleri seklinde algilamaktadirlar. Diger boyutlarda anlamli bir
farklilagmanin olmadig1 tespit edilmistir.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Arastirmada 6gretim {liyelerinin tiniversite 6grencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik
degerleri ve bu degerlere sahip oma diizeyleri muhtelif degiskenler agisindan incelenmistir.
Sonuglara gore 0gretim elemanlarinin 6grenciler tarafindan “az” diizeyinde demokrat olarak
algilandiklar1 sdylenebilir. Bu bulgular literatiirle de uyumludur (Duman ve Kog: 2004;
Doganay ve Sar1: 2006; Kumral: 2009; Kayabasi: 2014). Ogretim elemanlarinin demokratik
degerlere yiiksek diizeyde sahip olmasi beklenir. Ancak arastirma sonuglart bunu
desteklememektedir.

Alt boyutlar incelendiginde 6grencilere gore 6gretim tiyeleri en fazla Universitedeki
"kural ve yasalara™ 6nem vermektedirler. Aypay ve Bektas’a gore (2010) 6gretim iiyelerinin
orgiitsel davranis geregi mevcut kurallarla belli sorumluluklart yerine getirme, kat1 ve
degismez tutum sergileme gibi davraniglar1 bir 6rgiit yapis1 olarak tiniversiteyi “biirokratik
orgiitsel model”e doniistiirmektedir. Bu da dogal olarak, 6grencilerin 6gretim Uyelerini
demokratik anlamda yetersiz olarak algilamalarina yol agmaktadir. Arastirmanin bu bulgusu
literatlrui destekler niteliktedir.

Ogrenciler 6gretim elemanlarma en diisiik puan1 "demokratik rol model olma”
boyutunda vermislerdir. Buna gére 6gretim elemanlarinin 6grencilerine iyi birer model
olusturamadiklari sdylenebilir. Demokratik degerlerin Ust diizeyde olmasi gereken kurumlarin
basinda gelen tliniversitelerde 6gretim elemanlarinin demokratik rol model olamiyor olmasi
6nemsenmesi gereken bir konudur.

Ozgiirliik ve adalete dnem verme konusunda 6gretim iiyeleri “az” seviyede
degerlendirilmistir. Buna karsilik Kiroglu, Elma, Kesten ve Egiiz (2012) arastirmalarinda

Ogretim elemanlarinin 6grencilerin karar alma siirecine katilmalarina, dersi alacaklar1 6gretim
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elemanin1 segme 6zgiirliigiine, ¢esitli konularla ilgili itiraz ve Onerilerini dile getirmelerine,
kilik, kiyafet farkliliklarina ve 6grenci davraniglarina karsi hosgoriilii yaklagtiklar: sonucuna
ulagmislardir. Bu sonuglar ¢caligsma bulgulari ile 6rtlismemektedir. Bu durum 6gretim
elemanlarinin demokratik degerlerinin 6grenci algilarina gére degerlendirilmesinden ve/veya
deneklerin farkli olusundan kaynaklanmis olabilir.

Doganay ve Sar1 (2006) nin ¢aligmalarinda tiniversite 6grencilerinin demokratik yagam
cergevesinde yasam kalitesine iligkin algilarini belirlemeye ¢calismislardir. Caligmalarinda
ogrencilerin en diisiik puani "6gretim elemanlart ile iletisim™ boyutuna verdikleri sonucuna
ulagmiglardir. Doganay ve Sari’nin bulgulari tiniversite diisiik algiy1r gostermektedir. Bu
durum g¢aligsmanin bulgulari ile paralellik gostermektedir. Bu bulgular iiniversitede 6gretim
elemani-6grenci arasinda iletisimin, iiniversitede var olan diger demokratik 6zelliklere gore
daha fazla ihmal edildigini gostermektedir. Benzer sekilde mevcut ¢alismanin 6zgiirliik ve
adalete dnem verme boyutu ile ilgili sonuglari, Doganay ve Sar1’nin bulgularin1 destekler
niteliktedir. Onlara gore 6gretim elemanlarinin 6grenme—6gretme siirecinde 6grencilerin aktif
katilimina 6nem vermemeleri, dersin planlama ve uygulama agamasinda alinacak kararlara
ogrencileri katmamalari, 6grencilere deger vermemeleri sinif ortaminin demokratik bir
ortamdan uzaklagmasina neden olabilir. Genellikle siif i¢cinde olusan, 6gretim elemant
ogrenci iletisimi boyutunun da diisiik olmasi bu goriisii desteklemektedir. Kumral (2009)
yaptig1 ¢alismada 6grencilerin 6gretim elemanlarini iletisim yetersizligi, alanda ve
formasyonda zayiflik, kat1 tutum, saygisiz ve kiiglimseyici tavirlar gosterdikleri yoniinde
goriis belirttiklerini bulmustur.Ogretmen adaylar1 ile yapilan baska bir ¢alismada Kayabas1
(2011) 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretim tiyelerinin demokrasi ilkelerine uygun davrandiklarini
ifade ettikleri sonucuna ulagmistir. Ancak dgretmen adaylar1 6gretim tiyelerinin sinif
icerisinde tartisma imkan1 saglama ve karara baglama bakimindan yetersiz tutuma sahip
oldugu sonucuna ulagsmistir. Duman ve Kog (2004) ise 6grencilerin algilarina gore 6gretim
elemanlarinin demokratik tutum ve davraniglarinin orta ve alt diizeylerde oldugu sonucuna
ulagmislardir.

Ogretim iiyelerinin iiniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin
ogrencilerin cinsiyeti agisindan farklilasma olup olmadigina bakildiginda, 6grencilerin
algilarina gore erkek 6grenciler 6gretim iiyelerinin “6zgiirliik ve adalete 6nem verme” (kilik,
kiyafet vb.) kizlara oranla daha fazla 6nem verdiklerini ifade etmektedirler. Doganay ve Sar1
(2006)’nin ¢alismasinda iiniversite 6grencilerinin demokratik yasam g¢ercevesinde yasam
kalitesine iligkin algilar1 “kararlara katilim” ve “sinif ortami1” boyutlarinda cinsiyet agisindan

farklilik gosterdigi bulunmustur. Kiz 6grencilerin liniversite yasam kalitesine iligskin algilar
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erkeklere oranla daha olumlu oldugu goriilmiistiir. Saglam (2000) ve Kaya ve digerleri
(2012)’nin ¢alismalarinda da benzer sonuglara ulagilmis olup kiz 6grenciler lehine anlamli
farkliliklar goriiliirken, Arslantas (2011)’1n ¢calismasinda erkekler lehine bir farklilagsma
bulunmustur. Diger yandan, Erdem ve Saritag (2006) ¢alismasinda ise algilanan demokratik
deger ve tutumlarin cinsiyet agisindan farklilasmadig: tespit edilmistir.

Ogretim iiyelerinin {iniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin
ogrencilerinin 6grenim gordiikleri fakiilte ve boliimler agisindan farklilasma olup olmadigina
bakildiginda, genel olarak Egitim Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin 6gretim elemanlarini IIBF
ogrencilerine gore daha olumlu olarak algiladiklar1 goriilmektedir. Bu sonug beklentilerle
uyumludur. Ciinkii 6gretmen ve egitimci olma vasfi dogas1 geregi demokrasi ve buna bagh
degerleri i¢inde barindirmaktadir. Ayrica Egitim Fakiiltesinde ¢alisan 6gretim elemanlarinin
belirli bir pedagojik egitime sahip olmasi da 6gretim eleman1 6grenci iletisimini daha olumlu
kilmaktadir. Béliimler agisindan bakildiginda ise Maliye béliimiinde okuyan 6grencilerin
diger bolimlerde okuyan 6grencilere gore diisiik algiya sahip olduklar: goriilmiistiir. Diger
bolimlerde okuyan 6grenciler arasinda fark bulunmamistir. Bu bulgu boliim 6gretim
elemanlariyla ilgili 6zel bir durumu isaret edebilir ve bir genelleme yapilmasi yanlis olabilir.
Ogretmen adaylarinin boliimleri arasinda bir fark olmadig goriilmiistiir. Kaya ve digerleri
(2012)’nin 6gretmen adaylar1 iizerinde yaptig1 bir ¢alismada da benzer sonuclar elde
edilmistir. Bu bulgular arastirtma sonuclariyla ortiismektedir.

Yerlesim yeri degiskeni acisindan bakildiginda, 12- 17 yaslar1 arasinda kdyde yasayan
ogrenciler ilgede yasayanlara oranla 6gretim tiyelerini 6zgiirliikk ve adalete Gnem verme
boyutunda daha olumlu olarak algilamaktadirlar. Bu konuda bir ¢aligmaya rastlamamis
olmakla birlikte, kOy yasantisinin sosyal iliskilerde daha gelenekselci ve muhafazakar oldugu
bilinmektedir. Dolayisiyla boyle bir kiiltiirde yetismis bir bireyin nispeten daha 6zgiir olan
iiniversite ortaminda karsilastig1 6gretim elemanlarini ve onlarin davranislarini daha fazla
ozgiirliik¢ii olarak algilamis olabilirler.

Ogretim iiyelerinin {iniversite dgrencileri tarafindan algilanan demokratik degerlerinin
ogrencilerin yasadiklar1 bolge kiiltiirli agisindan da farklilagtigi goriilmiistiir. Bulgular genel
olarak Akdeniz, Kiy1 ve i¢ Ege Bélgelerinde yasayan 6grencilerin i¢ Anadolu Bélgesinde
yasayanlara oranla 6gretim {iyelerinin daha demokratik tutum ve degerlere sahip olduklarini
gostermektedir. Bu bulgu arastirmaci beklentisinden farkli ¢ikmistir. Ulkemiz genelinde
Akdeniz-Ege ve 6zellikle de kiy1 bolgelerinin yasam tarzlariin daha sekiiler oldugu, i¢ ve
dogu bolgelerde ise daha muhatazakar bir yap1 oldugu bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle demokratik

degerler ve ozgiirliikkler konusunda bat1 ve kiy1 bolgelerinin beklentilerinin daha yiiksek
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olmasi ve dolayisiyla da 6gretim elemanlarini daha yetersiz algilamasi beklenir. Bu konuda
yeni arastirmalara ihtiya¢ oldugu sdylenebilir.

Ogrenciler gretim elemanlarmi "kuralc1" ve "esitlik¢i" olarak algiladig1 goriilmiistiir.
Her iki bulgunun ayni anda ifade edilmesi 6gretim elemanlarinin bir takim faktorlerden
(y6netim, cevre vs.) cekindiklerinin bir isareti olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ancak bu tutumun
bundan ayr1 veya bunlarla beraber bagka sebepleri de olabilir. Bu konu ile ilgili yeni
caligmalara ihtiya¢ bulunmaktadir. Bununla birlikte 6gretim elemanlarinin demokratik
davraniglarinin Gniversite yonetimlerinin tutumlariyla baglantili oldugu sdylenebilir.
Universitelerin 6gretim elemanlarina akademik 6zgiirliik konusunda giivence vermeleri ve bu
anlamda demokratik olmalar1 6gretim elemanlari tizerindeki baskiy1 hafifletecek ve onlarin
"kat1 kuralc1" bir tutum sergilemeleri 6niindeki engellerden birini ortadan kaldiracaktir. Bunun
yaninda Universitelerin 6gretim elemanlarina yonelik demokratik degerleri gelistirici
etkinlikler diizenlemesi, 6rnegin konuyla ilgili seminer, konferans gibi caligmalar yapilmasi
ogretim elemanlarmin duyarliligini arttirilabilir. Ozellikle dgretim elemanlarmin rol model
olma 6zelliginin yetersiz goriildiigi diisiintildiiglinde bu konuya gereken agirligin verilmesi
onerilebilir. Universite yonetimlerinin 6gretim elemanlarinin 6glecilerle birlikte organize
edilecek sosyal, bilimsel, sportif vs. faaliyetlere katilimlarinin tesvik edilmesi de bu anlamda
katk1 saglayabilir.

Aragtirmacilar agisindan ise konunun farkli 6rneklemler ve/veya yontemlerle
arastirilmasi ve 6gretim elemanlarinin istendik diizeyde demokrat olarak algilanmamalarinin

nedenlerini inceleyen ¢alisilmalarin yapilmasi dnerilebilir.

Kaynaklar

Acun, I, Demir, M. ve Goz, L. (2010). Ogretmen adaylarinin vatandaslik yeterlilikleri ile
elestirel diisiinme becerileri arasindaki iligki, Journal of Social Studies Education
Research, 1(1), 107-123

Acun, 1., Yiicel, C., Onder, A. ve Tarman, B. (2013). Degerler: Kim ne kadar deger veriyor?
Usak Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, Kis (6/1), 194-196.

Ak, U. & Ozdemir, M. (2009). Ogretmen adaylarinin demokratik degerlerinin gesitli
degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi: Egitim bilimleri fakiiltesi 6rnegi. Ankara
Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 42(2), 183-192.

Arslantas, 1. (2011). Ogretim elemanlarinin 8gretim stratejileri-ydntem ve teknikleri, iletisim
ve 6lgme degerlendirme yeterliklerine yonelik 6grenci goriisleri. Mustafa Kemal

Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisti Dergisi, 8 (15), 487-506.

135



Ciineyt AKAR

Aypay, A., Aypay, A. & Demirhan, G. (2009). Ogrencilerin iiniversiteye sosyal uyumu. Usak
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 3 (2/1), 46-64.

Aypay, A., Sever, M. & Demirhan, G. (2012). Universite grencilerinin sosyal ve akademik
entegrasyonu: Boylamsal bir arastirma. Gaziantep Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi,
11(2), 407-422.

Bacon, M. & Sloam (2010). John Dewey and the democratic role of higher education in
England. Journal of Political Science Education, 6, 336-352.

Bing6l, D. (2000). Demokratik tutum ve degerler agisindan iiniversite gengligi. /ktisadi ve
Idari Bilimler Dergisi, 14(1), 129-157.

Buyukdiivenci, S. (1990). Demokrasi, egitim ve Tiirkiye. Ankara Universitesi Egitim
Fakultesi Dergisi, 23(2), 583-597.

Biiyiikkaragoz, S. (1992). Aile i¢i demokrasi ve egitim. Selguk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitlsu Dergisi, 1(8), 143-151.

Chomsky, N. (2007). Demokrasi ve egitim. C.P. Otero (ed.). Istanbul: bgst Yaynlari

Colby, A. (2007). Educating for democracy. 03.04. 2012 tarihinde

www.carnegiefoundation.orqg adresinden erisilmistir.

Cankaya, 1. H. (2010). Ilkdgretim okul yoneticilerinin demokrasiye iliskin tutumlarini
etkileyen bazi etkenler iizerine bir arastirma. Gaziantep Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Dergisi, 10(2), 945 -960.

Davis, M. (2010). Practicing in democracy in the NCLB Elementary classroom.
Yayimmlanmamus yiiksek lisans tezi, Domanician University of California, San Rafael,
CA.

Dewey, J. (2010). Okul ve toplum (2. Basim). Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Doganay, A. & Sar1, M. (2006). Ogrencilerin iiniversitedeki yasam kalitesine iliskin
algilarinin demokratik yasam kiiltiirii cer¢evesinde degerlendirilmesi. Tiirk Egitim
Bilimleri Dergisi, 4(2), 107-128.

Doganay, A. & Sar1, M. (2004). Elementary school students’ devotion level to democratic
values and comparison of the effect of overt and hidden curriculum on gaining
democratic values in terms of students and teachers opinions. Educational
Administration in Theory & Practice, 39, 356-383.

Duman, T. & Kog, G. (2004). Egitim fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin 6gretim elemanlarinin
demokratik tutum ve davranislarina iligskin gortisleri. XIII. Ulusal Egitim Bilimleri

Kurultayr, Malatya.

136


http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/

Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2016: 7(1), 96-139

Ensign, J. (1994). Changing roles in classroom: An attempt thet didn’t work. Paper presented
at athe Meeting of the American Educational Studies Association, Chapel Hill, NC.
davramslarinin demokratikligine iliskin algilar1 (PAU Ornegi), Selcuk Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlisii Dergisi, 16, 525-538.

Geng, S. Z. & Esen, H. (2012). Ogretmen yetistirmede demokratik degerlerin benimsenmesi.
The Journal of Academic Social Science Studies, 5(8), 589-602.

Gomleksiz, M. N. & Cetintas, S. (2011). Ogretmen adaylarinin demokratik tutumlar (Firat,
Dicle,7 Aralik, Cumhuriyet ve Erzincan Universiteleri Ornegi). Dicle Universitesi Ziya
Gokalp Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 17, 1-14.

Hébert, Y. & Wilkinson, L. (2006). Diversity and democratic values: Implications for public
policy. George H. Richardson & David, W. (Eds.) Troubling the Canon of Citizenship
Education. New York: Peter Lang Publishing.

Jacobowitz, T. & Sudol, K. A. (2010). Literacy strategies that promote democratic skills,
attitudes, and behaviors in the social studies classroom. Social Studies Research and
Practice, 5(3), 62-73.

Kalayci, S. (2008). SPSS Uygulamal: Cok Degiskenli Istatistik Teknikleri. Ankara: Asil Yaym
Dagitim.

Kaldirim, E. (2005). ilkdgretim 8. sinif dgrencilerinin demokrasi algilari. Gazi Egitim
Fakultesi Dergisi, 25(3), 143-162.

Kamber, T., Acun, I. & Akar, C (2011). Ilkogretim birinci kademe sosyal bilgiler dgretim
programinin uygulanabilirligi, Usak Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 4(2), 195-218.
http://dx.doi.org/10.12780/UUSBD99

Karahan, T. F., Sardogan, M. E., Ozkamali, E. & Dicle, A. N. (2006). Ogretmen adaylarinda
demokratik tutum, nevrotik egilimler ve kendini gerceklestirme. H. U. Egitim Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 30, 149-158.

Karasar N . (1984). Bilimsel Arastirma Metodu. Ankara: Hacettepe Tas Kitapgilik.

Karpat, H. K. (2010). Tiirk Demokrasi Tarihi: Sosyal, Kiiltiirel, Ekonomik Temeller. Istanbul:
Timas Yaynlari.

Katilmis, A., Eksi, H., Oztiirk, C. (2010). Sosyal bilgiler dersi kazanimlariyla biitiinlestirilmis
bilimsellik odakli karakter egitimi programinin etkililigi, Journal of Social Studies

Education Research Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 1(1), 50-87.

137


http://dx.doi.org/10.12780/UUSBD99

Ciineyt AKAR

Kaya, H. I., Tastan, M., Kop, Y. & Metin, M. (2012). Ogretmen adaylariin gretim
elemanlarinin demokratik davranislarina iliskin algilar1 (Kars ili Ornegi). Pegem Egitim
ve Ogretim Dergisi, 2(1), 39-49.

Kayabasi, Y. (2011). Ogretmen adaylarinin davranislarinin demokratik sinif ortami agisindan
degerlendirilmesi. GU Gazi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 31(2), 525-549.

Kesici, S. (2008). Teachers' opinions about building a democratic classroom. Journal of
Instructional Psychology, 35(2), 192-203.

Kincal, R. Y., & Isik, H. (2005). Elementary school principals’ level of practicing democratic
values: Perceptions of teachers. International Journal of Educational Reform, 14(3),
326-333.

Kilig, D., Ercoskun, M. H. & Nalgact, A. (2004). Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin demokratik
tutumlar1. Tiirkiye Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 8(2-3), 9-19.

Kiroglu, K., Elma, C., Kesten, A. & Egiiz, S. (2012). Universitede demokratik bir deger
olarak hosgorii. Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi Arastirmalart Dergisi, 3(2), 86-104.

Korkut, H. (1993). Demokratik tiniversite. Amme Idare Dergisi. 26(2), 119-133.

Kovacs, P. (2009). Education for democracy: It is not an issue of dare; It is an issue of can.
Teacher Education Quarterly. 9-23

Kumral, O. (2009). Ogretmen adaylarmin 6gretim elemanlarinin davranislarina yonelik
algilar1. Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 1(25), 92-102.

MEB, (2015). Hayat Bilgisi Programi, Ankara: Milli Egitim Basimevi.

MEB, (2005). Sosyal Bilgiler Programi 4-5. Siniflar, Ankara: Milli Egitim Basimevi.

Mullins, S. L. (1997). Images of democratic educators. Paper presented at the Annual of the
National Council for the Social Studies. Cincinati, OH, November.

Murphy, M. (2005). Maritain explains the moral principlers of education to Dewey.
Educational Horizons, 282-291.

Saglam, H. 1. (2000). Sosyal bilgiler dersinin demokratik tutum gelistirmedeki rolii. Milli
Egitim Dergisi, 146, 67-71.

Sar1, M. & Sadik, F. (2011). Ogretmen adaylarinin demokrasi algilar1 (Cukurova Universitesi
Ornegi). Uluslararasi Egitim Programlar: ve Ogretim Calismalar: Dergisi, 1(2), 67-82.

Solomon, D. & Kendall, A. (1975). Dimensions of children’s classromm behavior as
perceived by teachers. Paper presented at meeting of the Society for Research in Child
Development, Denver, Colorado.

138



Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2016: 7(1), 96-139

S6nmez-Ektem, 1. & Sunbiil, A. M. (2011). Ogretmen adaylarinin demokratik tutumlar
lizerine bir arastirma. Selcuk Universitesi Ahmet Kelesoglu Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
31,159-168.

Sigsman, M. (2006). Egitimde demokrasi ve sosyal adalet: Tiirkiye egitim sisteminin
degismeyen miti. Tlurk Egitim Sisteminde Yeni Paradigma Arayislar (Bildiriler Kitabi).
Ankara: Egitim-Bir-Sen Yaynlari.

Uygun, S. & Engin, G. (2014). Temel demokratik degerler 6l¢egi: Bir 6l¢ek gelistirme
calismasi. Turkish Studies - International Periodical for The Languages, Literature
and History of Turkish or Turkc. Volume 9/5 Spring 2014, 2021-2031.

Ustiin, A. & Yilmaz, M. (2008). Universite dgrencilerinin aile i¢i demokrasi ile ilgili
goriiglerinin cinsiyet ve anne-baba egitim diizeyine gore degerlendirilmesi. Ahi Evran
Universitesi Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (KEFAD), 9(2), 77-90.

Tay, B., Durmaz F., & Sanal, M. (2013). Sosyal bilgiler dersi kapsaminda 6grencilerin
deger ve degerler egitimine iliskin goriisleri. G.U. Gazi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi GEFAD
/ GUJGEF 33(1), 67-93.

Veugelers, W., & Kat, E. D. (2003). Moral and democratic education in public primary
schools. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Chicago.

Whyett, J. L. (1997). New teachers for a new mission: Democratic classrooms. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the Association of Teacher Educators, Washington.

Yazici, K. (2011). Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarinin demokratik degerlerinin ¢esitli
degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi. Egitim ve Bilim, 36(159), 165-179.

Yesil, R. & Aydin, D. (2007). Demokratik degerlerin egitiminde yontem ve zamanlama.
Tiirkiye Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 11(2), 65-84.

Yigit, M. F., Tarman, B. (2013). Degerler egitimimin ilkdgretim 4. ve 5. sinif sosyal bilgiler
ders kitaplarindaki yeri ve énemi. Journal of Social Studies Education Research Sosyal
Bilgiler Egitimi Arastirmalart Dergisi. 4(2), 79-102

Zenzirci, 1. (2003). [lkogretim okullarinda yonetimin demokratik diizeyinin katilim, 6zgiirliik
ve Ozerklik boyutlar: acisindan degerlendirilmesi (Balikersir Ili
Ornegi).Yayimmlanmamis Doktora Tezi, Ankara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii,

Ankara.

139



