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ABSTRACT

Currently, the environmental challenges arising from excessive consumption have prompted governments to
implement various measures. The ecological balance is threatened by various types of waste, such as metal,
packaging, glass, and plastic, posing significant risks to human health and the future of the world. Amongst these
wastes, plastic waste and plastic bags are particularly dangerous. The increase in the world's population and
consumption habits has led to a higher usage of plastic bags. The most important among these policies is taxes.
Governments aim to reduce environmental pollution through plastic bags. To decrease this waste, several
financial obligation politics have been espoused to decrease the consumption of the mentioned products in the
world. In 2019, charging for plastic bags started in Turkey, too. This study's subject is to measure customers'
perception of customers concerning this charging specific to Afyonkarahisar province. In this study, 400 people
living in Afyonkarahisar province were interviewed using a convenience sampling method. The data obtained in
this research were analyzed by using the SPSS 25.0 software. According to the research results, although 84,3%
of the participants specific to Afyonkarahisar province thought that plastic bags were dangerous and they were
environmental conscious, 61,8 of them felt that using plastic bags decreased after charging it.
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Introduction

Environmental protection is an international issue that attracts attention on a global scale. The
status of the environment as a global public good necessitates cooperation among states. In
addition to international cooperation, states also adopt various practices through domestic law.
One of these steps taken towards a sustainable environment is the imposition of charges or
taxes on plastic bags, or the collection of a contribution from their use.

In this context, plastic bags have also been charged in Turkiye under the name of “recovery
participation share.” Since this fee imposed on plastic bags is compulsory, it is theoretically
characterised as a tax in a broad sense. Taxes are generally levied to finance public
expenditures, but they are also levied for extra-fiscal purposes. The charge on plastic bags is
essentially extra-fiscal as its purpose is to limit the environmental damage caused by these
materials rather than to generate financial revenue (Kiliger, 2018).

Since January 1, 2019, plastic bags in Turkiye have been sold on a paid basis. There has been a
significant decrease in the use of plastic bags in the past period. While the number of plastic
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bags per capita was 440 before this date, the use of plastic bags decreased by approximately
65 percent after this date (T. C. Cevre Sehircilik ve iklim Degisikligi Bakanhgi, 2022). This
situation has also had a positive impact on the use of other plastic components and greenhouse
gas emissions. In this framework, 550,000 tonnes of plastic waste generated by plastic bags
and the emission of approximately 22,746 tonnes of greenhouse gases were prevented after
2019 (T. C. Cevre Sehircilik ve iklim Degisikligi Bakanlig, 2022).

In this study, firstly, the literature on the fees charged on plastic bags are analysed and the
concepts of plastic and plastic bags are framed. This study also examines where the damages
caused by the use of plastic bags and reviews the measures taken by selected countries to
mitigate this damage.

Following an evaluation of how the fee for plastic bags is implemented in TUrkiye, the research
phase begins. This section explains the research methodology, followed by an analysis of the
findings and data obtained. The conclusion section provides a discussion and offers
suggestions.

Literature

The existence of a sustainable environment is indispensable for the continuation of the human
generation and the ecosystem. One of the challenges threatening the sustainable environment
is the widespread use of plastics. The subject of charging or taxing plastic bags has been
explored in many theoretical and empirical studies worldwide. There are various studies
conducted in our country. However, to our knowledge, there is no study on the pricing of plastic
bags and measuring consumers’ perceptions in Afyonkarahisar province. Some of the studies
in the national and international literature on the pricing of plastic bags and their effects or
perceptions on consumer behaviour are summarised below.

Yasa and Cop (2019) conducted a survey among consumers in Belgium to investigate their
perspectives on the use of plastic bags. As a result of the research, it was concluded that the
sensitivity of female consumers towards the use of plastic bags is higher than male consumers,
the positive effects of the legal regulations on plastic bags have emerged in the long term, and
informative training should be utilised to maintain this effect.

The research conducted by Avci and Yildiz (2020) covers consumers who shop in grocery
stores. In this context, a survey was conducted with 427 consumers. According to the results of
the research, charging increased awareness on environmental awareness and popularised the
use of cloth bags instead of plastic bags.

Cevik and Kazak (2020) tried to determine the attitudes and behaviours of consumers towards
the charging of plastic bags by applying a questionnaire to 346 consumers living in Karaman.
According to the results of this research, it has been determined that although plastic bags are
harmful to the environment, they continue to be used by consumers, but the use of plastic bags
has decreased as a result of charging.

Dursun (2020) applied a questionnaire to 321 consumers living in 23 different cities, mainly in
Bursa province. The research aims to determine the factors related to the reaction of consumers
towards the charging of plastic bags. According to the results of the analyses of the findings
obtained from the survey, it has been observed that the support for the charging of plastic bags
includes different dynamics.

Sentiirk and Dumludag (2021) surveyed 821 consumers living in Istanbul. In this study, the effect
of the plastic bag fee introduced in Turkiye on the behaviour of consumers was tried to be
determined. According to the results of the research; it was determined that there was a positive
change in the behaviour of consumers and the storage method of household waste as a result
of the charging of plastic bags.
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Jakovcevic et al. (2014) conducted a study measuring the impact of charging plastic bags on
consumers in Argentina. The study focuses on the effects of plastic bags on consumers six
months after they are charged. According to the results of the research, the behaviour of
consumers has developed in the direction of coming shopping with their own bags due to the
pricing.

Martinho et al. (2017) surveyed consumers living in the coastal cities of Almada and Castelo
Branco in the interior of Portugal before and four months after the implementation of the plastic
bag tax in Portugal. With this research, the effect of the plastic bag tax on consumer behaviour
and the effectiveness of this tax were tested. According to the results of the research, it was
determined that the use decreased in both selected cities 4 months after the implementation of
the plastic bag tax. After the tax, the use of plastic bags decreased by 74 percent and reusability
increased by 61 percent. As aresult, it was found that distance to the coast does not significantly
affect consumers' behaviour or tax perception.

Concept of Plastic and Plastic Bags

Plastic, which has coal, gas and crude oil components in its production, was discovered by
British engineer Alexander Parkes in 1860 (Guizel & Ozkan, 2019). After this date, plastic has
become an important material that people use in every field and facilitates their work. Since
1907, materials manufactured with artificially produced petroleum derivatives with polymeric
properties (Onder et al., 2020; Sarigil, 2018) have started to be used intensively in daily life since
the 1950s. Plastic bags were first introduced to consumers in the USA in 1955, worldwide after
1970 and in Turkiye since the end of the 1980s (Ozgelik Erim, 2019).

Today, plastic bags are made of cheap films. They are used in many areas due to their high
durability and water impermeability (Gémez & Escobar, 2022).

There are different types of plastic bags. A significant portion of the plastic bags currently in
circulation consists of high-density polyethylene bags (Kiliger, 2018). These bags are used in
large quantities in various areas such as markets, grocery stores, takeaway businesses,
bakeries, greengrocers and markets.

Although the damages to the ecosystem and human health are known, the use of plastic and
products made of plastic is still quite common today. One of these areas is plastic bags used in
shopping.

Harm of Plastic Bags

Although plastic bags are known for the convenience and practicality they bring to daily life,
various damages have been revealed over time. Plastic bags made of petroleum-based
polyethylene material have been harmful not only to humans but also to living creatures in the
ecosystem and nature when they turn into waste (T. C. Cevre Sehircilik ve Iklim Degisikligi
Bakanhgi, 2021).

Harms to Humans

The most obvious consequence is related to human health, and this harm is related to the
carcinogenicity of plastic use. Because plastic bags contain toxins, there are findings that these
toxins have a carcinogenic effect when they come into contact with the sun. For example,
placing hot bread in plastic bags causes the bag to react due to temperature and toxic
substances may be formed as due to this reaction (Glrbiz & Yilmaz, 2018).

There is evidence that vegetables and fruits transported and stored in plastic bags also affect
human health and cause cancer. Thus, it is important for people to use plastic and plastic-free
materials (such as cloth and paper) both for their own health and environmental health.

Allergic disorders and respiratory diseases, such as asthma, are triggered by the transport of
toxic gases in the air. In addition, when fossil fuels are transported through air events, they cause
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shortness of breath, upper respiratory tract disorders, premature birth and heart diseases (Aygil
& Bastug, 2020).

Climate change caused by greenhouse gases has direct effects on human health as well as
indirect effects. These effects are infectious diseases spread by insects, such as ticks,
mosquitoes and fleas sucking the blood of humans, and diseases transmitted by water, food
products and animals (Celik et al., 2008).

The damages caused by the use of plastic bags are not limited to these. Plastics used for a long
time cause birth defects, problems in the development of children and immune system
problems (Kayan & Kiiglk, 2020). Another harm of plastic bags is that these bags cause
blockage of sewers and drains and thus become a breeding ground for mosquitoes and insects.
These areas facilitate the formation and spread of a febrile and deadly disease, such as malaria
(BBC News Turkge, 2021).

Plastic bags are divided into small pieces and turned into microplastics. These wastes, which
meet with soil and water at various times, infect plants, soil and sea creatures (Dursun, 2020).
Consumption of products grown in soil and water affects human health. In fact, research has
found the effects of microplastics on the human body. In a study conducted in Rome, the capital
of Italy, by taking milk samples from 34 mothers who had just given birth and had no health
problems, microplastics were found in 75% of the samples taken from breast milk (BBC News
Turkge, 2022). In this case, it is clearly evident that newborn babies fed with breast milk are
exposed to the damage caused by plastics. In addition, pathogens and toxins reaching the brain
two hours after the consumption of microplastics may increase the risk of Alzheimer and similar
diseases (Yildiz, 2023).

These dangers posed by innocent-looking plastics that we use in almost every aspect of our
lives should not be ignored, and permanent solutions should be brought. Because it has been
determined in studies that microplastics can enter cells and tissues and cause damage if
swallowed and inhaled (Rochman et al., 2013).

Harms to the Environment

It is generally accepted that plastic bags are harmful because they cannot decompose in nature
for many years. When they dissolve, they pollute the environment by releasing toxic chemicals
and have a carcinogenic effect (Yasa & Cop, 2019). Due to their lightweight, they are easily
displaced in natural events, such as wind and flood. Therefore, it accumulates at certain points
and causes floods with the effect of floods caused by snow melts and rains. Bangladesh banned
thin plastic bags in 2002 after the drainage system was blocked by thin plastic bags during
devastating floods (Turna, 2022). Plastic bags are produced from petroleum, and the petroleum
processed and burned in the production process releases toxic gases into nature and causes
environmental pollution (Kayan & Kiigtk, 2020).

Plastic bags thrown into the environment also negatively affect agriculture. Because plastic
bags cannot dissolve in the soil, soil fertility decreases and soil nutrients are lost (Jalil et al.,
2013). The nutritional problems of plant roots negatively affect the productivity in agriculture.

Another important damage caused by plastic bags to the environment is that they release
harmful greenhouse gases during incineration. In addition, it can cause forest fires because it
can spontaneously catch fire due to the effect of the sun.

Harms to Animals

Plastic bags can cause the death of land and marine animals by blocking their airways and
digestive systems or entangling their bodies (Dursun, 2020). In addition, plastic bags, which are
produced around 4-5 trillion each year, leave one billion birds and mammals face to face with
death within the year (Sektoriim Dergisi, 2020).
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Plastics also cause localised injury, touch injury and inflammation in animals. In shearwaters
seen on Lord Howe Island in Australia, tissue injury in the birds’ stomachs was observed as a
result of plastic ingestion (Uren, 2023). This may also apply to plastic bags made of the same
material.

The transport of plastic bags into water causes damage to living organisms (such as fish,
plants) living in water. Fish and sea turtles swallow microplastics reaching the sea and lose their
lives because they cannot digest this material. When a whale washed ashore dead on Sotra
Island in Norway was examined by experts, a large number of plastic bags were found in its
stomach, which caused problems in its digestive system and starvation (Sektorim Dergisi,
2020).

Although this situation is perceived as plastics harming water and aquatic organisms, plastics
indirectly harm people who consume aquatic products. To protect living organisms from the
damage caused by plastic bags, it is necessary to create awareness among consumers and to
establish and activate policies based on sanctions.

Harms to Air

The most important damage caused by plastic bags to the air is the emission of greenhouse
gases. In particular, plastic bags buried in the soil decompose without oxygen and release
methane gas, an important type of greenhouse gas (Bostanoglu, 2020). In this case, the
resulting greenhouse gas causes warming in the atmosphere. This leads to global warming,
which is one of the biggest problems in the world today. Humans, plants, animals and all living
things in nature are negatively affected by this situation.

Greenhouse gases released as a result of plastic bags affect the growth and development of
plants as a result of the climate change they cause, leading to reduced productivity and food
shortages. It also causes other plants in the ecosystem to dry out. Drought due to global
warming causes fires and natural destruction in both agricultural areas and forest areas.

Due to the melting of glaciers and rising sea levels due to global warming, the habitats of
animals living in these regions are also disappearing. There is a risk of extinction in some animal
species. Increasing fires due to global warming also mean the extinction of insects and animals
living in these areas. This negatively affects the balance of the ecosystem.

Microplastics also have a negative impact on air and water; they also affect foodstuffs, such as
tap water, bottled water, honey, and salt (Kanli & Kurt, 2019).

Harms to Economy

Plastic bags, referred to as “city bushes” and “white pollution,” cause visual pollution and have a
negative impact on tourism revenues (Dursun, 2020). Therefore, the visual pollution caused by
plastic bags to the environment must be eliminated. In addition, the costs of treating people and
animals who become ill because of plastic bags, cleaning cultivated areas, and preventing fires
caused by plastic bags are among the negative effects of plastic bags on the economy.

Terminology

The main purpose of the costs incurred on plastic bags is to reduce the damage caused by
plastic bags, especially to the environment. Thus, various applications have been introduced
through plastic bags, such as fees, recovery participation share and tax collection. However, it
is controversial in the literature whether the monetary cost imposed on plastic bags is a “tax” or
not.

Taxes are generally monetary obligations from taxpayers to finance public expenses, which are
taken in their financial strength ratio in an inexorably, unrequited manner and shown in the
budget. However, it is also accepted that taxes have non-financial purposes. The idea of
protecting the environment is a non-financial goal. The cost of plastic bags has both features.
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The monetary cost applied to plastic bags in Turkiye is called the ‘recycling contribution fee."
‘Recycling contribution fee” is a public income received within the scope of financial liability
according to Article 3, subparagraph i of Law No. 5018 and must be shown as income in the
budget according to Article 13, subparagraph f of the Law (Law No. 5018, Kamu Mali Yonetimi
ve Kontrol Kanunu, Art. 3/i; Art.13/f). Thus, it is possible to qualify the “recycling contribution fee”
as atax.

The fact that some bags are exempt from the fee, the “recycling contribution fee" is determined
according to the revaluation rate every year, a declaration is made and the payment time is
specified. If not paid, the collection of this receivable is made with a penalty according to the
matters included in Law No. 6183 shows that the ‘recycling contribution fee " and taxes have
similar characteristics (inam, 2019). In this context, the idea that the “recycling contribution fee”
is a tax in the broad sense is gaining weight.

When the purpose of payment and usage method of the ‘recycling contribution fee" is examined,
it is seen that it is within the scope of environmental tax, and international studies and reports
state that environmental taxes are regulating/changing human behavior and are transferred to
the central budget (Yilmaz & Biyan, 2019). In this context, the “recycling contribution fee” should
be evaluated as a tax.

Plastic Bag Applications in Selected European Union Countries and Tiirkiye
Plastic Bag Applications in Selected European Union Countries

Since plastic bags are seen as a material that poses a threat to human and environmental
health, especially in developed countries, governments have developed various policies. More
than 60 countries worldwide have implemented regulations regarding plastic bag practices (T.
C. Gevre Sehircilik ve iklim Degisikligi Bakanlig, 2021). In the European Union, regulations have
been made to reduce the consumption of single-use plastic bags by restricting, banning,
charging or taxing the use of plastic bags through voluntary agreements.

Since 2015, the European Union has focused on policies to reduce the use of plastic bags. In
this context, the Directive of the European Parliament and the European Council, numbered
2015/720, “Amending Directive 94/62/EC on the Reduction of the Consumption of Lightweight
Plastic Carrier Bags” adopted on 29 April 2015, it was aimed to reduce the use of lightweight
plastic bags per capita in member countries (Martinho et al., 2017).

The following statements were added to the 4th article of the directive: "The use of light plastic
bags (under 50 microns) per person should be reduced to 90 by 31 December 2019 and 40 by
31 December 2025. If similar practices are not implemented, plastic bags will not be provided
free of charge at points of sale for goods or products as of 31 December 2018" (Directive EU,
2015). The wording of the directive implies that very light plastic bags (under 15 microns) may
be exempted from these measures.

Research conducted since then has shown that fees imposed on plastic bags have effectively
reduced their usage. In fact, plastic bag use has decreased by 66% in Denmark, 75-90% in
Belgium, England and Portugal, and 90% in Ireland (Elton, 2023).

Below are the plastic bag regulations implemented in selected EU countries. The analysis of the
examined countries shows that both the EU directive and the domestic policy instruments in
these countries are effective in reducing the use of plastic bags and the targets are achieved
before the anticipated dates.

Germany

The first regulation regarding plastic bags among the member states of the European Union
was introduced in Germany in 1991 (Sahin, 2020). Germany is one of the countries that restrict
the use of plastic bags through voluntary agreements. In this context, the "Federal Ministry for
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the Environment, Nature Conservation, Construction and Nuclear Safety" and the "German Trade
Association” signed an agreement, aiming to reduce the consumption of plastic bags per capita
to 40 in 2025 (Bostanoglu, 2020).

In Germany, Europe's largest economy, the use of plastic bags in 2000 was 85 per capita on
average, while this number decreased to 24 in 2018 (McCarthy, 2019). Germany has therefore
pursued a stable policy. In this framework, Germany has achieved a result in a shorter period (7
years ago) than it aimed to achieve in the signed agreement and above the targeted number. In
Germany, lightweight plastic bags have been charged at 10-60 euros cent per plastic bag since
2016 (Bloomberg HT, 2019), while lightweight plastic bags will be completely banned by 2022.
In this context, plastic bags with a thickness of less than 50 microns were banned as of 1
January 2022, and very light plastic bags with a thickness of less than 15 microns were
exempted from the ban (Jenny, 2021).

When the practices of Germany are evaluated, it is understood that the purpose of banning the
use of plastic bags is not for financial purposes and is aimed at raising the environmental
awareness of consumers within the framework of environmental protection policies. Therefore,
it is seen that Germany has followed a successful policy in this context.

Belgium

Belgium followed the policy of charging for plastic bags to reduce the use of plastic bags. In this
context, it was first envisaged to charge a fee for each plastic bag used by consumers in 2007
(Dursun, 2020). For 10 years, the use of plastic bags was subject to a fee.

As of 1 September 2017, the use of single-use plastic shopping bags thinner than 50 microns,
and as of 1 September 2018, the use of all other single-use plastic bags thinner than 50 microns
has been banned, while the use of plastic bags used in fruits, vegetables and fresh foods has
remained free (Bostanoglu, 2020). In Belgium, partial and regional bans were introduced. Within
this framework, the use of plastic bags was banned in the French-speaking Walloon Region, the
capital Brussels, the city of Kortrijk and the Municipality of Ghent (TRT Haber, 2019).

To reduce the use of plastic bags, recent studies in Belgium have banned the sale of plastic
bags on the market from 24 January 2023, except for reusable plastic bags required for special
needs and plastic bags used for security purposes at airports (Santé Publique, Sécurité de la
Chaine Alimentaire et Environnement, 2022).

Denmark

Denmark was the first country to impose a tax on plastic bags. In this context, a tax was started
to be levied on plastic bag manufacturers in 1994 (Avci & Dirican, 2021). During this period, the
tax paid for plastic bags was set at 22 Danish Koruna (EUR 2.9) per kilogram (Green Budget
Europe, 2020).

In 2018, the scope of the application was expanded and suppliers were added to the scope of
the application to be applied at 50 cents for each plastic bag (Giizel & Ozkan, 2019). In 2021, a
new application regarding the use of plastic bags was introduced in Denmark. In this framework,
as of 2021, consumers must pay at least 0.54 Euros for one plastic bag and are prohibited from
using non-recyclable lightweight plastic bags if they buy takeaway food (State of Green, 2021).

The purpose of the tax introduced in Denmark is not to provide revenue to the state but to
protect the natural environment (e.g., environment, nature, sea, and air) on a national basis
within the borders of the country and on an international scale. Therefore, Denmark has
introduced this tax for a green and sustainable environment. With this tax, the annual use of
plastic bags decreased from 800 million to 400 million (Green Budget Europe, 2020). Among the
European Union countries, Denmark, together with Finland, is the country with the lowest
amount of plastic bag use, with four plastic bags per person per year (Ozgelik Erim, 2019). It can
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be said that the tax on plastic bags has been successfully implemented in Denmark for 28 years
and that the tax has fulfilled the purpose for which it was introduced.

Ireland

For the first time in 2002, the Irish government introduced an environmental tax of Euro 0.15 (15
cents) for each plastic bag at points of sale to consumers to reduce the negative effects of
plastic bags on the environment (Anastasio & Nix, 2016). Shortly after the taxation, this tax was
increased to 0.22 Euro (22 cents) in 2007 due to an increase in the use of plastic bags per capita
(Turna, 2022).

Although Ireland has followed a fluctuating line in the taxation of plastic bags, its success is
seen as an exemplary country in the international arena. The distinguishing point in this success
is the awareness of consumers and the support of all stakeholders for the implementation
(Convery et al,, 2007). In Ireland, revenues from the plastic bag tax reached a total of 200 million
Euros between (2002-2013) and these revenues were used for environmental protection and
improvement projects (Anastasio & Nix, 2016).

Ireland is one of the countries in the world that uses the least amount of plastic bags per capita
after Denmark and Finland. In 2002, when the tax was implemented, 328 plastic bags were used
per person in Ireland in a year, while the number of plastic bags used per person decreased to
14in 2014 (Kiliger, 2018). In Ireland, 14 plastic bags per person are still used by consumers after
this year.

Portugal

In Portugal, plastic bags began to be taxed with the “National Tax Implementation” regulation in
2015 (Demir & Kog, 2019). In this application, a 10-cent plastic bag tax is envisaged for single-
use plastic bags (Cevik & Kazak, 2020).

As in other European Union countries, the tax on plastic bags in Portugal is levied for non-fiscal
purposes. The aim of the plastic bag tax in Portugal is to reduce the use of plastic bags and
plastic litter in the seas, raise awareness among citizens about marine litter and plastic bag use,
and encourage people to adopt environmentally friendly behaviors (Martinho et al,, 2017). In this
context, a tax was levied on bags between 15-50 microns. As of June 2020, thin bags under 15
microns have been banned (Bostanoglu, 2020).

Application Regarding the Usage of Plastic Bags in Tirkiye

The policy implemented in Turkiye to reduce the use of plastic bags is to impose a fee on plastic
bags. This fee imposed on plastic bags is characterized as "recovery participation fee." Fees are
public revenues collected within the scope of financial obligation. Therefore, the fee charged on
plastic bags in Turkiye is referred to as a tax. However, there are debates in the literature on
whether the "recovery participation fee" charged on plastic bags is a tax or not. In this framework,
an examination of the approval letters of the Ministry of Environment, Urbanization and Climate
and the relevant articles in the Environmental Law No. 2872 will clarify the issue.

On 25.12.2018, "Procedures and Principles Regarding the Charging of Plastic Bags" was put into
force with the Ministry's Approval letter numbered 66745475-145.07-245766. In this context,
according to subparagraph 7 of Article 5 of the relevant procedures and principles; "... the income
obtained from the sale of plastic bags pursuant to the second paragraph of Article 18 of the Law
is deposited to the account of the Central Treasury Directorate of the Ministry and recorded as
income to the budget” (Law No. 2872, Art.18). Therefore, according to this paragraph, the
‘recovery participation fee" obtained from plastic bags will be recorded as income to the budget.
However, while the "recovery participation fee" is not called a tax in the legal sense because it
does not have a financial purpose and the amount transferred to the budget does not technically
contain the elements of a tax, these obligations are similar to taxes due to their effects (Sayan,
2019). Paragraph 7 of Article 5 of the relevant procedures and principles was abolished with the



141 ODUSOBIAD

"Procedures and Principles Amending the Procedures and Principles Regarding the Charging of
Plastic Bags"' dated 25.03.2019 and numbered 66745475-145.07-71201. However, it is seen that
the additional article 11 of the Environmental Law No. 2872, which is titled “recovery contribution
share”, includes the abolished article in the procedures and principles. According to Additional
Article 11 of the Law No. 2872,

".. shall be collected in accordance with the same Law by applying interest at the rate of late
payment interest to be calculated according to Article 51 of the Law on Collection Procedure of
Public Receivables No. 6183. The amounts collected under this article shall be recorded as revenue
to the general budget" (Law No. 2872, Art. Annex 11/2). As a matter of fact, when this article is
evaluated, the "recycling participation fee" collected on plastic bags is considered as a type of tax
(inam, 2019).

As a result, when additional Article 11 of the Environmental Law is analyzed, we consider that
the "recovery participation fee", in other words, the fee charged on plastic bags is a tax.

The practice of charging for plastic bags in TUrkiye is similar to the practices in the world. It can
be said that this practice in Turkiye is a result of the harmonization laws implemented during
the European Union accession process and the national action plan for waste management and
recycling (Sahin, 2020).

In TUrkiye, the regulation on the charging of plastic bags was made with the "Law No. 7153 on
the Amendment of the Environmental Law and Certain Laws" published in the Official Gazette
dated 10.12.2018 and numbered 30621 and entered into force as of 01.01.2019. In this context,
both in Law No. 7153 and in the Additional Article 13 of Environmental Law No. 2872 titled bag
fee, it is regulated that plastic bags will be sold for a fee, and it is stated that plastic bags will be
charged, not less than 25 kurus.

In the 2nd paragraph of Article 5 of the regulation, which includes explanations on the
"Procedures and Principles Amending the Procedures and Principles Regarding the Charging of
Plastic Bags'" , it is stated which plastic bags will be sold for a fee (Cevre Yonetimi Genel
MUdurlugu, 2022). In the 2nd paragraph of the 2nd article of the relevant regulation, the bags
that are outside the scope of the plastic bag application are included. Therefore, plastic bags
included in paragraph 2 of Article 23 (Cevre Yonetimi Genel Mudurliga, 2022) will not be charged.

The latest change in the plastic bag fee in Turkiye was the increase in the fees charged for
plastic bags. In this context, due to the increase in the revaluation rate, there has also been an
increase in recycling participation fees. According to the Presidential Decree published in the
Official Gazette dated December 28, 2022 and numbered 32057 (6615 sayill Cumhurbaskani
Karari, 2022), the fee for plastic bags (plastic shopping bags) was set at 38.5 kurus* (6615 sayili
Cumhurbaskani Karari, 2022). Of this fee set for plastic bags, 25 kurus will be paid by
consumers and the remaining 13.5 kurus will be paid by markets (Akkas, 2022). Therefore,

2'Regardless of the type of activity, plastic bags will be sold for a fee at all sales points (markets, grocery stores, canteens,
patisseries, glassware, haberdashery, haberdashery, restaurants, cafes, hardware stores and similar places where products, such
as textiles, toys, electronics, bakery products, clothing, food are sold wholesale or retail) without exception, including remote sales
(sales over the internet) as of 1/1/2019. "

3 "a-Bags with/without handles with a double layer thickness of 15 microns or less, smaller than 500x350 mm (including gusset
thickness and handle length), used to ensure the hygiene of openly sold foods, such as bread, vegetables, fruits, cheese, olives,
animal food,

b-Textile multi-use bags made of plastic-containing materials by weaving or non-woven methods,

c-Handleless bags used in the sale of live aquatic animals,

G- Stemless bags used for the sale of tuberous and/or similar seeded plants,

d- Bags given to the user or consumer in places where only services are provided but no products are sold (dry cleaning, shoe shine
and similar),

e- Cargo bags,

f- Special bags that must be used in accordance with the relevant legislation for products purchased from duty-free stores,

g- Bags with or without handles with a double layer thickness of 15 microns or less and a size of 200x350 mm (including gusset
thickness and handle length), which are only used in pharmacies for the sale of medicines, are excluded from the scope".

“The revaluation rate for 2023 is 122.93. Accordingly, while plastic bag fees should be 55 kurus, the fee to be applied to plastic bags
was set at 38.5 kurus with the President's discount authorization.



ODUSOBIAD 142

the fee to be paid by consumers for plastic bags remained the same. According to the
Presidential Decree published in the Official Gazette dated August 2, 2023 and numbered
32267, plastic bags were set at 38.5 kurus each for 2023 (7449 sayili Cumhurbaskani Karari,
2023). As a matter of fact, the "recovery participation fee" charged for plastic bags was set at the
same amount and consumers will continue to be charged 25 kurus per plastic bag.

Research Methodology

Purpose and Importance of the Research

The aim of the research is to measure the perceptions of consumers on the charging/taxation
of plastic bags. In this context, it was investigated to measure consumer perceptions and
behaviors by answering the questions of whether the fee/tax on plastic bags changes
consumers' habits and whether consumers are aware of why and why they pay this fee/tax.

Another aim of the research is to determine whether the use of plastic bags, which pollute the
environment and damage the ecological system, has decreased by measuring the perceptions
of consumers after they are charged. The increasing use of plastic bags due to consumption
habits and the damages caused by them make it important to conduct this study.

In the study, the environmental awareness of consumers living in Afyonkarahisar province and
their perceptions towards the charging/taxation of plastic bags were measured. In this way, it
is expected to contribute to environmental awareness of raising awareness in the use of plastic
bags.

Method and Sample of the Study

In the research, quantitative data analysis was used as the method and survey method was
used as the data collection tool. The population of the research is consumers aged 18 and over
living in Afyonkarahisar. The sample of the research is 400 consumers?® living in Afyonkarahisar
province and identified by convenience sampling method .°

Collection of Research Data

To collect the data for this research, a survey form was initially created. Before developing the
survey questions, a literature review was conducted and the survey questions in the article titled
"A Research on Paid Plastic Bag Application as a Sustainable Environmental Accounting Tool"
by Cevik and Kazak in 2020 were utilized by examining the previous quantitative studies in the
preparation of the questions. The survey form comprises demographic questions, multiple
choice questions and 5-point Likert scale. In this context, a total of 42 questions were formed in
the demographic section, including seven questions on gender, age, marital status, number of
children, educational status, occupation, occupation, monthly income, seven multiple-choice
guestions on consumers' use of plastic bags, and 28 5-point Likert-type questions (strongly
disagree, disagree, undecided, agree and strongly agree) aiming to measure consumers'
perceptions about the pricing of plastic bags.

Before the questionnaire questions prepared for the research were applied, permission was
obtained from the authors of the article (Cevik and Kazak) used in the preparation of the
questions. In addition, permission (Ethics Committee Report) was obtained from the Afyon
Kocatepe University Scientific Research and Ethics Committee. This research was found
ethically appropriate with the decision of Afyon Kocatepe University Social and Human Sciences
Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Board dated 22/03/2023 and numbered 172817. The

5 Convenience sampling is to include everyone who responded to the questionnaire in the sample until the researcher reaches the
desired sample size in the study (Coskun et al., 2019).

6 The total population of Afyonkarahisar province (including districts, towns and villages) comprises 744 thousand 179 people,
according to 2022 data. Therefore, the minimum acceptable sample size for Afyonkarahisar province, which constitutes the
population of the study at 95% reliability level, should be 384 (Giirbliz & Sahin, 2018).
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survey form was sent to 400 consumers living in Afyonkarahisar online using "Google Forms"
between April 1, 2023 and July 1, 2023.

Research Findings and Data Analysis

The data obtained from this research were analyzed using the SPSS for Windows 25.0 program.
Descriptive statistical methods (number, percentage, mean, standard deviation) were used to
analyze the data. In addition, Cronbach's Alpha value was examined to ensure the reliability of
the measurements. The normality test was applied to check the distribution of the data. For the
distributions related to the measurement tools of the questionnaire, normal distribution was
checked with Shapiro Wilk test values. According to this test, only the F5 factor in the
questionnaire consisting of seven factors showed a normal distribution. However, since the
other six factors were not normally distributed when the kurtosis and skewness values were
examined, the data were interpreted by using the nonparametric tests Mann-Whitney U test and
Kruskal Wallis H test. In addition, Bonferroni correction from multiple comparison tests was

used for data analysis.

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the participants

By figures Percentage

1. Gender?

2. Your age?

3. Marital status?

4. Number of children?

5. Education level?

6. Profession?

7.Your income?

8. How often do you shop?

9. Where do you do your shopping?

Woman

Male

between 18-28
between 29-39
between 40-50
51t061

62 and above
Single

Married

| have no children
1

2

3

4 and above
Literate

Primary education
Secondary Education
Associate degree
Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
PhD

Unemployed
Housewife
Retired

Student

Worker
Tradesmen
Self-employment
Officer

Other

2500 TL and below
2501- 4500 TL
4501- 6500 TL
6501- 8500 TL
8501- 10,500 TL
10,500 TL and above
Every day of the week
2-3 days per week
1 day a week
Every 15 days
One day a month
Super market

Mini market

238 59,5
162 40,5
89 22,3
129 323
88 22,0
51 12,8
43 108
131 328
269 67,3
141 353
60 15,0
118 29,5
59 14,8
22 55
15 38
58 14,5
101 253
68 17,0
102 255
37 93
19 4,8
23 58
95 238
48 12,0
33 83
28 7.0
25 6,3
21 53
89 22,3
38 9,5
84 21,0
18 4,5
26 6,5
50 12,5
70 17,5
152 38,0
65 16,3
169 42,3
122 30,5
27 6,8
17 43
220 55,0

59 14,8
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Grocery Store 43 10,8
Open market 43 10,8
SHOPPING MALL 35 8,38
10. How many plastic bags do you | never use plastic bags 39 9,8
use for your shopping? 0-2 272 68,0
3-5 76 19,0
6-10 6 1,5
10 and above 7 1,8
11. Where do you use the plastic | throw it in the waste bin 41 10,3
bags you buy for your shopping? | use it as a garbage bag 311 77,8
| use it at home to pack food, etc. 25 6,3
| use it as a carrying case 9 2,3
I'l use it for my next purchase 14 35
12. In your opinion, what is the They cause enormous damage to the environment 253 63,2
impact of plastic bags on the They cause little damage to the environment 25 6,3
environment? They do not cause damage after collection 23 58
They can be collected and recycled 99 24,8
13. If you knew the harmful effects | would not use it 184 46,0
of plastic bags, would you still use | probably wouldn't use it 82 20,5
them? | don't know 90 22,5
| would probably use my bag 29 7,2
| would definitely use my bag 15 38
14. Would you prefer reusable bags Yes 367 91,8
instead of plastic bags? No. 33 8,3

Demographic characteristics of the participants are given in Table 1. Accordingly, 59.5% of the
participants were female, 40.52% were male; 22.3% were between the ages of 18-28, 32.3% 29-
39, 22% 40-50, 12.8% 51-61 and 10.8% 62 and over; 32.8% were single, 67.3% were married;
35.3% were childless, 15% had 1 child, 29.5% had 2 children, 14.8% had 3 children, and 5.5% had
4 or more children.

When the educational status of the participants was examined, it was found that 3.8% were
literate, 14.5% had primary education, 25.3% had secondary education, 17% had associate's
degree, 25.5% had bachelor's degree, 9.3% had master's degree and 4.8% had doctorate degree.

In terms of occupational status, 23.8% of the participants are housewives, 22.3% are civil
servants, 12% are retired, 8.3% are students, 7% are workers, 6.3% are tradesmen, 5.8% are
unemployed, 5%, 3% are self-employed.

The income distribution of the participants was as follows: 21% 2,500 TL and below, 4.5% 2501-
4500 TL, 6.5% 4501- 6500 TL, 12.5% 6501- 8500 TL, 17.5% between 8,501 and 10,500 TL and
38% 10,500 TL and above.

When the frequency of shopping of the participants was analyzed, it was determined that 16.3%
shopped every day of the week, 42.3% shopped between 2-3 days per week, 30.5% shopped 1
day a week, 6.8% shopped 1 day every two weeks, and 4.3% shopped 1 day a month.

When it is analyzed where the participants shop from; 55% of the participants stated that they
primarily shop at supermarkets, 14.8% from mini markets, 10.8% from grocery stores, 10.8%
from open markets and 8.8% from shopping malls.

| n response to the question "How many plastic bags do you use in your shopping?*, 9.8% of the
participants reported that they do not use any plastic bags in their shopping, 68% of them use
0-2 bags, 19% use 3-5 bags, 1.5% use 6-10 bags and 1.8% use 10 or more plastic bags.

When the answers given to the question "where the participants use the plastic bags they buy
in their shopping trips" were subjected to frequency analysis, it was determined that 77.8% of
the participants used the shopping bags as garbage bags, 6.3% used them for packaging
products, such as food at home, 2.3% used them as carrying bags, and 3.5% used them in their
next shopping trips.
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When the participants' opinions on the impact of plastic bags on the environment were analyzed,
it was determined that 63.2% of the participants believed that plastic bags cause significant
damage to the environment, 6.3% thought that they caused little damage, 5.8% thought that they
did not cause damage after collection, and 24.8% thought that they could be collected and
recycled.

When the answers to the question "If you knew the harms of plastic bags, would you still use
them?" were analyzed, it was found that 46% of the participants said that they would not use
them, 20.5% said that they probably would not use them, 22.5% said that they did not know, 7.2%
said that they would probably use their bags, and 3.8% said that they would definitely use their
bags. While the rate of those who prefer reusable bags instead of plastic bags is 91.8%, the
answer of 8.2% is that they would not prefer reusable bags.

Table 2 Reliability values for the measurement tool

Alpha value
Perception of Plastic Bags as an Environmental Problem 0,897
Fee for the Use of Environmental Resources 0,861
Plastic Bag Use with Charging 0,665
Legal Plastic Bag Charging Scheme 0,838
Environmental Pollution by Charging 0,708
State Sanction on Plastic Bag Implementation 0,522
Perception of the Use of Plastic Bags as a Means of Earning Money 0,652

When the results in Table 2 are examined, it is determined that the alpha values of the
measurement tools vary between 0.522-0.897.

Table 3 Descriptive statistics for the measurement tool

Min. Max.  Average Standard

Deviation
Perception of Plastic Bags as an Environmental Problem 1,00 5,00 4,00 0,87
Fee for the Use of Environmental Resources 1,00 5,00 3,49 0,96
Plastic Bag Use with Charging 1,00 5,00 2,82 0,74
Legal Plastic Bag Charging Scheme 1,00 5,00 3,68 1,02
Environmental Pollution by Charging 1,00 5,00 2,86 0,96
State Sanction on Plastic Bag Implementation 1,00 5,00 2,46 0,81
Perception of the Use of Plastic Bags as a Means of Earning 1,00 5,00 3,24 0,84

Money

Descriptive statistics of the measurement tools are given in Table 3. According to Table 3, the
mean scores of the participants' perception of plastic bags as an environmental problem were
calculated as 4.00+0.87; the cost of using environmental resources 3.49+0.96; the use of plastic
bags with charging 2.82+0.74, the legal plastic bag charging practice 3.68+1.02; environmental
pollution with charging 2.86+0.96; government sanction in plastic bag practice 2.46+0.81; the
perception of the use of plastic bags as a means of earning money 3.24+0.84.

Table 4 Comparison tests
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Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med) Q1- Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med)
Q3(med)
Woman  3,71- 3,0-40(375) 2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-433(4.0) 2-333(2,67) 2,0-30(2,33) 2,75

4,57(4,14) 3,75(3.25)
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1. Your Male 3,71- 3,0-4,0(375) 24-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2,0-3,67(3,0) 2,0-30(2,33) 3-3,75(325)
gende 4,57(4,29)
r?
Mann-Whitney U z value -0,733 -1,004 -1,098 -0,087 -0,884 -1,141 -0,069
p-value 0,463 0,315 0,272 0,931 0,377 0,254 0,945
2. Your age? 18-28" 3,57- 3,0-40(375) 24-32(28) 3-433(40) 2-333(30) 1,67-3(233) 275
4,57(4,29) 3,75(3,25)
Between 29- 3,86- 3,25-4(3,75) 2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2,33-3,67(3,0) 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
392 4,57(4,14)
Between 40- 4,0-4,71(4,43) 3,0-4,0(35) 24-32(2,8) 3,67-4,33(4,0) 2-3,67(2,83) 2,0-3,0(25) 3-3,88(3,5)
50°
Between 51- 3,71- 3,25-4(3,75) 2,4-34(30) 3,0-40(40) 2-367(267) 2-2,67(233) 2,753,5(3,0)
614 4,43(4,14)
62 and 3,00-4,29(4,0) 2,25-4(3,0)  2,2-32(2,8) 2,33-4,33(4,0) 2-333(2,67) 1,67- 2,0-3,5(3,0)
above® 3,33(2,33)
Kruskal Wallis H 12,914 7,282 0,941 3,356 4,071 2,178 26,298
p-value 0,012* 0,122 0,919 0,500 0,396 0,703 0,000*
Post-hoc 5<2,3 5<2,3
3. Marital Single 3,57- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-32(2,8) 3,0-4,33(4,0) 2,0-367(30) 2,0-30(233) 2,75-4,0(3,5)
status? 4,71(4,29)
Married  3,86- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(233) 2,75
4,57(4,14) 3,75(3,25)
Mann-Whitney U z value -0,521 -0,134 -0,087 -0,792 -0,650 -0,280 -0,696
p-value 0,602 0,893 0,931 0,429 0,516 0,780 0,486
4. Numberof  lhaveno  3,57- 3,0-40(375) 24-32(28) 3-433(40) 2-367(30) 20-30(233) 3-375(35)
children? children'  4,71(4,14)
12 3,86 2,88-4(3,75) 2,4-32(28) 3,0-40(40) 25367(80) 2-267(233) 3-375(325)
4,43(4,27)
28 4-4,71(4,29) 3,0-40(3,75) 24-3,2(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 2,0-3,0(2,33) 2,75-4(3,25)
3 3,86-4,43(4,0) 3,25-4(3,75) 2,4-32(2,8) 3,67-4,33(4,0) 2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,67) 3-3,75(3,25)
4and 2,43- 2,25-3,75(3,0) 2,2-3,2(2,8) 2-4(2,83) 2-333(2,67) 2,0-30(25) 2-35(2,75)
above® 4,29(3,71)
Kruskal Wallis H 11,461 9,309 1,100 16,043 3,479 1,530 4,610
p-value 0,022* 0,054 0,894 0,003* 0,481 0,821 0,330
Post-hoc 5<2,3 5<34
5.Your education Literate’ 1,43- 1,0-2,25(1,75) 1-2,6(1,2)  1-2,33(1,0)  1,0-3,33(2,0) 1,0-2,33(1,0) 1,0-2,0(1,25)
level? 3,43(2,29)
Primary 2,86~ 2,75-4(3,5)  24-36(30) 2,67-4(40) 233-3,67(3,0) 20-30(2,5 2-375(3,0)
Education? 4,43(3,86)
Secondary  3,57-4,29(4,0) 3,0-3,75(3,5) 2,4-3,0(2,8) 3,33-4,0(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 2,0-30(2,67) 2,75-3,5(3,0)
Education?®
Associate 3,86~ 3,38-4(3,75) 2,5-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 3-375(3,25)
degree? 4,64(4,29)
Bachelor's  4,0-4,71(4,43) 3,0-4,0(3,88) 2,6-3,4(3,0) 3,67-4,33(4,0) 2,33-3,67(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,33) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
degree®
Master's  4,0-50(4,43) 3,5-4,75(4,0) 2,4-32(3,0) 3,67-4,33(4,0) 2,33-3,67(3,0) 1,67- 3,25-4(3,75)
degree® 2,67(2,33)
PhD” 4-4,86(4,57) 3-4,25(3,75) 2,6-3,2(2,8) 3,33-4,67(4,0) 2,67-4(3,33) 2-2,67(2,33) 3-4,25(3,5)
Kruskal Wallis H 88,234 49,062 25,233 33,573 17,629 16,304 59,143
p-value 0,000* 0,000* 0,000* 0,000* 0,007* 0,012* 0,000*
Post-hoc 1<3,4,5,6,7 1<2,34,56,7 1<2,34,56, 1<2,3/4,56,7 1,2<7 1<2,3,4,5 1<3,4,5,6,7
2<4,56,7 2,3<6 7 2,3<5,6,7
3<4,5,6,7
6.Profession?  Unemploye 2,0-4,71(3,71) 1,25-4(3,25) 1,4-3,0(2,4) 2,0-4,0(3,33) 1,33- 1,0-30(2,0)  2,0-3,5(3,0)
g 3,67(2,67)
Housewife? 3,57-4,43(4,0) 3,0-4,0(35) 2,4-3,2(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,5-3,5(3,0)
Retired®  3,71- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 2.3-32(2,8) 2,83-4,33(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 2-3,33(2,67) 2,75
4,43(4,14) 3,75(3,13)
Student*  3,57- 2,75-4(325) 2,4-32(2,8) 3,0-50(3,67) 233-3,33(3,0) 1,67-3(2,33) 2,5-3,75(3,0)
4,86(4,14)
Workers  3,5-4,43(3,86) 3,0-4,0(3,63) 2,3-3,4(2,9) 3,17-4(3,83) 2,67-3,67(3,0) 2-3,17(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
Tradesmen® 4,0-4,57(4,29) 3,5-4,0(4,0) 2,8-3,2(3,0) 4-4,67(433) 2-3,67(267) 20-267(2) 3,0-3,75(3,5)
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Kruskal Wallis H
p-value

Post-hoc

7.Your income?

Kruskal Wallis H
p-value
Post-hoc

8. How often do
you shop?

Kruskal Wallis H
p-value

9. Where do you
do your
shopping?

Kruskal Wallis H
p-value

Post-hoc
10.How many
plastic bags do
you use for your
shopping?

Kruskal Wallis H
p-value

Post-hoc

11.Where do you | throw it in

use the plastic

bags you buy for bin’

your shopping?

2.8-34(32) 267-4(40) 2333(267) 2:33-3,33(3,0) 3,0-4,0(3,25)

4,0-4,36(4,43) 3,25-4,25(4,0) 2,6-3,2(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2,33-3,67(3,0) 2-2,67(2,33)

Self- 3,29-4,57(4,0) 3,5-4,25(4,0)
employmen
t7
Officer®
Other? 3,86- 3,0-4,0(3,75)
4,71(4,27)
37,975 25,028
0,000% 0,002*
8>1,2,3,5 8>1,2
2500 TL 2,57-4,5(3,86) 2,25-4(3,0)
and below!
2501- 4500 4,0-4,71(4,21) 3,25-4(3,75)
TL?
4501- 6500 3,71-4,29(4,0) 3,0-4,0(3,75)
TL®
6501-8500 3,57-4,43(4,0) 3,25-4(3,75)
TLA
8501- 3,86~ 3,25-4(3,75)
10,500 TLS  4,57(4,29)
10,500 TL  4,0-4,71(4,43) 3,13-
and above® 4,25(3,75)
33,150 20,821
0,000% 0,001*
6>1,4 6>1,5
Every day of 2,86- 2,25-4(3,5)
theweek  4,57(4,29)
2-3 days per 3,86- 3,25-4(3,75)
week 4,71(4,29)
1daya 3,71- 3,0-4,0(3,75)
week 4,43(4,14)
Every15  3/43- 2,5-4,25(3,5)
days 4,57(4,14)
Onedaya 343- 3-4,25(4,0)
month 4,43(3,86)
5,896 4,875
0,207 0,300
Super 3,71- 3,0-4,0(3,75)
market! 4,71(4,29)
Mini 371- 2,75-4(3,5)
market? 4,71(4,29)
Grocery®  3,14-4,29(4,0) 3-3,75(3,75)
Open 3,71- 3,0-4,0(3,5)
Market* 4,57(4,14)
AVMS 4-4,57(4,29)  3,5-4(3,75)
9,047 8,050
0,060 0,090
I never use 2,29- 1,5-4,0(3,25)
plastic 4,71(3,57)
bags’
0-22 3,86- 3,0-4,0(3,75)
4,57(4,29)
3-53 3,79- 3,0-4,0(3,75)
4,57(4,14)
6 and 3,14- 2,5-4(3,5)
above* 4,43(3,86)
8,689 3,471
0,034* 0,325
1<2
2,43- 2-4(3,75)
the waste  4,43(3,57)
luseitasa 3,86- 3,0-4,0(3,75)
garbage 4,57(4,29)

bag?

2,632(2,8) 333-4(40) 3-4(317)  20-30(267)

13,599 16,494 13,734 16,262
0,093 0,036* 0,089 0,039*
6>1 6>1

2-32(2,6) 2,33-433(3,5) 2-3,33(2,67) 1,5-3,0(2,0)

263(2,8) 33340(40) 2,67 2,0-3,0(2,33)
3,33(3,33)

2,4-36(3,0) 4,0-433(40) 2367(30) 2-3,33(267)

2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-433(4,0) 2-333(2,67) 2,0-3,0(2,33)

24-32(2,8) 3,33-433(4,0) 2-367(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33)

2,6-34(2,9) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2,33-3,67(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,67)

13,477 12,667 5,745 15,806
0,019* 0,027* 0,332 0,007
6>1 6>1 3,6>1

2326)  267-433(40) 2-367(30)  1,67-3(2:33)
2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-367(267) 2-2,67(2,33)
2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-333(267) 2-2,67(2,33)
22-32(30) 3-433(40) 2,67-4(333) 2-333(267)
28-34(30) 3-433(40) 2-367(30) 20-30(2,67)
8,978 1,898 5,237 2,775

0,062 0,755 0,264 0,596

2,4-32(2,8) 333-433(4,0) 2-367(30)  2-2,67(2:33)
24-32(28) 3-433(40) 2-333(30) 2,0-30(2,67)

22-3(2,6) 3-433(40) 23(233)  2-2,67(233)
2,6-32(2,8) 3-433(40) 2-333(267) 2-3,33(233)

2,8-32(3,0) 3,67-433(4,0) 2,33-4(30)  2-3,33(2,67)
9,288 3,930 7137 5390
0,054 0416 0,129 0,250

1,8-3,6(3,0) 2,0-4,33(3,33) 1,0-4,0(2,33) 1,0-2,67(2)

2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-433(4,0) 2-333(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33)

2,6-32(3,0) 3,0-4,33(4,0) 2,33-3,67(3,0) 2-3,33(2,67)

2-36(2,8) 2,33- 3,0-4,33(4,0) 2,0-3,33(3,0)
4,33(3,67)
1,824 6,063 16,478 18,474
0,610 0,709 0,007* 0,000*
1,2<4 1<3,4
1,8-3,2(2,8) 2,33-4(3,33) 2-3,67(2,67) 1,33-
3,33(2,67)

2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-433(4,0) 2-367(30) 2-267(2,33)

3,25-4(3,5)
3-3,75(3,25)

38,753
0,000*

8>1,2,3,5
5>2
2-3,63(3,0)

2,75-3,5(3,0)
3,0-4,0(3,25)
2,75-3,5(3,0)
3-375(3,5)
3,0-4,0(3,5)

35,861

0,000*

5,6>1; 6>4
2,5-3,75(3,25)

3,0-4,0(3,5)

2,75
3,75(3,25)
3,0-4,0(3,5)

2,75-4(3,25)

4,522
0,340
3,0-4,0(3,5)

3-3,75(3.25)

2,5-3,25(3,0)

2,75-
3,75(3,25)
3-3,75(3,5)

18,710
0,001*
3<1,5

1,0-3,5(2,75)
3,0-3,75(3.25)
3,0-4,0(3,25)
2,5-3,75(3,25)

15,030
0,002*

1<2,3
1,25-3,5(3,0)

3,0-4,0(3,25)
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luseitat  3-4,43(3,71) 3,0-4,0(375) 24-34(3,0) 3-4(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 1,67-267(2) 2,5-3,5(3,0)
home to
pack food
etc.®
luseitasa 4-4,57(4,43) 3,54(4,0) 2,6-3(30) 333-4(4,00 2-3(30) 2-3,33(2,33) 1,75-3(2,75)
carrying
bag*
Iwilluseit 3,86- 2,5-3,75(3,25) 2,4-3,4(2,9) 3,33-4,67(4,0) 1,67- 2,33- 3,5-4(3,75)
inmy next 4,86(4,43) 3,33(2,33) 3,33(2,67)
purchase®
Kruskal Wallis H 20,179 3,660 2,349 11,427 4,162 3,590 31,136
p-value 0,000* 0,454 0,672 0,022* 0,385 0,464 0,000*
Post-hoc 1<2 1<2 1,4<2,5
3<5
12.Accordingto They cause 3,86- 3,0-4,0(375) 2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 275-
you, whatis the enormous  4,57(4,29) 3,75(3,25)

impact of plastic damage to
bags on the the
environment? environmen
t]
They cause 3,00-4(3,57) 2,5-3,75(3,0) 2,2-3,4(2,8) 2-367(30)  2-3,33(30) 2,0-30(2,33) 2-325(2,75)

little

damage to

the

environmen

tZ

They do not 3,00- 3-425(3,5) 22-32(28) 2,67-4,33(4,0) 2,33-4(3,33) 2-333(2,67) 2,5-375(3,5)

cause 4,29(3,86)

damage

after

collection®

They can be 3,86- 3-4,25(3,75) 2,4-3,4(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2,67-3,67(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,67) 3,25-4(3,5)

collected  4,71(4,14)

and

recycled*
Kruskal Wallis H 25,575 8,286 1,364 23,421 14,775 8,847 24,489
p-value 0,000* 0,040* 0,714 0,000* 0,002* 0,031* 0,000*
Post-hoc 2<1,4 2<4 2<1,4 1<4 1<4 1<2,4
13.If youknew Wouldnot 3,71- 3,254,0(3,75) 2,4-32(2,8) 3,67-4,33(4,0) 2-333(2,67) 2-2,67(233) 2,75
the harm of use’ 4,43(4,14) 3,75(3,25)
plastic bags, I probably 3,57-4,57(4,0) 2,540(35) 272-30(2,6) 2,67-4(3,67) 2,67-333(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,67) 275
would you still  wouldn't 3,75(3,38)
use them? use it?

Don't know? 3,71- 30-40(35) 24-30(28) 3-4(3,67) 2,67 2,0-3,0(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,5)

4,57(4,14) 3,67(3,33)

[ would 4,0-4,86(4,43) 3,0-5(425)  2,8-34(372) 3,33-4,67(4,0) 2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-4,0(3,25)

most likely

use my bag*

[ would 4,43-50(4,86) 3,0-4,75(4,0) 2,8-38(32) 3,67-5(4,67) 1,67-4(333) 2-333(233) 3,54(375)

definitely

use my bag®
Kruskal Wallis H 19,613 18,443 16,091 20,853 23,560 13,444 16,809
p-value 0,001* 0,001* 0,003* 0,000* 0,000* 0,009* 0,002*
Post-hoc 1,2,3<5 1,3<4 2<4,5 2<1,5 1<83 1<3 1<8,5
14.Wouldyou  VYes 3,71- 3,0-4,0(375) 2,4-32(2,8) 3,33-4,33(4,0) 2-3,33(3,0)  2-2,67(2,33) 3-3,75(3,25)
prefer reusable 4,57(4,14)
bags instead of No. 3,0-4,43(3,71) 2,5-4(3,5) 2-3,2(2,4)  2,0-4(3,0) 2,33-3,67(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,67) 2,25-4(3,5)
plastic bags?
Mann-Whitney U z value -2,500 -0,623 -1,924 -3,307 -1,515 -0,823 -0,377
p-value 0,012* 0,533 0,054 0,001* 0,130 0,410 0,706
*p<0,05

In Table 4, the results of the comparison of the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of
"‘perception of plastic bags as an environmental problem, cost of use of environmental
resources, use of plastic bags with charging, legal plastic bag charging practice, environmental
pollution with charging, government sanction in plastic bag practice, perception of use of plastic
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bags as a means of earning money" according to the demographic characteristics of the
participants are given.

As shown in Table 4, it was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of
the perception of plastic bags as an environmental problem, the cost of the use of environmental
resources, the use of plastic bags with pricing, legal plastic bag pricing practice, environmental
pollution with pricing, government sanction in plastic bag practice, and the perception of the use
of plastic bags as a means of earning money did not show a statistically significant difference
according to the gender, marital status and shopping frequency of the participants (p>0.05).

It was observed that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the cost of use of
environmental resources, plastic bag use with charging, legal plastic bag charging practice,
environmental pollution with charging, and state sanction in plastic bag practice did not show a
statistically significant difference according to the age of the participants (p>0.05). However, it
was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem and the perception of the use of plastic bags as a means of
earning money showed a statistically significant difference according to the age of the
participants (p<0.05). According to the multiple comparison test conducted to identify these
groups showing differences, it was determined that the scores of individuals aged 62 years and
over were lower than those aged 29-39 years and 40-50 years.

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the cost of use of
environmental resources, plastic bag use with charging, environmental pollution with charging,
state sanction in plastic bag application, perception of the use of plastic bags as a means of
earning money did not show a statistically significant difference according to the number of
children of the participants (p>0.05). It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-
dimensions of the perception of plastic bags as an environmental problem and the legal plastic
bag charging practice showed a statistically significant difference according to the number of
children of the participants (p<0.05). According to the multiple comparison test conducted to
determine the groups showing differences, it was seen that the scores of the participants who
stated that they had four or more children for the perception of plastic bags as an environmental
problem were lower than the scores of the participants who stated that they had one and two
children. For the scores of legal plastic bag charging practice, it was determined that the scores
of the participants who stated that they had four or more children were lower than the scores of
the participants who stated that they had two and three children.

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem, cost of use of environmental resources, use of plastic bags
with charging, legal plastic bag charging practice, environmental pollution with charging, and
state sanction in plastic bag practice, perception of the use of plastic bags as a means of
earning money showed a statistically significant difference according to the educational status
of the participants (p<0.05). According to the multiple comparison test conducted to determine
the groups showing differences, for the sub-dimension score of the perception of plastic bags
as an environmental problem, the scores of the literate participants were lower than all
participants with secondary education and higher education; the scores of the participants with
primary education graduates were lower than the participants with associate degree and higher
education; the scores of the participants with secondary education graduates were lower than
the participants with associate degree and higher education. For the sub-dimension score of the
cost of use of environmental resources, the scores of literate participants were lower than all
participants with secondary education and above, and the scores of participants with primary
and secondary education were lower than those of participants with master's degrees. For the
sub-dimension scores of plastic bag use with charging and legal plastic bag charging practice,
the scores of literate participants were lower than all participants with primary education and
above. For the sub-dimension score of environmental pollution with charging, the scores of
literate participants and primary school graduates were lower than all participants with a
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doctorate degree. For the sub-dimension score of state sanction in plastic bag application, the
scores of literate participants were lower than all individuals with secondary education,
associate degree and undergraduate degrees. For the sub-dimension score of the perception of
the use of plastic bags as a means of earning money, the scores of literate participants were
lower than all participants with secondary education and higher education, while the scores of
participants with primary and secondary education were lower than those of participants with
bachelor's, master's and doctoral degrees.

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem, the cost of the use of environmental resources, legal plastic
bag charging practice, state sanction in plastic bag practice, and the perception of the use of
plastic bags as a means of earning money showed a statistically significant difference
according to the participants’ occupation (p<0.05). According to the multiple comparison test
conducted to determine the groups showing differences, it was determined that the participants
who were civil servants received higher scores for the sub-dimension of the perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem than the participants who were unemployed, housewives,
retired, and workers. For the sub-dimension of the cost of use of environmental resources, it
was observed that the participants who were civil servants scored higher than the participants
who were unemployed, housewives. For the sub-dimension of legal plastic bag charging
practice, it was determined that the participants who were artisans scored higher than the
participants who were unemployed. For the sub-dimension of state sanction in plastic bag
application, it was seen that the scores of the participants who were tradesmen were higher
than the unemployed participants. For the sub-dimension of the perception of the use of plastic
bags as a means of earning money, the scores of the participants who were civil servants were
higher than those of the participants who were unemployed, housewives, retired, and workers,
and the scores of the participants who were workers were higher than those of the participants
who were retired. It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of
charging and plastic bag use, charging and environmental pollution did not show a statistically
significant difference according to the participants’ occupation (p>0.05).

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem, cost of use of environmental resources, use of plastic bags
with charging, legal plastic bag charging practice, environmental pollution with charging, and
state sanction in plastic bag practice, perception of use of plastic bags as a means of earning
money showed a statistically significant difference according to the participants’ income
(p<0.05). According to the multiple comparison tests conducted to identify differences among
groups; the scores of the participants with an income level above 10,500 TL for the sub-
dimension of the perception of plastic bags as an environmental problem were higher than the
participants with an income level below 2500 TL and between 6501-8500 TL, and the scores of
the participants with an income level above 10,500 TL for the sub-dimension of the cost of using
environmental resources were higher than the participants with an income level below 2500 TL
and between 8501-10,500 TL. The scores of the participants with an income level above 10,500
TL were higher than the scores of the participants with an income level below 2500 TL for the
sub-dimensions of plastic bag use with pricing and legal plastic bag pricing practice. For the
sub-dimension of government sanction in plastic bag application, the scores of the participants
with an income level above 10,500 TL and the scores of the participants with an income level
between 4501-6500 TL were higher than the scores of the participants with an income level
below 2500 TL. For the sub-dimension of the perception of the use of plastic bags as a means
of earning money, the scores of the participants with an income level above 10,500 TL and the
scores of the participants with an income level between 8501- 10,500 TL were higher than the
scores of the participants with an income level below 2500 TL. The scores of participants with
an income between 8501- 10,500 TL were higher than those of participants with an income
between 6501-8500 TL. However, it was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-
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dimensions of remuneration and environmental pollution did not show a statistically significant
difference according to the participants’ income (p>0.05).

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem, the cost of the use of environmental resources, the use of
plastic bags with charging, legal plastic bag charging practice, environmental pollution with
charging, government sanction in plastic bag practice did not show a statistically significant
difference according to the place of shopping of the participants (p>0.05). However, the
perception of the use of plastic bags as a means of earning money showed a statistically
significant difference (p<0.05) according to the place of shopping of the participants, and it was
observed that the scores of the participants who shopped at the grocery store were lower than
the participants who shopped at the supermarket and shopping mall.

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the cost of use of
environmental resources, plastic bag use with charging, legal plastic bag charging practice, did
not show a statistically significant difference according to the number of bags used in shopping
(p>0.05). It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the perception
of plastic bags as an environmental problem, environmental pollution with charging,
government sanction in plastic bag application, perception of the use of plastic bags as a means
of earning money showed a statistically significant difference according to the number of bags
used in shopping (p<0.05). For the sub-dimension of the perception of plastic bags as an
environmental problem, the scores of the participants who never used plastic bags were lower
than the scores of the participants who used 1-2 bags. For the sub-dimension of environmental
pollution with pricing, the scores of the participants who never use plastic bags and the
participants who use 1-2 plastic bags were lower than the participants who use 6 or more plastic
bags. For the sub-dimension of government sanction in plastic bag application, the scores of
the participants who never use plastic bags were lower than the participants who use 3-5 bags
and the participants who use six or more bags. For the sub-dimension of the perception of the
use of plastic bags as a means of earning money, the scores of the participants who never use
plastic bags are lower than those of the participants who use 1-2 bags and 3-5 bags.

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the cost of use of
environmental resources, plastic bag use with charging, environmental pollution with charging,
and government sanction in plastic bag application did not show a statistically significant
difference according to the participants' subsequent use of plastic bags (p>0.05). It was
observed that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the perception of plastic bags
as an environmental problem, legal plastic bag charging practice, and the perception of the use
of plastic bags as a means of earning money showed a statistically significant difference
according to the participants' subsequent intended use of the bags purchased during shopping
(p<0.05). According to the multiple comparison test conducted to determine the groups
showing differences, it was determined that the scores of the participants who threw the sub-
dimensions of the perception of plastic bags as an environmental problem and the legal plastic
bag charging practice into the waste bin were lower than those of participants who used them
as garbage bags. For the sub-dimension of the perception of the use of plastic bags as a means
of earning money, the scores of the participants who threw them in the waste bin and the
participants who used them in their subsequent shopping were lower than the scores of the
participants who used them as garbage bags and the participants who used them in their
subsequent shopping. It was also found that the scores of the participants who used them to
pack food products at home were lower than the scores of the participants who used them in
their subsequent shopping.

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem, cost of use of environmental resources, legal plastic bag
charging practice, environmental pollution with charging, and state sanction in plastic bag
practice, perception of use of plastic bags as a means of earning money showed a statistically
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significant difference according to the participants' perception of the impact of plastic bags on
the environment (p<0.05). According to the multiple comparison test conducted to determine
the groups showing differences, it was seen that the scores of the participants who thought that
plastic bags cause little damage to the environment for the sub-dimension of the perception of
environmental problems were lower than the participants who answered that plastic bags cause
great damage to the environment and can be collected and recycled. For the sub-dimension of
the cost of use of environmental resources, it was found that the scores of the participants who
thought that it causes little damage to the environment were lower than the scores of the
participants who answered that it can be collected and recycled. For the sub-dimension of the
legal plastic bag charging practice, the scores of the participants who thought that it would
cause little damage to the environment were lower than those who answered that it would cause
great damage to the environment and that it could be collected and recycled. For the sub-
dimension of environmental pollution with pricing, the scores of those who thought that it
causes great damage to the environment were lower than those who answered that it can be
collected and recycled. For the sub-dimension of state sanction in plastic bag application, it was
determined that the participants who thought that plastic bags would cause great damage to
the environment received lower scores than the participants who answered that plastic bags
can be recycled. For the sub-dimension of the perception of the use of plastic bags as a means
of earning money, the scores of the participants who thought that plastic bags would cause
great damage to the environment were lower than the participants who answered that they
would cause little damage to the environment and could be collected and recycled. It was
determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimension of the use of plastic bags with
pricing did not show a statistically significant difference according to the participants'
perception of the impact of plastic bags on the environment (p>0.05).

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of perception of plastic
bags as an environmental problem, cost of use of environmental resources, use of plastic bags
with charging, legal plastic bag charging practice, environmental pollution with charging, and
state sanction in plastic bag practice, perception of use of plastic bags as a means of earning
money showed a statistically significant difference according to the participants' use of plastic
bags in case of knowing the harm of plastic bags (p>0.05). Accordingly, the scores of the
participants who said that they would not use plastic bags for the sub-dimensions of
environmental pollution with pricing and state sanction in the application of plastic bags were
lower than those of the participants who said that they did not know; the scores of the
participants who said that they would not use, probably would not use and did not know for the
sub-dimension of the perception of plastic bags as an environmental problem were lower than
those of the participants who said that they would definitely use my bag. For the sub-dimension
of the cost of use of environmental resources, the scores of the participants who said that they
would not use and do not know were lower than those of the participants who said that they
would probably use my bag. For the sub-dimension of plastic bag use with pricing, the scores
of the participants who said that they would probably not use plastic bags were lower than those
of the participants who said that they would probably use their bags and definitely use their
bags. For the perception of the use of plastic bags as a means of earning money, the value of
the participants who said that they would not use plastic bags was lower than the participants
who said that they did not know and would definitely buy my bag.

It was determined that the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the cost of use of
environmental resources, plastic bag use with charging, environmental pollution with charging,
government sanction in plastic bag application, perception of the use of plastic bags as a means
of earning money did not show a statistically significant difference according to the participants'
preference for reusable plastic bags instead of plastic bags (p>0.05). It was determined that the
scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the perception of plastic bags as an environmental
problem and legal plastic bag charging practice showed a statistically significant difference
according to the participants' preference for reusable plastic bags instead of plastic bags
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(p<0.05). It was observed that the scores of the participants who preferred reusable plastic
bags instead of plastic bags were higher than those who did not prefer reusable plastic bags
instead of plastic bags.

Conclusion and Recommendations

It is scientifically accepted that plastic bags do not decompose in nature for centuries and
therefore have many damages, especially to the environment. Hence, various countries have
imposed costs on plastic bags in accordance with their state policies. These costs are referred
to by different names depending on the country. The common goal of the practice is to ensure
the environment sustainability by reducing the use of plastic bags through this imposed cost. In
TUrkiye, plastic bags have been charged/taxed under the name of "recovery participation share"
since 2019. The aim of the research subject to this study is to reduce the use of plastic bags,
which is in parallel with other practices in the world.

The research conducted in terms of consumers in Afyonkarahisar confirmed this result.
According to the data obtained from the research findings, 84.1% of the participants stated
that they "know that plastic bags disappear in nature in a long time", 85.1% stated that "plastic
bags harm nature (e.g., water, soil, and air)", 84.3% stated that "they harm all living things in
nature" and 78.3% stated that "everything that can harm the environment should have a
monetary value. "

When the answers given by the participants to the questions were evaluated collectively, it was
determined that a very high majority of the participants were aware of the damages of plastic
bags and that there should be a monetary price for these damages. It is thought that the
application will contribute to the development of awareness in this direction.

67.8% of the participants stated that they found "the fee imposed by the state on plastic bags"
and 76.2% of the participants stated that they found "depositing the fees into the environmental
fund" correct. However, 74.3% of the participants were of the opinion that "instead of charging
plastic bags for shopping, recyclable, biodegradable (e.g., paper) bags should be made
compulsory.”

The opinion of 91.8% of the participants is that they will "prefer reusable bags instead of plastic
bags" after plastic bags are charged. In this context, when the data are analyzed, it is seen that
almost all of the participants prefer reusable bags regardless of gender.

To summarize;

-high awareness of the participants about the harms of plastic bags and environmental
awareness,

-that they find it appropriate to charge for plastic bags,

-that it would be more appropriate to make the use of different bags "suitable for recycling and
biodegradable" compulsory instead of charging a fee,

-declared they would prefer "reusable bags instead of plastic bags" in their shopping.

It was determined that although 61.8% of the participants stated that they reduced the use of
plastic bags after plastic bags were charged, 67.5% of them continued to use plastic bags for a
fee. Therefore, some of the participants continue to use plastic bags even though they know the
harms of plastic bags and find the charging of plastic bags appropriate. Despite such a result,
plastic bag fees were welcomed positively by the participants and served the purpose of giving
similar results in Afyonkarahisar.

Undoubtedly, charging fees has a positive impact on reducing their use. However, for a
sustainable environment, charging alone is not sufficient; the issue must remain prominent on
the public agenda through public service announcements. Warning signs that raise awareness
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should be displayed on products that are intensively used by consumers. Hanging posters in
shopping centers where consumers can see them is also considered effective. Another option
is to periodically distribute renewable bags free of charge to consumers. Prohibition is also
among the measures that can contribute to the solution.

However, for a sustainable environment, this measure alone is not sufficient; the issue must
remain prominent on the public agenda through public service announcements. Warning signs
that raise awareness should be displayed on products heavily used by consumers. Another
option is to periodically distribute renewable bags to consumers free of charge. Prohibition is
also among the measures that can contribute to the solution.

When national and international theoretical and empirical studies are examined, it is evident that
the research predominantly focuses on consumers. The results of these studies in this field are
significantly established. However, the number of studies measuring the perception of
businesses in the literature is considered insufficient. Therefore, new research focusing on
businesses will contribute to the literature.
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Arastirma Makalesi Acik Erisim

Plastik poset kullanimi ve gevresel etkileri baglaminda plastik poset
vergisi: Afyonkarahisar ornegi

Ayse Mercan'™® Kamil Glingor?

?Afyon Koc.atepe Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Maliye Boliimii, Afyonkarahisar, Tiirkiye; 2Afyon Kocatepe Universitesi,
Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi, Maliye Boliimii, Afyonkarahisar, Tiirkiye.

OZET

Gundmuzde artan tliketime bagli olarak meydana gelen gevre sorunlari devletleri gesitli onlemler almaya
yonlendirmistir. Metal atiklar, ambalaj atiklari, cam ve plastik gibi kimi atiklar nedeniyle ekolojik dengenin
bozulmasi, insan saghgini ve diinyanin gelecegini tehdit etmektedir. Bu atiklar arasinda plastik atiklar ve plastik
posetler oldukca tehlikelidir. Dinyada artan ntifus ve tuketim aliskanliklari plastik poset kullanimini da artirmistir.
Buna badli olarak plastik poset atiklari da artmistir. Bu atiklar azaltmak igin s6z konusu urtnlerin tiketimini
azaltmak Uzere dinyada cesitli mali yikidmldlik politikalar benimsenmistir. Bu politikalar arasinda en 6nemlisi
vergilerdir. Hikumetler plastik posetler araciligi ile gevre kirliligini azaltmayi hedeflemistir. 2019 yilinda Turkiye'de
de plastik posetlerin tcretlendiriimesi uygulamasina gegmistir. Bu galismanin konusu Afyonkarahisar ili 6zelinde
tuketicilerin bu Ucretlendirme ile ilgili algisinin dlgilmesidir. Calismada kolayda ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak
Afyonkarahisar ilinde yasayan 400 kisiye anket uygulanmistir. Arastirmada elde edilen veriler SPSS 25.0 programi
kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Arastirma sonucuna gore Afyonkarahisar ili 6zelinde katilimcilarin %84,3'Unun plastik
posetleri zararli gormesine ve cevre bilincine sahip olmasina ragmen %61,8'inin tcretlendirildikten sonra plastik
poset kullanimini azalttigr gortlmastar.

ANAHTAR KELIMELER

Plastik poset, Plastik poset vergisi, Geri kazanim katilim payi, Strdurtlebilir gevre, Tiketici algisi.
Girig

Cevrenin korunmasi kuresel olgekte dikkat ceken uluslararasi bir konudur. Cevrenin kuresel bir
kamu mali olmasi devletler arasinda is birligi yapiimasini da gerekli kilmaktadir. Devletler
uluslararasi is birlikleri yaninda i¢ hukuk yontemiyle de cesitli uygulamalara gitmektedir.
Surdurulebilir bir gevre igin atilan bu adimlardan birisi de plastik posetlerin Ucretlendirilmesi ya
da vergilendiriimesi veya plastik poset kullanimindan katki payr alinmasidir.

Bu baglamda Turkiye'de de plastik posetler ‘geri kazanim katiim pay” adi altinda
dcretlendirilmistir. Plastik posetlere uygulanan bu Ucret, zorunlu olmasi nedeniyle, teorik
anlamda genis anlamda vergi olarak nitelendiriimektedir. Vergiler genel olarak kamu
harcamalarinin finansmani icin alinmakla birlikte ekstra fiskal amaglarla da alinmaktadir. Plastik
posetlerin Ucretlendirmesi de esasen ekstra fiskaldir. Zira Ucretlendirmenin amaci mali
olmaktan ziyade bu malzemelerin gevreye olan zararini sinirlandirmaktir (Kiliger, 2018).

1 Ocak 2019'dan itibaren plastik posetler Turkiye'de dcretli bir sekilde satiimaya baslanmistir.
Gecen sure icerisinde plastik poset kullanimimda belirgin azalma yasanmistir. Nitekim bu
tarihten once kisi basina dusen plastik poset sayisi 440 iken, bu tarihten sonra plastik posetlerin
kullanimi yaklasik % 65 oraninda azalmistir (T. C. Gevre Sehircilik ve iklim Degisikligi Bakanhg,
2022). Bu durum diger plastik bilesenlerin kullanimi ve sera gazi salimini Gzerinde de olumiu etki
meydana getirmistir. Bu gergevede 2019 yilindan sonra plastik posetlerden dolayl olusan
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550.000 ton plastik atigin ortaya gikmasi ve yaklagik 22746 ton sera gazinin salinimi
engellenmistir (T. C. Cevre Sehircilik ve Iklim Degisikligi Bakanligi, 2022).

Calismada, ilk olarak literatlirde plastik posetler Uzerinden alinan Ucretler ile ilgili yapilan
calismalar analiz edilerek plastik ve plastik poset kavramlarinin gergevesi gizilmistir. Plastik
poset kullaniminin zararlarinin da konu edildigi calismada daha sonra secilmis Ulkelerde bu
zararin azaltilmasi igin yapilan ¢calismalar mercek altina alinmistir. Turkiye'de plastik posetlerden
alinan dcretin nasil uygulandigi degerlendirildikten sonra ¢alismanin arastirma asamasina
gecilmistir. Bu kisimda ise arastirmanin metodolojisi anlatildiktan sonra, arastirma sonucunda
elde edilen bulgular ve verilerin analizi yapiimistir. Sonu¢ kisminda ise tartisma ve onerilere yer
verilmistir.
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Afyonkarahisar ili ozelinde plastik posetlerin Ucretlendiriimesi ve tiketicilerin algilarinin
Olculmesine yonelik bir calismaya rastlanilmamistir. Plastik posetlerin Ucretlendirilmesi ve
tuketici davranislar Uzerindeki etkilerine veya algilarina yonelik ulusal ve uluslararasi literattrde
yer alan bazi ¢calismalar asagida ozetlenmistir.

Yasa ve Cop (2019) tarafindan Belgika'da tiketicilerin plastik poset kullanimlarina yonelik bakis
acillarinin ne oldugunu arastirmak amaciyla tuketicilere anket uygulanmistir. Arastirma
sonucunda kadin tuketicilerin plastik poset kullanimina yonelik hassasiyetlerinin erkek
tuketicilere gore daha yuksek oldugu, plastik posetlerle ilgili uygulamaya konulan yasal
duzenlemelerin olumlu etkilerinin uzun donemde ortaya ¢iktidl, bu etkinin devam edebilmesi igin
bilgilendirici egitimlerden yararlaniimasi gerektigi sonucuna varilimistir.

Avci ve Yildiz (2020) tarafindan yapilan arastirma marketlerde alig-veris yapan tiketicileri
kapsamaktadir. Bu kapsamda 427 tuketici ile anket yapilmistir. Arastirma sonucuna gore
Ucretlendirme, cevre bilinci konusunda farkindaligr artirmis ve plastik poset yerine bez ¢anta
kullanimini yayginlastirmistir.

Cevik ve Kazak (2020) ise Karaman'da yasayan 346 tlketiciye anket uygulayarak plastik
posetlerin  Ucretlendiriimesine yonelik tuketicilerin  tutum ve davranislarini  saptamaya
calismiglardir. Arastirma sonucuna gore; plastik posetlerin cevreye zarar verdigi bilinmesine
ragmen tuketiciler tarafindan kullanilmaya devam edildigi, ancak Ucretlendirilmesi sonucunda
plastik posetlerin kullaniminin azaldigi tespit edilmistir.

Dursun (2020) tarafindan agirlikli olarak Bursa ili olmak Uzere 23 farkli sehirde yasamakta olan
321 tuketiciye anket uygulanmistir. Arastirma ile plastik posetlerin Gcretlendiriimesine yonelik
olarak tuketicilerin gosterecedi tepki ile ilgili faktorlerin belirlenmesi amaclanmistir. Anket
sonucunda elde edilen bulgularin analiz sonuglarina gore plastik posetlerin Ucretlendiriimesine
donuk destegin birbirinden farkli dinamikleri igerdigi gordlmustar.

Sentirk ve Dumludag (2021) tarafindan istanbul'da yasayan 821 tiiketiciye anket yapilmistir.
Arastirmada Turkiye'de uygulanmaya baslanan plastik poset Ucretinin tuketicilerin davranislari
dzerindeki etkisi belirlenmeye calisiimistir. Arastirma sonucuna gore; plastik posetlerin
dcretlendirilmesi sonucunda tuketicilerin davranislarinda ve evsel atiklarin saklanma usulinde
olumlu yonde degisiklik oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Jakovcevic vd. (2014), Arjantin'de plastik posetlerin Ucretlendiriimesinin, tiketiciler Gzerinde
olusturdugu etkiyi olgen bir galisma yapiimistir. Calisma, plastik posetlerin Ucretlendirmesi
Uzerinden alti ay gectikten sonra tuketici Uzerinde olusturdugu etkilere yoneliktir. Arastirma
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sonugclarina gore tuketicilerin davranislari, Ucretlendirme nedeniyle aligverise kendi ¢antalari ile
gelmeleri yonunde gelismistir.

Martinho vd. (2017) tarafindan Portekiz’de plastik poset vergisi uygulanmadan once ve
uygulamadan 4 ay sonra sahil kiyisi olan Almada ve Portekiz'in i¢ bolgelerinde bulunan Castelo
Branco sehirlerinde yasayan tuketicilere anket uygulanmistir. Arastirma ile plastik poset
vergisinin tuketici davranisina etkisi ve bu verginin etkinligi test edilmistir. Arastirma sonucuna
gore plastik poset vergisi uygulanmasindan 4 ay sonra segilen her iki sehirde de kullanimin
azaldigi tespit edilmistir. Vergiden sonra plastik poset kullaniminin %74 azaldigi, yeniden
kullanilabilirligin %671 arttigi gorulmustur. Sonug olarak kiylya uzakligin tuketicilerin davraniglar
ya da vergi algisini anlamli bir sekilde etkilemedigi saptanmistir.

Plastik ve Plastik Poset Kavrami

Uretiminde komdir, gaz ve ham petrol bilesenlerinin bulunana plastik, ingiliz mihendis Alexander
Parkes tarafindan 1860'ta kesfedilmistir (Guzel ve Ozkan, 2019). Bu tarihten sonra plastik
insanlarin her alanda kullandigi, islerini kolaylastiran onemli bir malzeme haline gelmistir. 1907
yilindan itibaren yapay olarak uretilen polimerik 6zellige sahip petrol turevleriyle imal edilen
malzemeler (Onder vd., 2020; Sarigl, 2018) 1950'li yillardan itibaren glindelik hayatta da yogun
bir sekilde kullanilmaya baslanmistir. Plastik posetler ilk kez 1955te ABD'de, 1970ten sonra tim
dinyada ve 1980’lerin sonundan itibaren ise Turkiye'de tiketicilerin hayatina girmistir (Ozgelik
Erim, 2019).

GunUmuUzde plastik posetler maliyeti ucuz olan filmlerden yapilmaktadir. Dayaniklilik oranlari
ylUksek olmasi ve su gegirmiyor olmalari nedeniyle bircok alanda kullaniimaktadir (Gémez ve
Escobar, 2022).

Plastik posetlerin farkli cesitleri bulunmaktadir. Su an dolasimda olan plastik posetlerin Gnemli
bir kismi ylksek yogunluklu olarak polietilen posetlerden olusmaktadir (Kiliger, 2018). Bu
posetler marketler, bakkallar, paket servisi yapan isletmeler, firinlar, manav ve pazarlar gibi ¢esitli
alanlarda fazla miktarlarda kullaniimaktadir.

Ekosisteme ve insan sagligina verdigi zararlar bilinmesine ragmen plastik ve plastikten imal
edilen drunlerin kullanimi ginimuzde de oldukca yaygindir. Bu alanlardan birisi de alisverislerde
kullanilan plastik posetlerdir.

Plastik Pogetlerin Zararlari

Plastik posetler gundelik hayata getirdikleri kolaylik ve pratiklikle bilinse de zaman icerisinde
bunlarin cesitli zararlari ortaya cikariimistir. Petrol bazli polietilen maddeden dretilen plastik
posetlerin atia donustuklerinde sadece insana degil, ekosistemde yer alan canlilar ve doga icin
zararlari tespit edilmistir (T. C. Gevre Sehircilik ve Iklim Degisikligi Bakanhgi, 2021).

Insana Verdigi Zararlar

insana verdigi en belirgin sonug insan saghigina iliskin olup, bu zarar plastik kullaniminin
kanserojen olmasit ile ilgilidir. Zira plastik posetler toksin barindirmakta olup, bu toksinlerin gines
ile temas kurdugunda kanserojen etki yaptigi yonunde bulgular vardir. Mesela plastik posetlere
sicak bir sekilde ekmek konulmasi posetin sicaklik dolayisiyla tepkimeye girmesine neden
olmakta ve bu tepkime sonucu zehirli madde olusabilmektedir (Girbiz ve Yilmaz, 2018).

Plastik posetlerde tasinan ve saklanan sebze ve meyvelerin de insan saglgini etkiledigi ve
kansere neden oldugu yonudnde bulgular vardir. Bu nedenle insanlarin plastik ve plastikten
arindirimis malzemeler (bez, kagit gibi) kullanmasi hem kendi sagliklari hem de gevre saglg
acisindan onemlidir.

Havadaki zehirli gazlarin tasinmasi ile insanlarda alerjik rahatsizliklar, astim gibi solunum
rahatsizliklari tetiklenmektedir. Ayrica fosil yakitlar hava olaylari yoluyla tasindiklarinda nefes
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darligl, Ust solunum yolu rahatsizliklar, erken dogum ve kalp rahatsizliklarini ortaya
clkarmaktadir (Aygll ve Bastug, 2020).

Sera gazi nedeniyle meydana gelen iklim degisikliginin insan saghgi Uzerinde dogrudan etkileri
yaninda dolayl etkileri de bulunmaktadir. Bu etkiler; kene, sivrisinek, pire gibi haserelerin
insanlarinin kanini emmesi nedeniyle yayilan enfeksiyon hastaliklari, su, gida drunleri ve
hayvanlardan bulasan hastaliklardir (Celik vd., 2008).

Plastik poset kullaniminin insanlara verdigi zararlar bunlarla da sinirli degildir. Uzun sureli
kullanilan plastikler dogum kusurlar, ¢ocuklarin gelisiminde sorun ve bagdisiklik sistemi
sorunlarina neden olmaktadir (Kayan ve Klguk, 2020). Plastik posetlerin diger bir zarari ise bu
posetlerin lagimlarin ve kanalizasyonlarin tikanmasina yol agmasi nedeniyle sivrisinekler ve
haserelerin Ureme alani olmalaridir. Bu alanlar sitma gibi atesli ve olimcul bir hastaligin
olusmasi ve yayllmasini kolaylastirmaktadir (BBC News Turkge, 2021).

KUguUk parcalara bolinen plastik posetler mikroplastiklere dontsmektedir. Cesitli zamanlarda
toprak ve su ile bulusan bu atiklar bitkilere, toprak ve deniz canlilarina sirayet etmektedir (Dursun,
2020). Toprak ve suda yetisen Urtnlerin tiketilmesi ise insan saghgini etkilemektedir. Nitekim
yapilan arastirmalarda insan vicudunda mikroplastiklerin etkilerine rastlaniimistir. italya’nin
baskenti Roma'da yeni dogum yapan ve saglik sorunu olmayan 34 anneden sut ornekleri
alinarak vyapilan arastirmada anne sudtunden alinan orneklerin % 75inde mikroplastige
rastlaniimistir (BBC News Turkge, 2022). Bu durumda anne st ile beslenen yenidogan
bebeklerin plastiklerin meydana getirdigi zararlara maruz kaldigi acikga ortadadir. Ayrica
mikroplastiklerin tuketilmelerinden iki saat sonra patojen ve toksinlerin beyne ulasmalari
alzhemier ve benzeri hastaliklarin riskini cogaltabilmektedir (Yildiz, 2023).

Hayatimizin hemen hemen her alaninda kullandigimiz masum gorundmlu plastiklerin insanlar
acisindan olusturdugu bu tehlikeler goz ardi edilmemeli ve kalici goztmler getirilmelidir. Cunku
yapilan calismalarda mikroplastiklerin yutulmasi ve solunmasi durumunda hdcrelere ve
dokulara girerek zarar verebilecegi tespit edilmistir (Rochman vd., 2013).

Gevreye Verdigi Zararlar

Plastik posetlerin, dogada uzun yillar boyunca ¢oztnememesi, ¢ozindugu zaman ise zehirli
kimyasallar salarak cevreyi kirletmesi ve kanserojen etkiye sahip olmasi gibi nedenlerle zararli
oldugu konusu genel kabul gormektedir (Yasa ve Cop, 2019). Hafif olmalari nedeniyle doda
olaylari olan rtzgar, sel vb. durumlarda kolayca yer degistirmektedir. Dolayisiyla kar erimeleri ve
yagmurlar sonucu olusan sellerin etkisiyle belirli noktalarda birikmekte ve taskinlara neden
olmaktadir. Banglades, yikici sel aninda drenaj sisteminin ince plastik posetler nedeniyle
tikanmasi sonrasinda 2002 yilinda ince plastik posetleri yasaklamistir (Turna, 2022). Plastik
posetler petrolden Uretiimekte olup uUretim surecinde islenen ve yakilan petrol, dogaya zehirli
gazlar salarak gevre kirliligini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir (Kayan ve Kiiguk, 2020).

Gevreye atilan plastik posetler tarimi da olumsuz etkilemektedir. Zira plastik posetler toprakta
¢oziinemediklerinden toprak verimliligi azalmakta ve toprak besin kaybina ugramaktadir (Jalil
vd., 2013). Bitki koklerinin beslenme sorunu yasamasi ise tarimda verimliligi olumsuz
etkilemektedir.

Plastik posetlerin cevreye verdigi onemli zararlardan bir digeri ise yakilmalari sirasinda zararli
sera gazini aciga ¢ikarmalaridir. Ayrica gunesin etkisi nedeniyle kendiliginden de ates alabilmesi
nedeniyle orman yanginlarina neden olabilmektedir.

Hayvanlara Verdidi Zararlar

Plastik posetler, kara ve denizde yasayan hayvanlarin nefes yollarini ve sindirim sistemlerini
tikayarak ya da vicutlarina dolanarak olimlerine neden olabilmektedir (Dursun, 2020). Ayrica
her yil igin 4-5 trilyon civarinda Uretilen plastik posetler yil igerisinde bir milyar kus ve memeli
hayvani 6limle yUz yiize birakmaktadir (Sektordm Dergisi, 2020).
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Plastikler hayvanlarda bolgesel yaralanma, doku yaralanmasi ve iltihaplanmalara da yol
acmaktadir. Avustralya'da Lord Howe Adasi'nda gorulen yelkovan kuslarinda kuslarin plastik
yutmasi sonucu midelerinde doku yaralanmasi gorilmustir (Uren, 2023). Bu durum ayni
malzemeden Uretilen plastik posetler icin de gecerli olabilir.

Plastik posetlerin sulara taginmasi su igerisinde yasayan canlilarin (baliklar, bitkiler gibi) zarar
gormesine neden olmaktadir. Zira baliklar ve deniz kaplumbagalar denize ulasan
mikroplastikleri yutmakta ve bu maddeyi sindiremedikleri igin hayatlarini kaybetmektedir.
Norvec'teki Sotra Adasinda o6lu halde karaya vuran bir balina uzmanlar tarafindan incelendiginde
midesinde ¢ok fazla sayida plastik posete rastlanmis, bu yizden sindirim sisteminde sorun
¢iktigi ve agliktan o6ldigu tespit edilmistir (Sektordm Dergisi, 2020).

Bu durum her ne kadar plastiklerin suya ve su igcinde yasayan canlilara zarar verdigi gibi algilansa
da plastik dolayli yoldan su urtnleri tuketen insanlara da zarar vermektedir. Canlilarin plastik
posetlerin verdigi zararlardan korunmasi icin tuketicilerde biling olusturulmasi ve yaptinma
dayali politikalarin olusturulmasi ve etkinlestirilmesi gerekmektedir.

Havaya Verdigi Zararlar

Plastik posetlerin havaya verdigi en énemli zarar sera gazi yaymalardir. Ozellikle topraga
gomulen plastik posetler oksijensiz bir sekilde pargalanarak sera gazinin énemli bir tdrt olan
metan gazi salmaktadirlar (Bostanoglu, 2020). Bu durumda ortaya ¢ikan sera gazi atmosferde
IsSinmaya neden olmaktadir. Bu da beraberinde gunUmuzde kiresel dinyanin en buyutk
sorunlarindan birisi olan kiresel i1sinmaya neden olmaktadir. insanlar, bitkiler, hayvanlar ve
dogada bulunan tim canlilar bu durumdan olumsuz bir sekilde etkilenmektedir.

Plastik posetler sonucu ortaya cikan sera gazi, neden oldugu iklim degisikliginin neticesinde
bitkilerin blyumesi ve gelismesini etkileyerek verimin dusmesine ve gida kithgina yol agmaktadir.
Ayrica ekosistemde yer alan diger bitkilerin de kurumasina neden olmaktadir. Kuresel isinmadan
dolayl kurakhgin olusmasi gerek tarim alanlarinda gerekse orman bolgelerinde yanginlarin
¢ikmasini ve doganin tahrip olmasini tetiklemektedir.

Kuresel isinma nedeniyle buzullarin erimesine ve deniz seviyesinin yukselmesine bagli olarak bu
bolgelerde yasayan hayvanlarin da yasam alanlarn kaybolmakta ve bazi hayvan turlerinde soy
tukenmesi riski yasanmaktadir. Kiresel 1sinma nedeniyle artan yanginlar buralarda yasayan
bocek ve hayvanlarin yok olmasi anlamina da gelmektedir. Bu ise ekosistemin dengesini
olumsuz yonde etkilemektedir.

Mikroplastikler hava ve su uzerinde de olumsuz etki meydana getirmekte; musluk suyu,
siselenmis su, bal, tuz gibi gida maddelerini de etkilemektedir (Kanli ve Kurt, 2019).

Ekonomiye Verdidi Zararlar

“Sehir calilart”, “beyaz kirlilik” gibi adlarla anilan plastik posetler gortntu kirliligine neden olmakta
ve turizm gelirlerine olumsuz etki yapmaktadir (Dursun, 2020). Dolayisiyla plastik posetlerin
gevreye verdigi bu goruntu kirliliginin ortadan kaldiriimasi gerekmektedir. Ayrica plastik posetler
nedeniyle hastalanan insanlarin ve hayvanlanin tedavi masraflar, ekili-dikili alanlarin
temizlenmesi ve plastik posetler nedeniyle gikan yanginlarin dnlenmesi igin yapilan harcamalar
plastik posetlerin ekonomiye olumsuz etkileri arasindadir.

Terminoloji

Plastik posetler Uzerine yuklenen maliyetlerde temel amag ¢evre basta olmak uzere plastik
posetlerin meydana getirdigi zararlarnin azaltilmasidir. Bu nedenle plastik posetler Gzerinden
dcret, geri kazanim katiim payi ve vergi alinmasi gibi ¢esitli uygulamalar getirilmistir. Ancak
literatirde plastik posete ytklenen parasal maliyetin “vergi” olup olmadigi tartismali bir konudur.

Vergiler genel olarak kamu giderlerinin finansmani i¢in mukelleflerden mali glcleri oranlarinda
cebri sekilde, karsiliksiz olarak alinan ve butcede gosterilen parasal yukumluluklerdir. Ancak
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vergilerin mali olmayan amagclari oldugu da kabul edilmektedir. Cevrenin korunmasi disuncesi
mali olmayan amagtir. Plastik posetler Uzerine yuklenen maliyet her iki 0zelligi de tasimaktadir.

TUrkiye'de plastik posetler icin uygulanan parasal maliyet “geri kazanim katiim payi” olarak
adlandinimistir. “Geri kazanim katiim payi’, 5018 sayili Kanunun 3'Unctd maddesinin i bendine
gore mali yukimluluk kapsaminda alinan bir kamu geliridir ve Kanunun 13'Unctd maddesinin f
bendine gore ise biitcede gelir olarak gosterilmesi gerekmektedir (5018 sayilli Kamu Mali
Yonetimi ve Kontrol Kanunu, md. 3/i; md.13/f). Bu nedenle “geri kazanim katilim payinin” vergi
olarak nitelendirilmesi muamkunddr.

Bazi posetlerinin dcretten istisna olmasi, “geri kazanim katilim payinin” her yil yeniden degerleme
oranina gore belirlenmesi, beyanname verilmesi ve 6deme zamanin belirtiimesi, 6denmedigi
takdirde 6183 sayill Kanununda yer alan hususlara gore bu alacagin tahsilinin cezali olarak
yapllmasi ‘geri kazanim katiim payi” ve vergilerin benzer 0Ozelliklere sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir (inam, 2019). Bu baglamda “geri kazanim katilim payinin” genis anlamda vergi
oldugu dustncesi agirlik kazanmaktadir.

“Geri kazanim katilim payinin” 6denme amaci ve kullanma yontemine bakildiginda gevre vergisi
kapsaminda oldugu gortlmekte olup, uluslararasi calisma ve raporlarda gevre vergilerinin insan
davraniglarini duzenleyici/degistirici nitelikte oldugu ve merkezi butgeye aktarildigi belirtilmistir
(Yilmaz ve Biyan, 2019). Bu bagdlamda da ‘geri kazanim katiim pay” bir vergi olarak
degerlendirilmelidir.

Secilmis Avrupa Birligi Ulkelerinde ve Tiirkiye'de Plastik Poget Uygulamalari
Segilmis Avrupa Birligi Ulkelerinde Plastik Poset Uygulamalari

Plastik posetler 6zellikle gelismis Ulkelerde insan ve gevre saghgi igin tehdit olusturan malzeme
olarak gordldigunden, bu durumdan rahatsiz olan ulkeler cesitli politikalar gelistirmislerdir.
Dlnyada 60'tan fazla Ulke plastik poset uygulamalarina yonelik olarak diizenleme yapmistir (T.
C. Cevre Sehircilik ve iklim Degisikligi Bakanhgi, 2021). Avrupa Birligi'nde de tek kullanimlik
plastik poset tuketiminin azaltiimasi ile ilgili olarak; plastik posetlerin kullaniminin gondllu
anlagsmalar yoluyla kisitlanmasi, yasaklanmasi, Ucretlendiriimesi ya da vergilendirilmesi yonunde
duzenlemeler yapilimistir.

Avrupa Birligi'nde 2015 yilindan itibaren plastik poset kullanimin azaltimasina yonelik
politikalara agirlik verilmistir. Bu ¢ercevede Avrupa Parlamentosu ve Avrupa Konseyinin Direktifi
ile 29 Nisan 2015 tarihinde 2015/720 sayili “Hafif Plastik Tasima Posetlerinin Tuketiminin
Azaltiimasina lliskin Direktif 94/62/EC'de Degisiklik Yapilmasi” direktif kabul edilerek Uye
Ulkelerin kisi basina hafif plastik posetlerin kullanimini azaltiimasi hedeflenmistir (Martinho vd.,
2017).

Direktifin 4’inci maddesine “kisi basina hafif plastik poset (50 mikronun altinda kalan)
kullaniminin 371 Aralik 2019'a kadar 90 adete ve 31 Aralik 2025'e kadar 40 adete dusurdlmesi
gerektigi, benzer uygulamalara gidilmezse plastik posetlerin 31 Aralik 2018'den itibaren mal veya
urlin satis noktalarinda Ucretsiz bir sekilde verilmeyecegdi” ifadeleri eklenmistir (Directive EU,
2015). Direktifin lafzindan ¢ok hafif plastik posetlerin (15 mikronun altinda olan) bu tedbirlerin
disinda tutulabilecegi anlasiimaktadir.

Bu tarihten itibaren yapilan arastirmalar plastik posetler icin uygulanan ucretlerin plastik poset
kullanimini azalttigini gostermektedir. Nitekim plastik poset kullanimi Danimarka'da %66,
Belgika, Ingiltere ve Portekiz’de %75-90 arasinda, Irlanda’da %90 oraninda azalmistir (Elton,
2023).

Asagida secilmis AB Ulkelerinde uygulanan plastik poset duzenlemelerine yer verilmistir.
incelenen Ulkeler baglaminda gerek AB direktifinin gerekse bu ulkelerdeki i politika araclarinin
plastik poset kullaniminin azaltilmasinda etkili oldugu ve hedeflere 6ngorilen tarihlerden daha
once ulasildigr gortlmektedir.
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Almanya

Avrupa Birligine Uye Ulkeler arasinda plastik posetlere yonelik ilk dizenleme 1991 yilinda
Almanya'da yapilmistir (Sahin, 2020). Almanya gondlli anlasmalar yoluyla plastik poset
kullanimini kisitlayan Glkelerden birisidir. Bu kapsamda “Federal Cevre, Doday! Koruma, insaat
ve Nukleer Guvenlik Bakanhgl” ile “Alman Ticaret Birligi* anlasma imzalamis olup anlagsma ile
20251e kisi basina dusen plastik poset tuketiminin 40 adede indiriimesi amaglanmaktadir
(Bostanoglu, 2020).

Avrupa’nin en buyuk ekonomisi olan Almanya’'da 2000 yilinda plastik poset kullanimi kisi basina
ortalama 85 adet iken, 2018 yilinda bu sayisinin 24 adete diustigu gorilmektedir (McCarthy,
2019). Dolayisiyla Almanya istikrali bir politika izlemistir. Bu gergevede Almanya imzalanan
anlasmada ulasmayi hedeflediginden daha kisa bir stirede (7 yil 6nce) ve hedeflenen adetin
Uzerinde bir sonug elde etmistir. Almanya’da 2016 yilindan itibaren hafif plastik posetlerin adeti
10-60 avro cent olarak Ucretliyken (Bloomberg HT, 2019) 2022 yilindan itibaren hafif plastik
posetler tamamen yasaklanmistir. Bu kapsamda 1 Ocak 2022 tarihinden itibaren kalinhigr 50
mikronun altinda olan plastik posetler yasaklanmis kalinligi 15 mikronun altinda olan gok hafif
plastik posetler ise yasaktan muaf tutulmustur (Jenny, 20217).

Almanya’nin yaptigl uygulamalar degerlendirildiginde plastik poset kullaniminin yasaklanma
amacinin mali amag olmadigi ve tamamen gevre koruma politikalar ¢ergevesinde tuketicilerin
gevre bilincini olusturmaya yonelik oldugu anlasiimaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu kapsamda
Almanya’nin basarili bir politika izledigi gorulmektedir.

Belgika

Belcika'da plastik poset kullaniminin azaltilmasi igin plastik posetlerin Ucretlendirilmesine
yonelik bir politika izlemistir. Bu kapsamda ilk olarak 2007 yilinda tiketiciler tarafindan kullanilan
her poset igin Ucret alinmasi ongorilmistir (Dursun, 2020). 10 yil boyunca plastik posetlerin
kullanimi Gcerete tabi tutulmustur.

1 Eyldl 2017'den itibaren 50 mikrondan ince olan tek kullanimlik plastik aligveris posetleri, 1 EylUl
2018den itibaren ise 50 mikrondan ince diger tim tek kullanimlik plastik posetlerin kullanimi
yasaklanmis; meyve, sebze ve yas gidalarda kullanilan plastik posetlerin kullaniminda ise
serbestlik devam etmistir (Bostanoglu, 2020). Belcika’da uygulanan yasaklar kismi ve bolgesel
yasaklar seklinde uygulanmaya baslanmistir. Bu cercevede plastik poset kullanimi Fransizca
konusan Valon Bolgesinde, baskent Bruksel'de, Kortrijk kentinde ve Gent Belediyesinde
yasaklanmistir (TRT Haber, 2019).

Belcika'da yapilan son cgalismalar ile plastik posetlerin kullaniminin azaltiimasi igin 24 Ocak
2023ten itibaren ozel ihtiyaclar icin gerekli olan yeniden kullanilabilir plastik posetler ve
havaalanlarinda guvenlik amaciyla kullanilan plastik posetler disindaki plastik posetlerin
piyasada satilmasi yasaklanmistir (Santé Publique, Sécurité de la Chaine Alimentaire et
Environnement, 2022).

Danimarka

Plastik poset tzerine ilk vergi uygulayan Ulke Danimarka'dir. Bu baglamda 1994'te plastik poset
ureticilerinden vergi alinmaya baslanmistir (Avci ve Dirican, 2021). Bu sliregte plastik poset igin
odenen vergi kilogram basina 22 Danimarka Korunu (2,9 Euro) olarak belirlenmistir (Green
Budget Europe, 2020).

2018 yilinda uygulamanin kapsami genisletilmis, uygulama kapsamina her bir plastik poset igin
50 cent olarak uygulanacak sekilde tedarikgiler de eklenmistir (Guzel ve Ozkan, 2019). 2021
yiinda ise Danimarka'da plastik poset kullanimina iliskin yeni bir uygulama getirilmistir. Bu
cercevede 2021 yilindan itibaren tuketiciler plastik posetlerin bir tanesine en az 0,54 Euro
odemek zorundadir ve paket yiyecek almalari halinde geri donusttrilemeyen hafif plastik poset
kullanmalari yasaklanmistir (State of Green, 2021).


https://www.bloomberght.com/
https://www.loc.gov/search/?fa=contributor:gesley,+jenny
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Danimarka'da uygulamaya konulan verginin amaci devlete gelir saglamaya yonelik degil, ulusal
bazda Ulke sinirlariigerisinde ve uluslararasi dlgekte dogal gevrenin (gevre, doda, deniz, hava vb)
korunmasina yoneliktir. Dolayisiyla Danimarka bu vergiyi yesil ve surdurulebilir bir ¢cevre igin
koymustur. Konulan bu vergi ile yillik 800 milyon olan plastik poset kullanimi 400 milyona
dismistir (Green Budget Europe, 2020). Avrupa Birligi Ulkeleri arasinda Finlandiya ile birlikte
Danimarka yillik kisi basina 4 adet plastik poset kullanimi ile en disuk miktarda plastik posetin
kullanildigr tlkedir (Ozgelik Erim, 2019). Plastik posetlere uygulanan verginin 28 yillik sirecte
Danimarka'da basariyla yurttuldigu ve verginin konulus amacini gercgeklestirdigi soylenebilir.

irlanda

irlanda hikimeti tarafindan ilk kez 2002 yilinda plastik posetlerin gevreye olumsuz etkilerini
azaltmak amaciyla tiketicilere satis noktalarinda her bir plastik poset igin 0,15 Euro (15 cent)
cevre vergisi getirilmistir (Anastasio ve Nix, 2016). Vergilendirmeden kisa bir stire sonra kisi
basina plastik poset kullaniminda artis olmasi nedeniyle 2007 yilinda bu vergi 0,22 Euro'ya (22
cente) gikariimistir (Turna, 2022).

irlanda plastik posetlerin vergilendirilmesi konusunda inisli gikisl bir gizgi izlese de basarisi
uluslararasi alanda ornek gosterilen bir tlke olarak gorulmektedir. Bu basarida ayirt edici nokta
tlketicilerin bilinglendirilmesi ve tim paydaslarin uygulamaya destek vermesidir (Convery vd.,
2007). Irlanda’da plastik poset vergisinden elde edilen gelir (2002-2013) yillari arasinda toplam
200 milyon Euro’ya ulagsmis ve bu gelirler gevreyi koruma ve iyilestirme projeleriicin kullanilmistir
(Anastasio ve Nix, 2016).

irlanda dinyada Danimarka ve Finlandiya'dan sonra kisi basina en az plastik poset kullanan
Ulkeler arasinda yer almaktadir. Verginin uygulandigi 2002 yilinda irlanda’da bir yil iginde kisi
basina 328 adet plastik poset kullaniimakta iken 2014 yilinda kisi basina plastik poset kullanimi
adeti 14'e dismustir (Kiliger, 2018). Irlanda’da bu yildan sonra da tiketiciler tarafindan kisi
basina 14 adet plastik poset kullaniimaktadir.

Portekiz

Portekiz’de 2015 yilinda “Ulusal Duzeyde Vergi Uygulanmasi” duzenlemesiyle plastik
posetlerden vergi alinmaya baslanmistir (Demir ve Kog, 2019). Bu uygulamada tek kullanimlik
plastik posetler igin 10 cent plastik poset vergisi uygulanmasi ongorilmustir (Cevik ve Kazak,
2020).

Diger Avrupa Birligi ulkelerinde oldugu gibi Portekiz'de de plastik posetlere uygulanan vergi mali
olmayan amac icin alinmaktadir. Portekiz’de plastik poset vergisinin amaci, plastik poset
kullanimini ve denizlerde olusan plastik ¢opunu azaltarak vatandaslara deniz ¢opu ve plastik
poset kullaniminda farkindalik olusturarak kisileri cevre dostu davraniglara tesvik etmektir
(Martinho vd., 2017). Bu kapsamda 15-50 mikron arasindaki posetler igin vergi alinmistir.
Haziran 2020'den itibaren ise 15 mikronun altinda kalan ince posetler yasaklanmistir
(Bostanoglu, 2020).

Tirkiye'de Plastik Poset Uygulamasi

TUrkiye'de plastik posetlerin kullaniminin azaltiimasi amaciyla plastik posetler icin uygulanan
politika plastik posetler Uzerine Ucret konulmasidir. Plastik posetler i¢in konulan bu Gcret “geri
kazanim katiim payi” olarak nitelendirilmektedir. Paylar mali yikumlultk kapsaminda alinan bir
kamu gelirleridir. Dolayisiyla Turkiye'de plastik posetler tizerinden alinan ucret vergi olarak ifade
edilmektedir. Ancak literaturde plastik posetlerden alinan “geri kazanim katilim payinin” vergi olup
olmadig konusunda tartismalar mevcuttur. Bu gergevede Cevre, Sehircilik ve iklim Bakanliginin
olur yazilari ve 2872 sayili Gevre Kanunu'nda yer alan ilgili maddelerin incelenmesi konuya netlik
kazandiracaktir.

25.12.2018 tarihinde 66745475-145.07-245766 sayili Bakanlik Olur yazilariyla "Plastik Posetlerin
Ucretlendiriimesine lliskin Usul ve Esaslar” yurtrlige konulmustur. Bu baglamda ilgili usul ve
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esaslarin 5'inci maddesinin 7'nci bendine gore; “ ... Kanunun 18'inci maddesinin ikinci fikrasi geregi
plastik posetlerin satisindan elde edilen gelir Bakanlik Merkez Saymanlik Mdddrligu hesabina
yatirilir ve bltgeye gelir kaydedilir” seklinde belirtilmistir (2872 sayili Kanun, md. 18). Dolayisiyla
bu bende gore plastik posetlerden elde edilen ‘geri kazanim katihm payi” butgeye gelir
kaydedilecektir. Fakat alinan ‘geri kazanim katilm payinin” finansal bir amacinin olmamasi ve
butceye aktarilan miktari teknik olarak verginin unsurlarini barinmadigi igin hukuki manada vergi
olarak adlandirimazken, bu ytkimltlikler etkileri nedeniyle vergiye benzemektedir (Sayan,
2019). llgili usul ve esaslarda yer alan 5inci maddenin 7'nci bendi “Plastik Posetlerin
Ucretlendiriimesine lligkin Usul ve Esaslarda Degisiklik Yapilmasina Dair Usul ve Esaslar” ile
25.03.2019 tarih ve sayili 66745475-145.07-71201 sayil makam olur yazisi ile mulga edilmistir.
Ancak 2872 sayill Cevre Kanunu'nun ‘geri kazanim katiim payi” bashgini tasiyan ek 17'inci
maddesinde usul ve esaslarda mulga edilen maddenin yer aldigi gorulmektedir. 2872 sayili
Kanunun Ek Madde 11°e gore;

‘.. 6183 sayill Amme Alacaklarinin Tahsil Usulli Hakkinda Kanunun 57'inci maddesine gére
hesaplanacak gecikme zammi oraninda faiz uygulanarak ayni Kanuna gére tahsil edilir. Bu madde
kapsaminda tahsil edilen tutarlar genel blitgceye gelir kaydedilir” hUkmdiine yer vermistir (2872 sayili
Kanun, md. Ek11/2). Nitekim bu madde degerlendirildiginde plastik posetler tzerinden alinan
‘geri kazanim katilim payi” bir vergi tiri olarak sayiimaktadir (inam, 2019).

Sonug olarak Cevre Kanunu'nun ek 11'inci maddesi incelendiginde tarafimizca plastik posetler
Uzerinden alinan ‘geri kazanim katihm payinin” diger bir ifade ile Ucretin vergi niteligi tasidigi
degerlendiriimektedir.

Turkiye'de plastik posetlere Ucret uygulamasi dinyada yer alan uygulamalar ile benzerlik
gostermektedir. Turkiye'de bu uygulamanin Avrupa Birligi'ne uyelik strecinde uygulamaya
konulan uyum yasalariyla atik yonetimi ve bunlarin geri dontsumu cercevesinde yapilan ulusal
eylem planinin bir sonucu oldugu soylenebilir (Sahin, 2020).

Turkiye'de plastik posetlerin tcretlendiriimesine dair dlzenlenme 10.12. 2018 tarih ve 30621
sayllil Resmi Gazete ‘de yayimlanan “7153 sayili Cevre Kanunu ve Bazi Kanunlarda Degisiklik
Yapiimasina Dair Kanun” ile yapilmis ve 01.07. 2019 tarihinden itibaren yururltge girmistir. Bu
kapsamda hem 7153 sayili kanunda hem de 2872 sayili Cevre Kanunu'nun poset Ucreti baslikli
Ek 13'Uncu maddesinde plastik posetlerin Ucretli bir sekilde satilacagi dizenlenmis ve plastik
posetlerin 25 kurustan az olmamak tzere dcretlendirilecegi belirtilmistir.

“Plastik Posetlerin Ucretlendirilmesine iliskin Usul ve Esaslarda Degisiklik Yapilmasina Dair Usul
ve Esaslar’a dair agiklamalarin yer aldigi diizenlemenin 5'inci maddesinin 2'nci fikrasinda’ ise
hangi plastik posetlerin dcretli olarak satilacagi belirtiimistir (Cevre Yonetimi Genel Mudurlugu,
2022). ilgili diizenlemenin 2'nci maddesinin 2'nci fikrasinda plastik poset uygulamasi kapsami
disinda olan posetlere yer verilmistir. Dolayisiyla 2'nci maddenin 2'nci fikrasinda® (Cevre
Yonetimi Genel MUdUrltigu, 2022) yer alan plastik posetler Gcretlendirilmeyecektir.

7“Faaliyet tlrl ne olursa olsun uzaktan (internet Uzerinden satig) satislar da dahil olmak Uzere, istisnasiz tim satis noktalarinda
(tekstil, oyuncak, elektronik, unlu mamul, giyim, gida gibi trlnlerin toptan veya perakende olarak satisinin yapildigi market, bakkal,
kantin, pastane, zliccaciye, tuhafiye, restoran, kafe, nalbur ve benzeri yerler) 1/1/2019 tarihinden itibaren plastik posetlerin tcretli
olarak satisl gergeklestirilecektir”.

8 "a-Ekmek, sebze, meyve, peynir, zeytin, hayvansal gida gibi agik satilan gidalarin hijyenini saglamak igin kullanilan, ¢ift kat kalinhg
15 mikron ve altinda olan, 500x350 mm (korik kalinhidi ve sap uzunlugu dahil) ebadindan kiigiik sapli/sapsiz posetler,

b-Plastik igeren malzemelerden, dokumak veya dokumasiz metotlarla Uretilen, tekstil Griint gok kullanimlik posetler,

c-Canli sucul hayvan satisinda kullanilan sapsiz posetler,

¢- Yumrulu ve/veya benzer tohumlu bitkilerin satisinda kullanilan sapsiz posetler,

d- Sadece hizmet verilen fakat trlin satisi gergeklestirmeyen yerlerde kullaniciya veya tiketiciye verilen posetler, (kuru temizleme,
lostra ve benzeri),

e- Kargo posetleri,

f- GUmrikstiz magazadan alman Urdnler igin ilgili mevzuati geregdi kullanilmasi zorunlu olan 6zel posetler,

g- Eczanelerde sadece ilag satisinda kullanilan, gift kat kalinligr 15 mikron ve altinda olan, 200x350 mm (korlk kalinhigr ve sap
uzunlugu dahil) ebadindan kiigik sapli/sapsiz posetler, kapsam diginda tutulmustur”.
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TUrkiye'de plastik poset Ucretine yonelik yapilan son degisiklik ise plastik posetlerden alinan
dcretlerin artinlmasi olmustur. Bu kapsamda yeniden dederleme oranindaki artis nedeniyle geri
kazanim katilim paylarinda da artis meydana gelmistir. 28 Aralik 2022 tarih ve 32057 sayili
Resmi Gazete 'de yayimlanan Cumhurbaskanli§l kararina gore plastik posetlerin (plastik
aligveris posetlerinin (torbalarinin) tanesi 38,5 kurus® olarak belirlenmistir (6615 sayili
Cumhurbaskani Karari, 2022). Plastik posetler igin belirlenen bu Ucretin 25 kurusu tiketiciler,
kalan 13,5 kurusu ise marketler tarafindan 6denecektir (Akkas, 2022). Dolayisiyla tiketiciler
tarafindan plastik posetlere 6denecek Ucret ayni tutarda kalmistir. 2 Agustos 2023 tarih ve
32267 sayili Resmi Gazete'de yayimlanan Cumhurbaskanligi kararina gore 2023 yili igin plastik
posetlerin tanesi 38,5 kurus olarak belirlenmistir (7449 sayili Cumhurbasgkani Karari, 2023).
Nitekim plastik posetlerden alinan ‘geri kazanim katihm pay” ayni tutarda belirlenmis ve
tuketicilerden de plastik poset basina 25 kurus alinmaya devam edilecegi gortlmustur.

Aragtirmanin Metodolojisi

Aragtirmanin Amaci ve Onemi

Arastirmanin amaci tuketicilerin plastik posetlerin Ucretlendirilmesindeki/vergilendirilmesindeki
algilaninin - olgulmesidir. Bu baglamda tuketiciler agisindan plastik posetlerden alinan
dcretin/verginin - tuketicilerin  aliskanlklarini  degistirip  degistirmedigi, tuketicilerin  bu
dcreti/vergiyi neden ve nigin odediklerinin farkinda olup olmadiklari sorularina cevap bulunarak
tuketici algilarinin ve davranislarinin olgtlmesi arastiriimistir.

Arastirmanin bir amaci da cevreyi kirleten ve ekolojik sisteme zarar veren plastik posetlerin
dcretlendirildikten sonra tuketicilerin algilarini dlgmek suretiyle kullaniminin azalip azalmadigini
tespit etmektir. Tuketim aligkanliklari nedeniyle giderek artan plastik poset kullanimi ve meydana
getirdigi zararlar galismanin yapiimasini onemli kilmaktadir.

Calismada Afyonkarahisar ilinde yasayan tiketicilerin gevre bilinci ve plastik posetlerin
dcretlendiriimesine/vergilendiriimesine yonelik algilari olgulmustur. Bu sekilde plastik poset
kullaniminda farkindalik olusturarak gevre bilincine katki yapilmasi beklenmektedir.

Aragtirmanin Yontemi ve Orneklemi

Arastirmada yontem olarak nicel veri analizi ve veri toplama araci olarak anket yontemi
kullaniimistir. Arastirmanin evreni, Afyonkarahisar'da yasayan 18 yas ve uzeri tlketicilerdir.
Arastirmanin 6rneklemi ise Afyonkarahisar ilinde yasayan ve kolayda 6rnekleme yontemiyle'®
tespit edilen 400 tiketicidir'.

Aragtirma Verilerinin Toplanmasi

Arastirmada kullanilacak verilerin toplanmasi igin oncelikle anket sorularinin yer aldigr form
olusturulmustur. Anket sorulari olusturulmadan once literatlr taramasi yapilmis ve sorularin
hazirlanmasinda daha 6nce yapilan nicel galismalar incelenerek Cevik ve Kazak tarafindan 2020
yilinda yayinlanan “Surdurlebilir Cevre Muhasebesi Araci Olarak Ucretli Plastik Poset
Uygulamasi Uzerine Bir Arastirma” adli makalede yer alan anket sorularindan yararlaniimistir.
Anket formu; demografik sorular, coktan secmeli sorular ve 5'li likert tipi sorulardan
olusmaktadir. Bu kapsamda demografik bolimde cinsiyet, yas, medeni durum, cocuk sayisl,
egitim durumu, meslek, aylik gelir olmak tzere toplam 7, tuketicilerin plastik poset kullanimina
iliskin gcoktan segmeli 7 ve tuketicilerin plastik posetlerin Ucretlendiriimesine yonelik algilarinin

92023 yili yeniden degerleme orani 122,93'tdr. Buna gore plastik poset Ucretlerinin 55 kurus olmasi gerekirken Cumhurbaskaninin
indirim yetkisi ile plastik posetlere uygulanacak olan tcret 38,5 kurug olarak belirlenmistir.

10 Kolayda ornekleme, arastirmacinin ¢alismasinda istedigi ornek biyukligine ulasincaya kadar esas, anketi yanitlayan herkesi
ornede dahil etmesidir (Coskun vd., 2019).

1 Afyonkarahisar ilinin (ilge, kasaba ve koyler dahil) toplam niifusu 2022 verilerine gore 744 bin 179 kisiden olusmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
% 95 glvenilirlik dlizeyinde galigmanin evrenini olusturan Afyonkarahisar ili igin kabul edilebilir minimum orneklem buyukligu 384
(Gurbuz ve Sahin, 2018) olmalidir.
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olcllmesini amaglayan 28 adet 5'li likert tipi (kesinlikle katiimiyorum, katiimiyorum, kararsizim,
katillyorum ve kesinlikle katiliyorum) olmak lzere toplam 42 soru olusturulmustur.

Arastirma igin hazirlanan anket sorulari uygulanmadan once sorularin hazirlanmasinda
yararlanilan makale yazarlarindan (Cevik ve Kazak) izin alinmistir. Ayrica Afyon Kocatepe
Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Etik Kurulundan arastirma igin izin (Etik Kurul Raporu)
alinmistir. Bu arastirma, Afyon Kocatepe Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimleri Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulu'nun 22/03/2023 tarih ve 172817sayili karari ile etik yonden uygun
bulunmustur. Anket formu Afyonkarahisar'da yasayan 400 tiketiciye online olarak “Google
Formlar” araciligiyla 1 Nisan 2023 — 1 Temmuz 2023 tarihleri arasinda gonderilmistir.

Arastirmanin Bulgulari ve Verilerin Analizi

Arastirma sonucunda elde edilen veriler SPSS for Windows 25.0 programi araciligiyla analiz
edilmistir. Veriler analiz edilirken tanimlayici istatistiksel metotlardan (sayi, yizde, ortalama,
standart sapma) yararlaniimistir. Ayrica dlgimlerin givenilir olmasi amaciyla Cronbach Alpha
degeri incelenmistir. Verilerin dagihmini kontrol etmek igin normallik testi uygulanmistir. Anketin
Olglm aragclarina iliskin dagilimlar i¢in normal dagihm uygunluk kontrolt Shapiro Wilk testi
degerleri ile kontrol edilmistir ve bu teste gore yedi faktorden olusan ankette yalnizca F5 faktori
normal dagihm gostermistir. Fakat diger alti faktor basiklik ve ¢arpiklik degerleri incelendiginde
normal dagilmadidi igin analizlerde parametrik olmayan (nonparametrik) testler Mann Whitney
U testi, Kruskal Wallis H testi kullanilarak veriler yorumlanmistir. Ayrica verilerin analizi igin goklu
karsilastirma testlerinden Bonferroni duzeltmesi kullaniimistir.

Tablo 1 Katiimcilarin demografik ozellikleri

Say! Yizde
1. Cinsiyetiniz? Kadin 238 59,5
Erkek 162 40,5
2.Yasiniz? 18-28 arasl 89 22,3
29-39 arasl 129 32,3
40-50 arasl 88 22,0
51-61 arasli 51 12,8
62 ve Uzeri 43 10,8
3. Medeni durumunuz ? Bekar 131 32,8
Evli 269 67,3
4. Cocuk sayiniz? Cocugum yok 141 35,3
1 60 15,0
2 118 29,5
3 59 14,8
4 ve Uzeri 22 55
5. EGitim durumunuz? Okur-yazar 15 3.8
ikogretim 58 14,5
Ortaogretim 101 25,3
On lisans 68 17,0
Lisans 102 25,5
Yiksek lisans 37 9,3
Doktora 19 48
6. Mesleginiz? Issiz 23 58
Ev hanimi 95 23,8
Emekli 48 12,0
Ogrenci 33 83
Isci 28 7.0
Esnaf 25 6,3
Serbest meslek 21 53
Memur 89 22,3
Diger 38 9,5
7. Geliriniz? 2500 TL ve alti 84 21,0
2501- 4500 TL 18 45
4501- 6500 TL 26 6,5
6501- 8500 TL 50 12,5

8501- 10500 TL 70 17,5
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10500 TL ve Ustl 152 38,0
8. Alisveris yapma sikliginiz nedir? ~ Haftanin her gtini 65 16,3
Haftada 2-3 gin 169 42,3
Haftada 1 gln 122 30,5
15 glinde bir 27 6,8
Ayda bir gin 17 4,3
9. Alisverislerinizi nereden Super market 220 55,0
yaplyorsunuz? Mini market 59 14,8
Bakkal 43 10,8
Aclk pazar 43 10,8
AVM 35 8,38
10. Aligverislerinizde kac tane plastik Hig plastik poset kullanmam 39 9,8
poset kullaniyorsunuz? 0-2 272 68,0
3-5 76 19,0
6-10 6 1,5
10 ve Uzeri 7 1,8
11. Aligverislerinizde aldiginiz plastik Atik kutusuna atarim 41 10,3
posetlerinizi daha sonra nerede COop poseti olarak kullanirm 311 77,8
degerlendiriyorsunuz? Evde yiyecek vb. Urlnleri paketlemek icin kullaninm 25 6,3
Tasima gantasi olarak kullanirim 9 2,3
Daha sonraki aligverisimde kullaninm 14 3,5
12. Size gore plastik posetlerin Cevrede ¢ok blytk hasara yol acarlar 253 63,2
gevreye etkisi nedir? Cevrede az da olsa hasara yol acarlar 25 6,3
Toplandiktan sonra hasara yol agmazlar 23 58
Toplanarak geri donusturulebilirler 99 24,8
13. Plastik posetlerin zararlarini Kullanmazdim 184 46,0
bilseydiniz yine de kullanir miydiniz? Muhtemelen kullanmazdim 82 20,5
Bilmiyorum 90 22,5
Buyuk olasilikla gantami kullanirdim 29 7,2
Kesinlikle gantami kullanirdim 15 38
14. Plastik poset yerine yeniden Evet 367 91,8
kullanilabilir canta tercih eder Hayir 33 83

misiniz?

Katiimcilarin demografik ozellikleri Tablo 1'de verilmistir. Buna gore katiimcilarin %59,5'inin
kadin, %40,52'inin erkek; %22,3'tinun 18-28, %32,3'lintin 29-39, %22'sinin 40-50, %12,8'inin 51-61
ve %10,8'inin 62 ve Uzeri yas araliginda; %32,8'inin bekar, %67,3'Unun evli; %35,3'Unun ¢ocuksuz,
%15'Nin 1, %29,5'Inin 2, %14,8'inin 3, %5,5'inin ise 4 ve Uzeri ¢cocuklu oldugu gorulmustdr.

Katilimcilarin egitim durumlari incelendiginde ise %3,8'inin okur-yazar, %14,5'inin ilkogretim,
%25,3'Undn ortadgretim, %17'sinin on lisans, %25,5'inin lisans, %9,3'Unun yuksek lisans ve
%4,8'inin doktora mezunu oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Mesleki durum bakimindan katilimcilarin %23,81 ev hanimi, %22,3'0U memur, %12'si emekli,
%8,3'U 6grenci, %7'si isGi, %6,3'U esnaf, %5,8'i issiz ve %5,3'U de serbest meslek sahibidir.

Katilimcilarin gelir dagihmlari soyledir: %21 2.500 TL ve alti, %4,5 2501- 4500 TL, %6,5 4501- 6500
TL, %12,5 6501- 8500 TL, %17,5 8.501 ile 10.500 TL arasi ve %38inin 10.500 TL ve Ustu
seklindedir.

Katiimcilarin aligveris yapma siklidi incelendiginde; %16,3'Untn haftanin her gund, %42,3'Undn
haftada 2-3 glin arasl, %30,5'inin haftada 1 gun, %6,8'inin iki haftada 1, %4,3'Unlun ayda 1 gin
aligveris yaptigi belirlenmistir.

Katilimcilarin aligverisi nereden yaptigi incelendiginde ise; katiimcilar %55 oraninda en ¢ok
stpermarketten, %14,8 mini marketten, %10,8 bakkaldan, %10,8 acik pazardan, %88 ise
AVM'den aligveris yaptiklarini beyan etmislerdir.

“Aligveriglerinizde kag tane plastik poset kullaniyorsunuz” sorusuna cevaben katilimcilarin %9,8'i
alisveriglerde hi¢ poset kullanmadigini, %68’ 0-2, %19'u 3-5, %1,5'1 6-10, %1,8'i ise 10 ve Uzeri
plastik poset kullandigini bildirmistir.
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Katilimceilarin “aligverislerinde aldigi plastik posetleri daha sonra nerede degerlendirdikleri’
sorusuna verilen cevaplar frekans analizine tabi tutuldugunda katiimcilarin %77,8'inin alisveris
posetlerini ¢op poseti olarak kullandigl, diger katiimcilarin ise %6,3'Unun evde yiyecek vb.
drunleri paketlemek icin, %2,3'Uindn tagima ¢antasi olarak, %3,5'inin daha sonraki aligverislerinde
kullandiklar tespit edilmistir.

Katiimcilarin plastik posetlerin gevreye etkisine dair dustnceleri incelendiginde; katiimcilarin
%63,2'sinin plastik posetlerin gevrede ¢cok buyuk hasara yol agtigini, %6,3'inun az da olsa hasara
yol agtigini, %5,8'inin toplandiktan sonra hasara yol agmadigini, %24,8'inin toplanarak geri
donusturdlebilir oldugunu dustndukleri belirlenmistir.

Katiimcilara sorulan “plastik posetlerin zararlarini bilseydiniz yine de kullanir miydiniz?”
sorusuna verilen cevaplar incelendiginde katilimcilarin %46'sinin kullanmazdim, %20,5'inin
muhtemelen kullanmazdim, %22,5'inin  bilmiyorum, %7,2'sinin  buytk olasilikla ¢antami
kullanirdim, %3,8'inin kesinlikle cantami kullanirdim cevabini verdigi goralmustur. Plastik poset
yerine yeniden kullanilabilir canta tercih edenlerin orani %91,8 iken, %8,2'sinin cevabi ise yeniden
kullanilabilir ganta tercih etmem seklinde olmustur.

Tablo 2 Olgiim aracina iliskin guvenilirlik degerleri

Alfa degeri
Plastik Posetlerin Cevresel Sorun Olusturma Algisi 0,897
Cevre Kaynaklarinin Kullanim Bedeli 0,861
Ucretlendirme ile Plastik Poset Kullanimi 0,665
Yasal Plastik Poset Ucretlendirme Uygulamasi 0,838
Ucretlendirme ile Gevre Kirliligi 0,708
Plastik Poset Uygulamasinda Devlet Yaptirimi 0,522
Plastik Posetlerin Para Kazanma Araci Olarak Kullanim Algisi 0,652

Tablo 2'de yer alan sonuglar incelendiginde, dlgim araglarina ait alfa degerlerinin 0,522-0,897
arasinda degisim gosterdigi belirlenmistir.

Tablo 3 Olciim aracina iliskin tanimlayici istatistikler

Min Mak Ort. SS
Plastik Posetlerin Cevresel Sorun Olusturma Algisi 1,00 5,00 4,00 0,87
Cevre Kaynaklarinin Kullanim Bedeli 1,00 5,00 3,49 0,96
Ucretlendirme ile Plastik Poset Kullanimi 1,00 5,00 2,82 0,74
VYasal Plastik Poset Ucretlendirme Uygulamasi 1,00 5,00 3,68 1,02
Ucretlendirme ile Cevre Kirliligi 1,00 5,00 2,86 0,96
Plastik Poset Uygulamasinda Devlet Yaptirimi 1,00 5,00 2,46 0,81
Plastik Posetlerin Para Kazanma Araci Olarak Kullanim Algisi 1,00 5,00 3,24 0,84

Olctim araclarina ait tanimlayici istatistikler Tablo 3'te verilmistir. Tablo 3'e gore katilimcilarin
plastik posetlerin ¢evresel sorun olusturma algisi ortalama puanlarinin 4,00+0,87; cevre
kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli 3,49+0,96; Ucretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi 2,82+0,74; yasal
plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi 3,68+1,02; dcretlendirme ile cevre kirliligi 2,86+0,96;
plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptinmi 2,46+0,81; plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci
olarak kullanim algisi 3,24+0,84 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Tablo 4 Karsilastirma testleri

Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med) Q1- Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med) Q1-Q3(med)
Q3(med)
7 Cinsiyetiniz? __ Kadin 3,71- 3,040(375) 24 333 2-333(2,67) 2,030(233) 2,75
4,57(4,14) 32(28)  4,33(40) 3,75(3,25)
Erkek 3,71 3,0-40(375) 2.4 333 2,0-367(3,0) 2,0-30(2,33) 3-3,75(3,25)
4,57(4,29) 32(28)  4,33(40)
Mann Whitney U z degeri -0,733 -1,004 -1,098 -0,087 -0,884 -1,141 -0,009
p degeri 0,463 0,315 0,272 0,931 0,377 0,254 0,945
2.Yasiniz ? 18-28 aras’’  3,57- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 2.4 3-4,33(40) 2-333(30) 1,67-3(233) 275
4,57(4,29) 3.2(2,8) 3,75(3,25)
29-39aras? 3,86 3.25-4(375) 24 3,33- 2,33- 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-40(3,5)

4,57(414) 32(28)  433(4,0) 3,67(3,0)
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40-50 arasi® 4,0- 3,0-40(35) 24- 3,67- 2-3,67(2,83) 2,0-3,0(2,5) 3-3,88(3,5)
4,71(4,43) 32(28)  433(4,0)
51-61 arasi* 3,71- 3,25-4(3,75) 2/4- 3,0-4,0(4,0) 2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,75-3,5(3,0)
4,43(4,14) 3,4(3,0)
62 ve Uzeri® 3,00~ 2,25-4(30) 22- 2,33- 2-3,33(2,67) 1,67- 2,0-3,5(3,0)
4,29(4,0) 32(28)  433(4,0) 3,33(2,33)
Kruskal Wallis H 12,914 7,282 0,941 3,356 4,071 2,178 26,298
p degeri 0,012* 0,122 0,919 0,500 0,396 0,703 0,000*
Post-hoc 5<2,3 5<2,3
3.Medeni Bekar 3,57- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 2/4- 3,0-4,33(4,0) 2,0-3,67(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,33) 2,754,0(3,5)
durumunuz ? 4,71(4,29) 3,2(2,8)
Evli 3,86- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 24- 3,33- 2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,75-
4,57(4,14) 32(28)  433(4,0) 3,75(3,25)
Mann Whitney U z degeri -0,521 -0,134 -0,087 -0,792 -0,650 -0,280 -0,696
p degeri 0,602 0,893 0,931 0,429 0,516 0,780 0,486
4.Cocuk sayiniz?  Cocugum yok' 3,57- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 2/4- 3-4,33(4,0) 2-367(30) 2,0-30(233) 3-3,75(3,5)
471(4,14) 3,2(2,8)
12 3,86- 2,88-4(3,75) 2/4- 3,0-4,0(4,0) 2,5-3,67(3,0) 2-2,67(2,33) 3-3,75(3,25)
4,43(4,21) 3,2(2,8)
28 4-4,71(4,29) 3,0-4,0(3,75) 24- 3,33- 2-3,33(2,67) 2,0-3,0(2,33) 2,75-4(3,25)
32(28)  4,33(4,0)
34 3,86- 3,25-4(3,75) 2/4- 3,67- 2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,67) 3-3,75(325)
4,43(4,0) 32(28)  4,33(4,0)
4 ve lizeris 2,43- 2,25- 2,2- 24(283)  2-333(267) 2030(25) 235(275)
429(371)  375(30)  32(28)
Kruskal Wallis H 11,461 9,309 1,100 16,043 3,479 1,530 4,610
p degeri 0,022* 0,054 0,894 0,003* 0,481 0,821 0,330
Post-hoc 5<2,3 5<34
5.Egitim Okur-yazar’ 1,43- 1,0- 1-2,6(1,2) 1-2,33(1,0) 1,0-3,33(2,0) 1,0-2,33(1,0) 1,0-2,0(1,25)
durumunuz? 343(2,29) 2,25(1,75)
ilkogretim? 2,86- 2,75-4(3,5) 2/4- 2,67-4(4,0) 2,33- 2,0-3,0(2,5) 2-3,75(3,0)
4,43(3,86) 3,6(3,0) 3,67(3,0)
Ortadgretim®  3,57- 3,0-3,75(3,5) 24- 3,33-4,0(4,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 2,0-3,0(2,67) 2,75-3,5(3,0)
4,29(4,0) 3,0(2,8)
On lisans* 3,86- 3,38-4(3,75) 2,5- 3,33- 2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 3-3,75(3,25)
4,64(4,29) 32(28)  4,33(4,0)
Lisans® 4,0- 3,0-4,0(3,88) 2,6- 3,67- 2,33- 2,0-3,0(2,33) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
4,71(4,43) 3,4(30) 433(4,0) 3,67(3,0)
Yiksek lisans®  4,0-5,0(4,43) 3,5-4,75(4,0) 2,4- 3,67- 2,33- 1,67- 3,25-4(3,75)
32(30) 433(4,0) 3,67(3,0) 2,67(2,33)
Doktora’ 4-4,86(4,57) 3-4,25(3,75) 2,6- 3,33- 2,67-4(3,33) 2-2,67(2,33) 3-4,25(3,5)
32(28)  467(40)
Kruskal Wallis H 88,234 49,062 25,233 33,573 17,629 16,304 59,143
p degeri 0,000% 0,000% 0,000% 0,000* 0,007* 0,012 0,000*
Post-hoc 1<3,4,56,7 1<2,34,56,7 1<2,34,56 1<2,3,4,56,7 1,2<7 1<2,3,4,5 1<3,4,5,6,7
2<4,5,6,7 2,3<6 v 2,3<5,6,7
3<4,56,7
6.Mesleginiz? igsiz! 2,0- 1,25-4(325) 1,4- 2,0-4,0(3,33) 1,33- 1,0-30(2,0) 2,0-3,5(3,0)
4,71(3,71) 3,0(2,4) 3,67(2,67)
Ev hanimi? 3,57- 3,0-4,0(35) 24- 3,33- 2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,5-3,5(3,0)
4,43(4,0) 32(28)  4,33(4,0)
Emekli® 3,71- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 2,3- 2,83- 2-3,33(2,67) 2-3,33(267) 2,75
4,43(4,14) 32(2,8)  433(4,0) 3,75(3,13)
Ogrenci* 3,57- 2,75-4(3,25) 24- 3,0-5,0(3,67) 2,33- 1,67-3(2,33) 2,5-3,75(3,0)
4,86(4,14) 3,2(2,8) 3,33(3,0)
isgis 3,5- 3,0-4,0(3,63) 2,3- 3,17-4(3,83) 2,67- 2-317(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
4,43(3,86) 3,4(2,9) 3,67(3,0)
Esnaf® 4,0- 3,5-4,04,0) 28- 4-4,67(4,33) 2-3,67(2,67) 2,0-267(2) 3,0-3,75(3,5)
4,57(4,29) 3,2(3,0)
Serbest meslek’ 3,29- 3,5-4,25(4,0) 2,8- 2,67-4(4,0) 2-333(2,67) 2,33- 3,0-4,0(3,25)
4,57(4,0) 3,4(32) 3,33(3,0)
Memur?® 4,0- 3,25- 2,6- 3,33- 2,33- 2-2,67(2,33) 3,25-4(3,5)
4,86(4,43)  4,25(4,0) 32(28)  4,33(4,0) 3,67(3,0)
Diger® 3,86- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 2,6- 3,33-4(4,0) 3-4(317) 2,0-3,0(2,67) 3-3,75(3,25)
4,71(4,21) 3,2(2,8)
Kruskal Wallis H 37975 25,028 13,599 16,494 13,734 16,262 38,753
p degeri 0,000* 0,002* 0,093 0,036* 0,089 0,039* 0,000*
Post-hoc 8>1,235 8>12 6>1 6>1 8>1,2,35
5>2
7.Geliriniz? 2500 TLve alti’ 2,57- 2,25-4(3,0) 2-3,2(2,6) 2,33- 2-3,33(2,67) 1,5-3,0(2,0) 2-3,63(3,0)
4,5(3,86) 4,33(3,5)
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11.Aligverislerinizd
e aldiginiz plastik
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sonra nerede

degerlendiriyorsun

uz?

Kruskal Wallis H
p degeri
Post-hoc

12.Size gore

plastik posetlerin

2501- 4500 TL?
4501- 6500 TLS®
6501- 8500 TL*

8501- 10500
TLS

10500 TL ve
ustii®

Haftanin her
gunu
Haftada 2-3 giin

Haftada 1 guin
15 giinde bir

Ayda bir glin

Slper market’
Mini market?
Bakkal®

Acik Pazar4

AVM®

Hic plastik
poset
kullanmam’
0-22

3-56°

6 ve Uzeri*

Atk kutusuna
atarim’

GOop poseti
olarak
kullanirm?
Evde yiyecek vb.
drdnleri
paketlemek igin
kullanirm?
Tasima gantasi
olarak
kullanirnm#
Daha sonraki
aligverisimde
kullanirm®

Gevrede gok
blyuk hasara
yol acarlar’

4,0-
471(4,21)
371-
4,29(4,0)
3,57-
4,43(4,0)
3,86-
4,57(4,29)
4,0-
4,71(4,43)
33,150
0,000*
6>1,4
2,86-
4,57(4,29)
3,86-
4,71(4,29)
371-
4,43(4,14)
3,43
4,57(4,14)
3,43
4,43(3,86)
5,896
0,207
371-
4,71(4,29)
371-
4,71(4,29)
3,14-
4,29(4,0)
371-
4,57(4,14)
4-4,57(4,29)

9,047
0,060

2,29-
4,71(3,57)

3,86-
4,57(4,29)
3,79-
4,57(4,14)
3,14-
4,43(3,86)
8,689
0,034*
1<2

2,43-
4,43(3,57)
3,86-
4,57(4,29)

3-4,43(3,71)

4-4,57(4,43)

3,86~
4,86(4,43)

20,179
0,000*
1<2

3,86-
4,57(4,29)

3254(3,75) 2,63(28)

3,0-4,0(3,75) 2,4-

3,6(3,0)
3,25-4(3,75) 2/4-
3,2(2,8)
3,25-4(3,75) 2/4-
3,2(2,8)
3,13- 2,6-
4,25(3,75)  3,4(29)
20,821 13,477
0,001* 0,019*
6>1,5 6>1
2,25-4(3,5) 2-3(2,6)
3,25-4(3,75) 2/4-
32(2,8)
3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-
3,2(2,8)
2,5-4,25(3,5) 2,2-
3,2(3,0)
3-4,25(4,0) 28-
3,4(3,0)
4,875 8978
0,300 0,062
3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-
3,2(2,8)
2,75-4(3,5) 2/4-
3,2(2,8)
3-3,75(3,75) 2,2-3(2,6)
3,0-4,0(35) 26-
3,2(2,8)
3,5-4(375) 28-
3,2(3,0)
8,050 9,288
0,090 0,054
1,5-4,0(3,25) 1,8-
3,6(3,0)
3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-
3,2(2,8)
3,0-4,0(3,75) 2,6-
3,2(3,0)
2,5-4(3,5) 2-3,6(2,8)
3,471 1,824
0,325 0,610
2-4(3,75) 1,8-
3,2(2,8)
3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-
3,2(2,8)
3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-
3,4(3,0)
3,5-4(4,0) 2,6-3(3,0)
2,5- 2,4~
3,75(3,25)  3,4(29)
3,660 2,349
0,454 0,672
3,0-4,0(3,75) 24-
3,2(2,8)

3,33-4,0(4,0)
4,0-4,33(4,0)

3,33-
4,33(4,0)
3,33-
4,33(4,0)
3,33-
4,33(4,0)
12,667
0,027*
6>1
2,67-
4,33(4,0)
3,33-
4,33(4,0)
3,33-
4,33(4,0)
3-4,33(4,0)

3-4,33(4,0)

1,398
0,755
333
4,33(4,0)
3-4,33(4,0)

3-4,33(4,0)
3-4,33(4,0)

367-
4,33(4,0)
3,030
0416

2,0-
4,33(3,33)

333
4,33(4,0)
3,0-4,33(4,0)

2,33
4,33(3,67)
6,063

0,109
2,33-4(3,33)

3,33-
4,33(4,0)

3-4(4,0)

3,33-4(4,0)

3,33-
4,67(4,0)

11,427
0,022*
1<2

3,33-
4,33(4,0)

2,67- 2,0-3,0(2,33) 2,75-3,5(3,0)
3,33(3,33)
2-3,67(3,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,25)
2-3,33(2,67) 2,0-3,0(2,33) 2,75-3,5(3,0)
2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 3-3,75(3,5)
2,33- 2,0-3,0(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
3,67(3,0)
5,745 15,806 35,861
0,332 0,007* 0,000*
3,6>1 5,6>1; 6>4
2-3,67(30) 1,67-3(2,33) 2,5
3,75(3,25)
2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,75-
3,75(3,25)
2,67-4(3,33) 2-3,33(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
2-3,67(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,67) 2,75-4(325)
5,237 2,775 4,522
0,264 0,596 0,340
2-3,67(3,0) 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
2-3,33(3,0) 2,0-3,0(2,67) 3-3,75(3,25)
2-3(2,33) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,5-3,25(3,0)
2-3,33(2,67) 2-3,33(2,33) 2,75-
3,75(3,25)
2,33-4(3,0) 2-3,33(2,67) 3-3,75(3,5)
7137 5,390 18,710
0,129 0,250 0,001*
3<1,5
1,0-4,0(2,33) 1,0267(2) 1,0-3,5(2,75)
2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-
3,75(3,25)
2,33- 2-3,33(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,25)
3,67(3,0)
3,0-4,33(4,0) 2,0-3,33(3,0) 2,5
3,75(3,25)
16,478 18,474 15,030
0,001* 0,000* 0,002*
1,2<4 1<3,4 1<2,3
2-3,67(2,67) 1,33- 1,25-3,5(3,0)
3,33(2,67)
2-3,67(30) 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-4,0(3,25)
2-3,33(2,67) 1,67-267(2) 2,5-3,5(3,0)
2-3(3,0) 2-3,33(2,33) 1,75-3(2,75)
1,67- 2,33- 3,5-4(3,75)
3,33(2,33) 3,33(2,67)
4162 3,590 31,136
0,385 0,464 0,000*
1,4<2,5
3<5
2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,75
3,75(3,25)
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cevreye etkisi Cevredeazda 3,00-4(3,57) 2,5-3,75(3,0) 2.2- 2-367(30) 2333(30) 203,0(233) 2-325(2,75)
nedir? olsa hasara yol 3,4(2,8)
agarlar?
Toplandiktan ~ 3,00- 3-425(3,5) 2.2- 2,67- 2,33-4(3,33) 2-333(2,67) 2,5375(3,5)
sonra hasara  4,29(3,86) 32(28)  433(4,0)
yol agmazlar?
Toplanarak geri 3,86- 3-425(3,75) 2,4- 3,33- 2,67- 2,0-3,0(2,67) 3,25-4(3,5)
déniistirdlebilirl 4,71(4,14) 34(28)  433(40)  367(30)
ert
Kruskal Wallis H 25,575 8,286 1,364 23,421 14,775 8,847 24,489
p degeri 0,000%* 0,040* 0,714 0,000* 0,002* 0,031* 0,000*
Post-hoc 2<1,4 2<4 2<1,4 1<4 1<4 1<2,4
13.Plastik Kullanmazdim® 3,71- 3,25- 2,4- 3,67- 2-3,33(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 2,75
posetlerin 443(414) 40375  32(28)  4,33(40) 3,75(3,25)
zararlarini Muhtemelen 3,57- 2,54,0(35) 22- 2,67-4(3,67) 2,67- 2,0-3,0(2,67) 2,75-
bilseydiniz yine de kullanmazdim? 4,57(4,0) 3,0(2,6) 3,33(3,0) 3,75(3,38)
kullanir miydiniz? ~ Bilmiyorum? 3,71- 3,0-40(35) 24- 3-4(3,67) 2,67- 2,0-3,0(2,67) 3,0-4,0(3,5)
4,57(4,14) 3,0(2,8) 3,67(3,33)
Buyuk olasilikla 4,0- 3,0-5(4,25) 2,8- 3,33- 2-3,67(2,67) 2-2,67(2,33) 3,0-4,0(325)
gantami 4,86(4,43) 34(32) 4,67(4,0)
kullanirdim*
Kesinlikle 4,43- 3,0-4,75(4,0) 2,8- 3,67-5(4,67) 1,67-4(333) 2-3,33(2,33) 3,5-4(3,75)
cantami 5,0(4,86) 3,8(32)
kullanirdim?®
Kruskal Wallis H 19,613 18,443 16,091 20,853 23,560 13,444 16,809
p degeri 0,001* 0,001* 0,003* 0,000% 0,000% 0,009* 0,002%
Post-hoc 1,2,3<5 1,3<4 2<4,5 2<1,5 1<3 1<3 1<3,5
14.Plastik poset  Evet 371- 3,0-4,0(3,75) 2,4- 3,33- 2-3,33(30) 2-2,67(2,33) 3-375(325)
yerine yeniden 4,57(4,14) 32(28)  4,33(4,0)
kullanilabilir ganta  Hayir 3,0- 2,54(35)  2-32(24) 20430 233 2,0-3,0(2,67) 2,25-4(3,5)
tercih eder 4,43(3,71) 3,67(3,0)
misiniz?
Mann Whitney U z degeri -2,500 -0,623 -1,924 -3,307 -1,515 -0,823 -0,377
p degeri 0,012*% 0,533 0,054 0,001* 0,130 0,410 0,706
*p<0,05

Tablo 4'te “plastik posetlerin cevresel sorun olusturma algisi, gevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli,
dcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi,
dcretlendirme ile cevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik posetlerin
para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algis” alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin
demografik ozelliklere gore karsilastirma sonuglari verilmistir. Tablo 4' e gore asagidaki sonuclar
ortaya cikmaktadir.

Plastik posetlerin gevresel sorun olusturma algisi, cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli,
dcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi,
dcretlendirme ile gevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik posetlerin
para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarnn katilimcilarin
cinsiyeti, medeni durumu ve alisveris yapma sikligina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik
gostermedidi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05).

Cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, Geretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset
dcretlendirme uygulamasi, dcretlendirme ile gevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet
yaptinmi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katimcilarin yasina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bir farklilk gostermedigi gorilmustir (p>0,05). Ancak plastik posetlerin gevresel sorun
olusturma algisi ve plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan
alinan puanlarin katilimeilarin yasina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi tespit
edilmistir (p<0,05). Farklilik gosteren bu gruplari tespit edebilmek igin yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma
testine gore, 62 yas ve Uzeri olan bireylerin puanlarinin 29-39 yas arasinda olanlara ve 40-50 yas
arasinda olanlara gore daha dustk bir puan aldigi saptanmistir.

Cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, Gcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, tGcretlendirme ile
cevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci
olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin ¢cocuk sayisina gore
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05). Plastik posetlerin
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gevresel sorun olusturma algisi ve vyasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi alt
boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimeilarin gocuk sayisina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilmis (p<0,05) ve farklilik gosteren gruplari tespit edebilmek igin
yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testine gore, plastik posetlerin ¢evresel sorun olusturma algisi
puanlarii¢in 4 ve daha fazla cocugu oldugunu ifade eden katiimcilarinin puanlarinin bir ve iki
cocugu oldugunu ifade eden katiimcilara gore daha distk oldugu gorulmustdr. Yasal plastik
poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi puanlari icin 4 ve daha fazla cocugu oldugunu ifade eden
katilimcilarin puanlarinin iki cocugu ve Ug¢ ¢ocugu oldugunu ifade eden katiimcilara gore daha
dusuk bir puan aldigi tespit edilmistir.

Plastik posetlerin gevresel sorun olusturma algisi, gevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli,
dcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi,
dcretlendirme ile ¢evre Kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirmi, plastik posetlerin
para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin egitim
durumuna gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farkliik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir (p<0,05).
Farklilk gosteren gruplari tespit edebilmek icin yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testine gore; plastik
posetlerin cevresel sorun olusturma algisi alt boyut puani icin okur-yazar olan katilimcilarin
puanlari ortadgretim ve UstU egitim durumu olan tum katihmcilara gore daha dusuk; ilkogretim
mezunu olan katilimcilarin puanlari 6n lisans mezunu ve daha Ustd egitim durumu olan
katihmcilara gore daha dusuk; ortadgretim mezunu olan katiimcilarin puanlari ise on lisans
mezunu olan katilimcilara ve daha yuksek egitim durumu olan katilimcilara gore daha dusuk
oldugu belirlenmigtir. Cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli alt boyut puant i¢in okur-yazar olan
katihmcilarin puanlar ortadgretim ve Ustud egitim durumu olan tum katilimcilara gore daha
dusuk; ilkogretim ve ortadgretim mezunu olan katiimcilarin puanlari yiksek lisans mezunu olan
katiimcilara gore daha dusik bulunmustur. Ucretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi ve yasal
plastik poset dcretlendirme uygulamasi alt boyut puanlar icin okur-yazar olan katilimcilarin
puanlari ilkogretim ve dstl egitim durumu olan tim katilimcilara gore daha dusuk oldugu
gorilmustur. Ucretlendirme ile gevre kirliligi alt boyut puani igin okur-yazar olan katiimeilarin ve
ilkogretim mezunu olan katilimcilarin puanlar doktora mezunu olan tim katiimcilara gore daha
dusuk bulunmustur. Plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi alt boyut puaniicin okur-yazar
olan katihmcilarin puanlari ortadgretim, on lisans, lisans mezunu olan tum bireylere gore daha
dusuk tespit edilmistir. Plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyut
puani igin okur-yazar olan katilimcilarin puanlari ortadgretim ve dstt egitim durumu olan tum
katihmcilara gore daha dusuk; ilkogretim ve ortadgretim mezunu olan katiimcilarin puanlari ise
lisans, yuksek lisans ve doktora mezunu olan katimcilara gore daha dusuk oldugu gortlmustr.

Plastik posetlerin cevresel sorun olusturma algisi, cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, yasal
plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik
posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin
katilimcilarin meslegine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir
(p<0,05). Farklilik gosteren gruplari tespit edebilmek igin yapilan ¢coklu karsilastirma testine gore
plastik posetlerin cevresel sorun olusturma algisi alt boyutu icin memur olan katilimcilarin issiz,
ev hanimi, emekli, is¢i olan katilimcilara gore daha yuksek puan aldigi tespit edilmistir. Cevre
kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, alt boyutu igin memur olan katiimcilarin issiz, ev hanimi, olan
katilimcilara gore daha yuksek puan aldigl gorulmdustur. Yasal plastik poset UGcretlendirme
uygulamasi alt boyutu icin esnaf olan katilimcilarin issiz olan katiimcilara gore daha yiksek
puan aldigi belirlenmistir. Plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirmi alt boyutu igin esnaf olan
katihmcilarin puanlarinin igsiz olan katilimcilara gore daha yuksek oldugu gorulmustur. Plastik
posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutu igin memur olan katilimcilarin
puanlari issiz, ev hanimi, emekli, is¢i olan katiimcilara gore daha yuksek, is¢i olan katilimcilarin
puanlari ise emekli olan katilimcilara gore daha yiksek bulunmustur. Ucretlendirme ile plastik
poset kullanimi, deretlendirme ile gevre kirliligi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin ise katilimcilarin
mesledine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05).
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Plastik posetlerin gevresel sorun olusturma algisi, gevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli,
dcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi,
dcretlendirme ile gevre Kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik posetlerin
para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin gelirine
gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir (p<0,05). Farklilik gosteren
gruplari gosterebilmek igin yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testlerine gore; plastik posetlerin gevresel
sorun olusturma algisi alt boyutu icin gelir dizeyi 10500 TL Ustd olan katiimcilarin puanlari gelir
duzeyi 2500 TL alti ve 6501-8500 TL arasinda olan katilimcilara gore daha yutksek, gevre
kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli alt boyutu icin gelir dizeyi 10500 TL dstl olan katiimcilarin
puanlari gelir dizeyi 2500 TL alti ve 8501-10500 TL arasinda olan katilimcilara gore daha yuksek
bulunmustur. Ucretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset Ulcretlendirme
uygulamasi alt boyutlari igin gelir dtzeyi gelir dizeyi 10500 TL uUstu olan katihmcilarin puanlari
gelir duzeyi 2500 TL alti olan katilimcilara gore daha yuksek oldugu gordlmustur. Plastik poset
uygulamasinda devlet yaptinmi alt boyutu igin gelir duzeyi gelir dizeyi 10500 TL Ustu olan
katilimcilarin, 4501-6500 TL arasinda olan katilimcilarin puanlari gelir dtzeyi 2500 TL alti olan
katilimcilara gore daha yuksek tespit edilmistir. Plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak
kullanim algisi alt boyutu igin gelir dlzeyi gelir dizeyi 10500 TL UstU olan katihmcilarin ve 8501-
10500 TL arasinda olan katiimcilarin puanlari gelir dizeyi 2500 TL alti olan katihmcilara gore
daha ytksek bulunmustur. Gelir 8501- 10500 TL arasinda olan katilimcilarin puanlari gelir duzeyi
6501- 8500 TL olan katiimcilara gore daha yuksek oldugu gordlmustdr. Ancak Ucretlendirme ile
gevre Kirliligi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin gelirine gore istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05).

Plastik posetlerin gevresel sorun olusturma algisi, ¢evre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli,
dcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi,
dcretlendirme ile cevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptinmi alt boyutlarindan
alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin alisveris yapma yerine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik
gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05). Ancak plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak
kullanim algisi katilimcilarin alisveris yapma yerine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik
gosterdigi (p<0,05) ve bakkaldan aligveris yapan katilimcilarin puanlarinin stiper marketten ve
AVM'den alisveris yapan katiimcilara gore daha dustk oldugu gordlmustdr.

Cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, Geretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset
dcretlendirme uygulamasi, alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katiimcilarin aligveriste kullanilan
poset sayisina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05).
Plastik posetlerin ¢evresel sorun olusturma algisi, Ucretlendirme ile ¢evre kirliligi, plastik poset
uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt
boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katiimcilarin aligveriste kullanilan poset sayisina gore istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi belirlenmistir (p<0,05). Plastik posetlerin ¢evresel sorun
olusturma algisi alt boyutu icin hi¢ poset kullanmayan katiimcilarin puanlari 1-2 poset kullanan
katiimcilara gore daha disik bulunmustur. Ucretlendirme ile gevre kirliligi alt boyutu igin hig
poset kullanmayan katilimcilarin ve 1-2 poset kullanan katiimcilarin puanlari 6 ve daha fazla
poset kullanan katilimcilara gore daha dusuk oldugu gortlmustur. Plastik poset uygulamasinda
devlet yaptirimi alt boyutu igin hi¢ poset kullanmayan katiimcilarin puanlar 3-5 poset kullanan
katihmclilara, alti ve daha fazla poset kullanan katilimcilara gore daha dusuk tespit edilmistir.
Plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutu icin hic poset
kullanmayan katilimcilarin puanlari 1-2 poset ve 3-5 poset kullanan katiimcilara gore daha dusuk
oldugu gortlmustdr.

Gevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, Gcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, Ucretlendirme ile
cevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptinmi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin
katilimcilarin alisverislerde alinan posetlerin daha sonraki kullanim amacina gore istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bir farkliik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05). Plastik posetlerin gevresel
sorun olusturma algisi, yasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi, plastik posetlerin para
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kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin  katiimcilarin
alisverislerde alinan posetlerin daha sonraki kullanim amacina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bir farklilik gosterdigi gortlmdstir (p<0,05). Farklilik gosteren gruplari tespit edebilmek igin
yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testine gore plastik posetlerin ¢evresel sorun olusturma algisi, yasal
plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi alt boyutlar atik kutusuna atan katilimcilarin puanlari
GOp poseti olarak kullanan katilimcilara gore daha dtsuk oldugu belirlenmistir. Plastik posetlerin
para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutu igin atik kutusuna atan katilimcilarin ve daha
sonraki alisverislerinde kullanan katilimcilarin puanlari ¢cop poseti olarak kullanan katilimcilara
ve daha sonraki alisverislerinde kullanan katilimcilara gore daha disuk bulunmustur. Ayrica evde
yiyecek urunlerini paketlemek igin kullanan katiimcilarin puanlari daha sonraki aligverislerinde
kullanan katilimcilara gore daha dusuk oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Plastik posetlerin ¢evresel sorun olusturma algisi, cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, yasal
plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi, Ucretlendirme ile c¢evre Kirliligi, plastik poset
uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt
boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin plastik posetlerin ¢evreye etkisi dlstncesine gore
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farkliik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir (p<0,05). Farklilik gosteren
gruplari tespit edebilmekicin yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testine gore plastik posetlerin gevresel
sorun olusturma algisi alt boyutu igin ¢cevrede az da olsa hasara yol acar dustincesine sahip olan
katilimceilarin puanlari ¢evrede ¢ok bulyuk hasara neden olur, toplanarak geri donusturulebilir
cevabini veren katilimcilara gore daha dusuk puan aldigr gorulmustur. Cevre kaynaklarinin
kullanim bedeli alt boyutu icin cevrede az da olsa hasara yol acar dusuncesine sahip olan
katihmcilarin puanlar toplanarak geri donusturulebilir cevabini veren katilimcilara gore daha
dusuk puan aldigi tespit edilmistir. Yasal plastik poset tcretlendirme uygulamasi alt boyutu icin
cevrede az da olsa hasara yol acar dustncesine sahip katilimcilarin puanlar gevrede gok buyuk
hasara neden olur, toplanarak geri dontsturulebilir cevabini verenlere gore daha dusuk puan
aldigi gortlmustir. Ucretlendirme ile cevre kirliligi alt boyutu icin gevrede ¢ok blyik hasara yol
acar dusuncesine sahip olanlarin puanlari toplanarak geri donutsturulebilir cevabini verenlere
gore daha dusuk puan aldigr gorulmustdr. Plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptinmi alt
boyutu icin ¢evrede cok buyutk hasara yol acar dustncesine sahip olan katiimcilarin puanlari
toplanarak geri donusturulebilir cevabini veren katiimcilara gore daha dusuk puan aldig
belirlenmistir. Plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutu igin gevrede
gok buytk hasara yol agar dusuncesine sahip olan katilimcilarin puanlari ¢gevrede az da olsa
hasara yol acar, toplanarak geri donusturdlebilir cevabini veren katilimcilara gore daha dusuk
puan almistir. Ucretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi alt boyutundan alinan puanlarin
katilimcilarin plastik posetlerin cevreye etkisi disuncesine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05).

Plastik posetlerin cevresel sorun olusturma algisi, cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli,
dcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, yasal plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi,
dcretlendirme ile cevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirnmi, plastik posetlerin
para kazanma araci olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin plastik
posetlerin zararini bilme durumunda kullanimina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik
gosterdigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05). Buna gore Ucretlendirme ile gevre kirliligi ve plastik poset
uygulamasinda devlet yaptinmi alt boyutlar igin kullanmazdim diyen katilimcilarin puani
bilmiyorum diyen katilimcilara gore daha dusuk; plastik posetlerin cevresel sorun olusturma
algisi alt boyutu icin kullanmazdim, muhtemelen kullanmazdim ve bilmiyorum diyen
katilimcilarin puani kesinlikle cantami kullanirdim diyen katilimcilara gore daha disuk oldugu
gorulmustur. Cevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli alt boyutu icin kullanmazdim ve bilmiyorum
diyen katiimcilarin puani buytk olasilikla ¢antami kullanirdim diyen katilimcilara gore daha
distik tespit edilmistir. Ucretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi alt boyutu igin muhtemelen
kullanmazdim diyen katilimcilarin puani buyudk olasilikla gantami kullanirdim, kesinlikle cantami
kullanirim diyen katilimcilara gore daha dustk bulunmustur. Plastik posetlerin para kazanma
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aracl olarak kullanim algisti igin kullanmazdim diyen katilimcilarin degeri bilmiyorum ve kesinlikle
cantami alinm diyen katilimcilara gore daha dusuk tespit edilmistir.

Gevre kaynaklarinin kullanim bedeli, Gcretlendirme ile plastik poset kullanimi, Ucretlendirme ile
cevre kirliligi, plastik poset uygulamasinda devlet yaptirimi, plastik posetlerin para kazanma araci
olarak kullanim algisi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katiimcilarin plastik poset yerine yeniden
kullanilabilir plastik poset tercih etme durumuna gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik
gostermedigi tespit edilmistir (p>0,05). Plastik posetlerin gevresel sorun olusturma algisi, yasal
plastik poset Ucretlendirme uygulamasi alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlarin katilimcilarin plastik
poset yerine yeniden kullanilabilir plastik poset tercih etme durumuna gore istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir (p<0,05). Plastik poset yerine yeniden kullanilabilir
plastik poset tercih eden katilimcilarin puanlari plastik poset yerine yeniden kullanilabilir plastik
poset tercih etmeyenlere gore daha ytksek oldugu gordlmustdr.

Sonug ve Oneriler

Plastik posetlerin dogada yuzyillar boyunca ¢ozulmedidi, dolayisiyla basta ¢evre olmak uUzere
birgok zararinin oldugu bilimsel olarak kabul edilmektedir. Bu nedenle ¢esitli tlkeler kendi devlet
politikalarina uygun olarak plastik posetler Uzerine maliyet yuklemislerdir. Bu maliyet Ulkelere
gore degisen isimlerle anilmaktadir. Uygulamanin ortak yani ise ytklenen bu maliyet ile plastik
poset kullaniminin azaltiimasi suretiyle gevrenin surdurtlebilirligini saglamaktir. Turkiye'de de
2019'dan itibaren  ‘geri  kazanim  katlm  pay)” adi altnda plastik posetler
dcretlendirilmistir/vergilendirilmistir. Bu ¢alismaya konu olan arastirmanin amaci plastik poset
kullaniminin azaltilmasi yonunde olup dunyadaki diger uygulamalarla paraleldir.

Afyonkarahisar 0zelindeki tlketiciler bakimindan yapilan arastirma bu sonucu dogrulamistir.
Arastirma bulgularindan elde edilen verilere gore, katilimcilarin %84,1'i “plastik posetlerin
dogada uzun bir stirede yok oldugunu bildigini”, %85,1'i “plastik posetlerin dogaya (su, toprak,
hava vb.) zarar verdigini”, %84,3'U “"dogada yasayan tim canlilara zarar verdigini” ve %78,3'U
“cevreye zarar verebilecek her seyin parasal dederi olmasi gerektigini” ifade etmislerdir.

Katilimcilarin sorulara verdikleri cevaplar topluca degerlendirildiginde katilimcilarin ¢cok
yuksek bir cogunlugunun plastik posetlerin zararlarini bildikleri ve bu zararlar nedeniyle
parasal bir bedelinin olmasi gerektigi gortistne sahip olduklari saptanmistir. Uygulamanin bu
yonde bilincin gelismesine katkida bulunacagi dustuntlmektedir.

Katilimcilarin %67,8'1 “devletin plastik posetler Gzerine koydugu Ucreti” ve %76,2'si “alinan
dcretlerin cevre fonuna yatiriimasini” dogru bulduklarini ifade etmislerdir. Buna ragmen
katihmcilarin - %74,3'Unun “alisverislerde plastik posetlerin Ucretlendirilmesi yerine, geri
donlsime uygun, dogada ¢oztlebilir (kagit vb.) posetler zorunlu hale getirilmeliydi” gorisine
sahip oldugu saptanmistir.

Katiimcilarin %91,8'inin gorusu plastik posetler Ucretlendirildikten sonra “plastik poset yerine
yeniden kullanilabilir ganta tercih edecegi” yontndedir. Bu baglamda veriler incelendiginde
katihmcilarin cinsiyeti onemli olmaksizin tamamina yakinin yeniden kullanilabilir ¢anta tercih
ettigi gorulmustdr.

Ozetle;

- Plastik posetlerin zararlari ve gevre bilinci konusunda katilimcilarin farkindaliklarinin yiksek
oldugu,

- Plastik posetler tGzerinden Ucret almasini uygun bulduklari,

- Ucret yerine “geri donisime uygun ve dodada yok olabilen” farkli posetlerin kullaniminin
zorunlu hale getirmesinin daha uygun oldugu,

- Alisverislerinde “plastik poset yerine yeniden kullanilabilir canta” tercih edeceklerini beyan
ettikleri gorulmustar.



177 ODUSOBIAD

Plastik posetlerin dcretlendirildikten sonra katilimcilarin %61,8'inin plastik poset kullanimini
azalttigini belirtmelerine ragmen, %67,5'inin plastik posetleri tGcretli olarak kullanmaya devam
ettigi tespit edilmistir. Dolayisiyla katilimcilarin bir kismi plastik posetlerin zararlarini
bilmelerine ve Ucretlendirmesini uygun bulmalarina ragmen plastik poset kullanmaya devam
etmektedir. Boyle bir sonu¢ olmasina ragmen plastik poset Ucretleri katiimcilar tarafindan
olumlu karsilanmis ve Afyonkarahisar Ozelinde de benzer sonucg vererek amaca hizmet
etmistir.

SUphesiz Ucretlendirme plastik poset kullaniminin azaltiimasi tzerinde olumlu etki meydana
getirmektedir. Ancak surdurdlebilir bir ¢evre icin Ucretlendirme ile yetinilmemeli, konu kamu
spotlari ile kamuoyu gtindeminde canli tutulmalidir. TUketiciler tarafindan yogun kullanimi olan
drunlerin Uzerine farkindalik olusturan uyan yazilari yazilmalidir. Alisveris merkezlerinde de
tuketicilerin gorebilecegdi yerlere afisler asilmasinin da etkili olacadi disunulmektedir. Bir baska
uygulama olarak zaman zaman yenilenebilir torbalarin tuketicilere dcretsiz dagitilmasi da
secenek olarak dusunulebilir. Yasak koyma da c¢ozime katkida bulunabilecek bilesenler
arasindadir.

Ulusal ve uluslararasi teorik ve ampirik calismalar incelendiginde arastirmalarin tuketiciler
uzerinde yogunlastigi gortlmektedir. Bu alanda yapilan ¢alismalarin sonuglarinin nemli dlgtde
somutlasmis oldugu gorulmektedir. Literatlrde isletmelerin algisini dlgen galisma sayisinin
yetersiz oldugu dusunulmektedir. Bu yuzden yapilacak yeni calismalarin isletmelere yonelik
olmasi literature katki saglayacaktir.

Yazar Katki Oranlari

GCalismaya 1. Yazar: %50, 2. Yazar: %50, oraninda katki saglamistir.

Cikar Gatigmasi Beyani

‘Plastik poset kullanimi ve cevresel etkileri baglaminda plastik poset vergisi: Afyonkarahisar
ornedi” baslikli makalemizin herhangi bir kurum, kurulus, kisi ile mali ¢ikar catismasi yoktur.
Yazarlar arasinda da herhangi bir ¢ikar gatismasi bulunmamaktadir.
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