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ABSTRACT

The study aimed to develop a scale to measure individuals' perceptions
of democracy. After the exploratory factor analysis, a structure
comprising 35 items and six factors was formed. It was determined that
the scale explained 63.946% of the total variance in this form. The factors
include the "Rule of Law and Justice," "Opposition,” "Participation,"
"Separation of Powers," "Freedom," and "Pluralism." CFA was performed,
and the fit index values were found as follows: x2/df=2.02, RMSEA=0.042,
NFI=0.97, NNFI=0.98, CFI=0.99, GFI=0.99, and AGFI= 0.99. It was
concluded that all values obtained from CFA analysis are sufficient to
verify the structure. It was also supposed that the 35 items-six-factor
structure was confirmed as a model. Related to the validity and reliability
studies of the scale, it was seen that CR and test-retest correlation values
showed that the scale is valid and reliable. CR value was 0.97, and the test-
retest correlation value was 0.77. After examining all the results, we
decided that the scale is valid and reliable for measuring individuals'
perceptions of democracy.
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Introduction

Democracy lives and develops only in societies composed of people who have internalized
democracy as a way of behavior and have been able to implement the principles of democracy
(Edwards, 2008). Democratic environments need to be created so that values such as love, equality,
being tolerant and helpful, advocating justice and free thought, and sensitivity, which are very
important for human life, dominate a society (Cutts & Moseley, 2001). Thus, in democracy,
environments in which both parties can live happily and peacefully are created, and human
happiness, which is the primary purpose of democracy, is served (Yesil, 2002). There is a close
relationship between the citizens' democracy level and the implementation level of democracy in a
country. Democracy requires individuals to have democratic values, think in democratic ways, and
adopt democratic behavior. In societies where individuals have realized the importance of
democracy and started to practice it daily, it is possible to establish democracy and ensure peace and
happiness. For this reason, individuals with a good understanding of the essential elements of
democracy should be raised to create a democratic society (Bal & Yigittir, 2013). Thus, it is thought
that it is essential to determine the democracy perceptions of individuals.

Literature Review

Democracy is more about freedom than order and gives importance to the inviolability of the
individual as much as the interest of society (Burns, 1984). Individuals of a democratic state have
different and intersecting identity elements such as religion, race, social class, and gender. However,
the only identity element shared equally by everyone, although the difference is citizenship
(Bakioglu & Kurt, 2009). Dahl (2001) states that Democracy produces desired social outcomes such
as preventing bullying, fundamental rights, freedom, self-determination, morality, human
development, protection of personal interests, equality, peace, and prosperity. Democracy is a legal
and political reality and a way of living and sharing everyday experiences. It is a concept based on
cognitive and affective life about how people should live together. It includes people's acceptance
of each other with their differences, mutual respect, and tolerance, and aims to be individuals first
and then citizens (Dewey, 2001).

Democracy emerges in the relationship between the citizens and the state, as long as the citizens are
not in the service of the state, but the state is in the service of the citizens. In other words, democracy
is governance in which the society comes before the state (Sartori, 1996). Westheimer and Kahne
(2004) define the types of citizens required by democracy as citizens with personal responsibility,
participatory and justice-centered citizens. Abraham Lincoln characterizes democracy as the
"government of the people, by the people and for the people" (Fortuna & Panizza, 2015, p. 334), by
Robert Dahl as "the exercise of a relatively high degree of control by ordinary citizens over leaders"
(Olatunji, 2013, p. 19), by Subba (2014, p. 38) as "is not a static concept but a dynamic, active and
variable process." On the other hand, it is defined by Schmidh (2002, p. 13) based on the idea of "the
sovereignty of the nation and society" as "direct or indirect rule of the people, use of power or rule
of the majority."

Some values and principles are emphasized in democracies. For a democratic government, Dahl
(2001) states that freedom of expression and participation in political activities, equal voting, free,
fair, competitive, and regular elections, freedom of accessing different news sources, and all or the
majority of adult citizens who meet certain conditions should have the right to participate in the
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administration are the most important criteria. Mayo (1960) said that a democratic system is based
on four basic principles and listed them as "the participation of the people in the administration,"

non

"political equality," "the effectiveness of popular sovereignty and political freedoms," and "the
majority's right to rule” (as cited in Ozer, 1996, p. 79). Schmidh (2002) expressed the elements of the
democratic management style as democracy, general, free, equal rights in voting, competition
between parties, reliable information for all citizens, freedom of thought, opposition, and coalition.
Beetham (2014) expressed the basic principles of democracy as election, transparent and accountable
government, civil and political rights and freedoms, political equality, and civil society. These
principles of democracy can be summarized with the concepts of justice, separation of powers,

pluralism, the rule of law, freedom, election, and opposition.
The Aim of Study

In the literature, there are studies aiming to determine the views of students, teachers, and principals
on democracy (Ar et al., 2021; Cheung et al,, 2020; Lieberkind, 2020; Osterberg-Kaufmann &
Stadelmaier, 2020; Okmen et al., 2020; Sahin & Kilic, 2020a; Sahin & Kilic, 2020b; Sahin & Kilig, 2020c;
Sahin & Kilig, 2020d; Sahin et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2015), Human Rights, Citizenship and
Democracy course (Akgesme & Fidan, 2021; Durdi & Erdamar, 2020) and democratic school culture
(Pazur et al., 2020; Yavuz Tabak & Karip, 2021) in various ways. In addition, there are scales of
attitude towards democracy (Sarwar et al., 2010), attitude towards democracy (Toraman et al., 2015)
and multicultural education, and organizational democracy perception (Gegkil & Tikici, 2015) in the
literature.

In the literature, the Attitudes towards Democracy Scale developed by Sarwar et al. (2010) consists
of "Attitude towards Democracy," "Acceptance of Democracy," "Attitude towards Government," and
"Attitude towards Institutions” dimensions. The “Organizational Democracy Perception Scale”

non

developed by Gegkil and Tikici (2015) has "Participation-Criticism," "Transparency,” "Justice,"
"Equality,” and "Accountability" dimensions. The Attitude towards Democracy and Multicultural
Education Scale developed by Toraman et al. (2015) includes "Universal Values," "Human Rights,"
and "Respecting Differences" dimensions. Among these scales, only one includes the elements of
justice and equality. However, none consists of the main aspects of democracy, such as the rule of
law, separation of powers, participation, pluralism, and opposition and freedom. For this reason, it
is thought that developing a scale that includes the sub-dimensions of democracy will contribute to
the field. In this context, this study aimed to develop a scale including the main elements of
democracy. Thus, individuals' perceptions of democracy can be determined, and some actions can

be taken according to the results.

Method

Participants

Opinions were obtained from 13 experts, including four women and nine men. The titles of the
experts were one Associate Professor, eight Assistant Professors, one Lecturer, one Doctor, and two
Doctor candidates. All experts work in the Faculty of Education.

The pilot application was conducted with undergraduate students. Although the size of the pilot
application group depends on the researcher's purpose, it is generally seen that it is between 5-10
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and 50-100 (Bolton, 1993; Reynolds et al., 1993). In this context, 22 undergraduate students were in
the pilot application, six females and 16 males, studying in different departments (Political Science
and Public Administration, Psychology, Dentistry, Medicine, Engineering, Architecture, History,
Business Administration, Chemistry, Physiotherapy, Arabic Language and Literature).

The EFA sample consisted of 236 undergraduate students, 167 females, and 69 males, studying in
the "Psychological Counseling and Guidance" (PCG), "Turkish Language Teaching," and "English
Language Teaching" departments of a state university's education faculty. There were 107 PCG
students, 67 English Language Teaching students, and 62 Turkish Language Teaching students. The
sample should be diverse and big enough to represent the target population and meet statistical
requirements (DeVellis, 2017). While researchers suggest samples for EFA related to the number of
items, researchers also suggest samples independent of the number of items. These are generally not
empirically based but based on the individual experiences of researchers (Guadagnoli & Velicer,
1988). Comrey and Lee (1992) state that 50=inadequate, 100=inadequate, 200=suitable, 300=good,
500=very good, and 1000=excellent. Matsunaga (2010) stated that more than 200 people are needed.
MacCallum et al. (1999) stated that the necessary sample should be between 100-200 minimum, and
Preacher and MacCallum (2002) stated that the minimum sample must be between 100-250. Hinkin
(1995) states that 150 people as a sample size is sufficient for reliable results. The sample of 236
people selected is good enough.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied in an independent sample from the EFA. The
sample consists of 576 Diizce University Faculty of Education undergraduate students, graduate
students studying at the "Departments of Curriculum and Instruction" (CI) and "Educational
Administration and Supervision" (EAS), and Diizce University pedagogic formation students. Four
hundred forty-seven of them were females, and 129 were males. Four hundred twelve students were
undergraduates, 51 were master's, seven were Ph.D. students, and 106 were pedagogic formation
students. The distribution of the undergraduate students by the department was as follows; 74 of
them are in Turkish Language Teaching, 193 in Mathematics Teaching, 18 in Preschool Teaching, 47
in Primary Teaching, 61 in PCG, 12 in Special Education, three in Science Teaching, and four in
English Language Teaching. Eighteen of the master's students were from the CI department, 33 were
from the EAS department, and all of the Ph.D. students were from the CI department. For CFA,
Hinkin (1995) and Weston and Gore (2006) state that 200 people are good enough to get accurate
results. In this case, the sample of 576 people is sufficient.

The CR value of the scale was calculated using the CFA data. The test-retest sample consists of 46
students doing master's and doctorate degrees in CI and EAS departments at Diizce University.
Twenty-four of the students were females, and 22 were males. Thirty-nine of the students were
graduate students, and seven of them were Ph.D. students. Fourteen of the master's students were
from CI and 25 of them were from EAS, and all of the Ph.D. students were from the CI department.
The first test-retest forms of this sample were also used in CFA.

Data Collection

During the article writing stage, firstly, the literature was examined, and research carried out in
Turkey and abroad was reviewed. Sahin's (2020) study with students, teachers, and principals was
examined, and “operational definitions” (having public participation, ensuring auditability, having
rule of law, having elections and political parties, having pluralism, having separation of powers,
having freedoms, having opposition, having equality and justice). Then, according to these
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operational definitions, 83 items were written. All of the items were positive.

Lawshe's (1975) technique was used in preparing the expert opinion form. The "Content Validity
Ratio" (CVR) is an applicable and accepted statistic in rejecting or accepting items to determine
content validity (Gilbert & Prion, 2016). The Lawshe technique is the most widely used technique
based on CVR (Yesilyurt & Capraz, 2018). Experts make their opinions according to the triple rating
scale in this technique. Compared to its technical alternatives, it stands out as it provides a table to
determine the critical cut-off value (Ayre & Scally, 2014; Wilson et al., 2012). The experts examined
the items through to the questions of "Is it understandable?", "Does it represent the structure?" and
"Is it suitable for the category?". Experts marked one of the "appropriate," "fixed," or "removed"
options for each item. In addition, the experts had the chance to express their opinion about the
items in the "explanations" section and add new items to the form. The forms were received via
email between 28/12/2020 and 10/01/2021.

The pilot application form had 78 items. The items were placed in the form without a specific
category/subject order. The form was created in a 5-point Likert format. Scale items; "1. I strongly
disagree"”, "2. I disagree", "3.  am undecided"”, "4. I agree," and "5. I strongly agree". The instructions
section included the purpose of the scale, the way of answering, and the completion time. Data were

collected between January 10, 2021, and January 11, 2021, via Google Forms.

After the pilot application, the final form was created by making corrections in five items (M8, M50,
M53, M60, M66) in line with the feedback from the students. The final form consisted of 78 items.
EFA data were collected between January 13, 2021, and January 21, 2021, via Google Forms.

The CFA form was formed with 35 items. The items were redesigned and placed in the form. Scale
items were organized in a 5-point Likert format, "1. I strongly disagree", "2. I disagree", "3. I am
undecided", "4. I agree," and "5. I strongly agree". The instructions section of the form contained
information such as the study purpose, the way of answering, and the response time. CFA data was

collected via Google Form between April 29, 2021, and November 24, 2021.

For the CFA and the test-retest reliability, the same form was used. The first test data were collected
between May 21-25, 2021, and the second was collected after two weeks between June 08-09, 2021.
All data were collected on a voluntary basis.

Ethics committee approval for this study was obtained with the decision of Diizce University
Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee dated 27.10.2020 and numbered 2020/206.

Data Analysis

Lawshe technique is used to analyze expert opinion data. Each item's CVR and then the “Content
Validity Index” (CVI) were calculated.

EFA was performed to determine the scale's construct validity. After preliminary analysis, EFA was
started. For factor extraction, "principal component analysis" was used. Although the aim of the
research is to determine the latent structures underlying the variables, it is also aimed to explain the
variables by reducing them to a smaller and manageable number that explains as much variance as
possible. It is thought that after the rotation process, the results of these two techniques are similar
and their differences tend to disappear, so they can be used interchangeably (DeVellis, 2017;
Harrington, 2009; Maskey et al., 2018).
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The "varimax" technique was used for rotation. The variance explained by factor rotation is
redistributed to the generated factors (Kieffer, 1998). It is okay to try both vertical and oblique
rotations in AFA. Researchers should try different options and choose the most interpretable and
theoretically defensible result (Bandalos, 2018; Finch et al., 2016; Karaman, 2015; Koyuncu & Kilig,
2019). If there is no reason to expect the components to be related, it would be appropriate to try
orthogonal rotation first (Kline, 2005). In this study, various rotation techniques were tried, and the
most suitable solution was reached with the Varimax technique. The factor load value was
determined as a minimum of 0.32. The factor numbers were not limited. After the item removal
procedures were completed, the factors emerged spontaneously.

In order to test the structure, firstly, preliminary analysis and then CFA was done. LISREL was used
in the analysis. First, multivariate normality distribution was examined in LISREL, and since the
data were not normally distributed, the "Diagonally Weighted Least Squares" (DWLS) method was
used. After that, “t-values”, “error variances”, and “factor loadings” were reviewed. The model's
“fit indices” were evaluated in the next step.

The CR , the internal consistency coefficient, determined the scale's reliability. To examine the
stability of the scale, test-retest reliability calculations were made. For test-retest reliability, the
normality was first examined with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, and then the Pearson correlation
analysis was performed.

Findings
This section includes findings on expert opinion, EFA, CFA, and reliability calculations.
Expert Opinion

Lawshe technique is used to analyze expert opinion data. The CVR and the CVI values were
calculated. To calculate CVR, the total number of the experts who marked the "appropriate” option
was divided by half the total number of panelists, and then one was subtracted from it
(CVR=Na/(N/2)-1). The CVR values calculated for each item are given in Table 1.
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Table 1
Content Validity Calculations

Item CVR Item CVR Item CVR Item CVR
1 0,692 22 0,692 43 0,538 64 0,846
2 0,538 23 0,846 44 0,538 65 0,692
3 0,846 24 0,538 45 0,846 66 1,000
4 0,231* 25 0,846 46 0,846 67 1,000
5 0,692 26 1,000 47 0,538 68 1,000
6 0,846 27 0,692 48 0,692 69 1,000
7 0,846 28 0,692 49 0,846 70 0,846
8 1,000 29 1,000 50 0,846 71 1,000
9 0,538 30 1,000 51 0,538 72 1,000
10 0,538 31 0,692 52 0,692 73 1,000
11 0,385* 32 0,538 53 0,692 74 0,692
12 0,538 33 0,692 54 0,692 75 0,692
13 0,385* 34 0,846 55 0,385* 76 0,846
14 0,692 35 0,538 56 0,538 77 0,692
15 0,385* 36 0,846 57 0,846 78 1,000
16 0,692 37 0,692 58 1,000 79 1,000
17 0,538 38 0,538 59 0,846 80 0,846
18 0,538 39 0,846 60 0,846 81 0,846
19 0,538 40 0,846 61 1,000 82 0,692
20 0,538 41 0,692 62 0,538 83 0,846
21 0,846 42 0,692 63 0,692

Five items less than 0.538 in Table 1 (M4, M11, M13, M15, M55) were removed from the scale
(Veneziano & Hooper, 1997), and 78 items remained.

The CVI value was calculated after removing seven items from the scale and was found to be 0.76.
CVI value more significant than CVR (0.76>0.538) indicated that the scale's content validity is
statistically significant. In this case, the candidate scale regarding content validity is at a reasonable
level. Items with correction suggestions were examined by the researchers one by one, and some
corrections (editing of sentence structures, shorten sentences, word changes etc.) on 20 items (M5,
M10, M12, M14, M16, M23, M28, M33, M34, M35, M39, M43, M44, M56, M65, M75, M77, M80, M82,
M83) have been made.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Preliminary analysis procedures were carried out before proceeding to the EFA analysis. It was
found that in scale, there were no missing data. Z scores were checked to determine to find extreme
values. Kline (2016) states that if the z value of any observation is +3.0 or greater, that observation is
an extreme value. The scores were between 1.96 and -2.93, so no extreme values existed. Reverse
scoring was not done because no negative (reverse) items were on the scale. The state of normality
was checked with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, and the data set was found normal (df (236),
p=0.20). After checking item-total correlations, it was not seen any items below 0.2 (M55=0.123). The
most important feature of a scale is that the items are highly related. The higher the correlation
between the items, the higher the reliability for each item (DeVellis, 2017). Therefore, M55 below 0.2
was excluded from the scale. Bartlett's sphericity and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) tests were used to
check whether the factor analysis could be conducted on the data and to determine suitability for
factorization. The Barlett test, x2, and p were calculated as 3077.31 and 0.00, respectively. The
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correlation values were significant. The KMO was found to be 0.913. Carpenter (2018) states a KMO
value of 0.60 and above is acceptable.

Due to the EFA, 42 items with a factor load less than 0.35, loaded under two or more factors, and
remaining as one or two items under the factors they are in (Costello & Osborne, 2005) were
excluded from the scale. These are 17-45-62-35-72-50-36-48-75-3-41-20-25/32-52-56-5-76-27-51-40-
63/22-33/16-8/73-49/23-60/21-15/37-66-34-4/26-28/11-13/53-54. The result of the EFA analysis are
given in Table 2.

Table 2
EFA Results
Factors Item No Item Factor Loads ftem TOFal . Initial % of
Correlation Eigenvalues Variance
Factor 1 74 0.70 0.68 13.78 15.19
46 0.70 0.69
43 0.69 0.62
77 0.67 0.66
78 0.64 0.60
29 0.63 0.56
30 0.62 0.48
67 0.60 0.75
68 0.56 0.68
Factor 2 4 0.78 0.38 242 14.04
42 0.77 0.60
14 0.68 0.58
69 0.67 0.63
47 0.65 0.76
38 0.65 0.68
18 0.63 0.69
71 0.62 0.69
Factor 3 2 0.80 0.46 2.12 11.69
12 0.75 0.56
0.70 0.57
1 0.66 0.38
61 0.66 0.59
19 0.63 0.61
70 0.57 0.64
Factor 4 7 0.80 0.56 1.63 8.60
6 0.78 0.51
31 0.69 0.59
10 0.67 0.49
Factor 5 57 0.73 0.55 1.28 8.47
58 0.63 0.57
59 0.60 0.68
24 0.59 0.63
Factor 6 65 0.77 0.32 1.15 5.95
64 0.68 0.50
39 0.67 0.40

As can be seen in Table 2, 35 items were under six factors. These 35 items (scale items are given in
the appendix) explain 63.946% of the total variance. It is seen that the items' factor loads are between
0.80 and 0.56. Tabachnick and Fidell (2012) state that this value should be at least 0.32. In this context,
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the factor load of a minimum of 0.56 is quite good. Item-total correlations were between 0.76 and
0.32, with all values above 0.2. When the values are less than 0.2, it is thought that the items do not
belong to the same content area (Piedmont, 2014).

After determining the factors, the common views between them were examined, and the factors
were named. The names of the factors are; 1) Rule of Law and Justice, 2) Opposition, 3) Participation,
4) Separation of Powers, 5) Freedom, and 6) Pluralism. There are nine items in the first factor, eight
in the second, seven in the third, four in the fourth and fifth factors, and three in the sixth.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

After the pre-analysis, it was found that there was no missing data in the forms. Z scores were
checked to determine extreme values. It was observed that these values ranged from 1.68 to -5.48,
and five of them (-5.48, -4.64, -3.31, -3.19 and -3.01) were removed from the scale. The multivariate
normality was examined with the LISREL program. The multivariate normality test results are given
in Table 3.

Table 3
LISREL Multivariate Normality Test
Skewness Kurtosis Skewness and Kurtosis
Value Z-Score P-value Value Z-Score P-value X2 P-value
166.266 50.029 0.000 1573.365 28.197 0.000 3298.002 0.000

As seen in Table 3, the data do not show multivariate normal distribution. In this case, DWLS was
chosen as the estimation method. This method is not much affected by the type of variable and the
normal distribution (Mindrila, 2010) and performs well for statistically small samples (Newsom,
2018).

CFA was performed to confirm the scale's structure. At this stage, the path diagram obtained from
CFA were examined. The path diagram with the factor loadings and error variances is given in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1

Path Diagram (Standardized Solution)
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In Figure 1, it is seen that the factor loadings of all items are greater than 0.3. The fit indexes were

examined, and the values are listed in Table 4.
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Table 4
Fit Indexes of the Model
Fit Indices Values Minimum Acceptable Value
x2/sd 2,02 <3
RMSEA 0,042 <0.05
NFI 0.97 >0.95
CFI 0.99 >0.95
GFI 0.99 >0.90
AGFI 0.99 >0.90

The p-value of the model is 0.000. Insignificant results at the p<0.005 level prove that the model fits
well (Matsugana, 2010). As shown in Table 5, x2/df is 2.02, which is a good fit since it is below 3
(Kline, 2016). The RMSEA value is 0.042. Brown (2015) and Kline (2016) state that this value should
be less than 0.05 to indicate a good fit. NFI and CFI values are above 0.95, indicating a perfect fit (Hu
& Bentler, 1999). GFI and AGFI values are above 0.90, indicating a perfect fit (Kline, 2005). It can be
said that all indices obtained in this framework indicate a "good fit," and the six-factor structure
consisting of 35 items was confirmed.

Reliability
CR reliability and test-retest reliability analyses are done as reliability calculations.
CR Reliability
The CR value of the scale was calculated as follows:
___ G
@A)+ e

_ 23.64°
23.64°4+18.89

= 0.967

Considering that the recommended minimum CR value is 0.70 (Hair et al., 2012), it can be said that
the value of 0.967 is high.

Test-Retest Reliability

After the pre-analysis, it was found that there were no missing data. Z scores were reviewed for
determining extreme values, and It was seen that the Z scores were between 1.52 to -2.24 in the first
test and ranged from 1.53 to -2.49 in the second test. So, it was decided that there were no extreme
values. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to review the normality of pre and post-tests. It was
found that the first (df (46), p=0.085) and the second test (df (46), p=0.200) distributed normally. As
a result of Pearson correlation analysis, the results in Table 5 were obtained:
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Table 5
Pearson Correlation Analysis Results
Factors r
Total 0.77
Factor 1 (Rule of Law and Justice) 0.63
Factor 2 (Opposition) 0.76
Factor 3 (Participation) 0.73
Factor 4 (Separation of Powers) 0.62
Factor 5 (Freedom) 0.73
Factor 6 (Pluralism) 0.65

As seen in Table 5, the correlation coefficients between the two tests were 0.77 in the total score, 0.63
in the first factor, 0.76 in the second, 0.73 in the third, 0.62 in the fourth, 0.73 in the fifth and 0.65 in
the sixth factors.

The reliability coefficient takes a value between 0 and 1. Values between 0.9 and 1.00 mean a very
high level of correlation, values between 0.7 and 0.9 mean a high level of correlation, and values
between 0.50 and 0.70 mean a moderate relationship (Mukaka, 2012; Schober et al., 2018). In this
case, the first, fourth, and sixth factors are moderately correlated, while the other factors and the
whole scale are highly correlated.

Discussion and Conclusion

This research aimed to construct a scale measuring the individuals” democracy perceptions. In the
literature, a democracy perception scale including sub-dimensions of democracy has not been
found. For this reason, developing a scale including the sub-dimensions of democracy will
contribute to the field.

After the exploratory factor analysis (EFA), a structure comprising 35 items and six factors was
formed. The six factors and 35 items scale explained 63.946% of the total variance. It has been found
that in this six-factor structure, 1) Rule of Law and Justice, 2) Opposition, 3) Participation, 4)
Separation of Powers, 5) Freedom, and 6) Pluralism sub-dimensions can measure the perception of
democracy effectively.

An interesting situation in the results is that the "election" element of democracy is not included in
the dimensions. In democratic systems, elections act as a security mechanism. Fair, independent,
and transparent elections ensure that the government changes at the end of a specific period.
Although elections are one of the essential tools of democracy, elections alone are not an indicator
of democratic administration. The democratic legitimacy of the elections depends on the condition
that the parties representing different views can organize freely and compete in a free environment,
free from all kinds of pressure in the electoral lane. Otherwise, elections become the means of
implementing dictatorships (Aliefendioglu, 2005). Authoritarianism prevents electoral systems from
functioning as a brake and balance mechanism. These can explain why the election is not included
in the scale as the main element of democracy.

It was concluded that all values obtained from CFA analysis are sufficient to verify the structure. It
was also supposed that the 35 items-six factor structure was confirmed as a model. Related to the
validity and reliability studies of the scale, it was seen that CR and test-retest correlation values
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showed that the scale is valid and reliable. At the end of this research, we suggest that the perception
of democracy scale should be widely used, and the perceptions of democracy of different groups
should be determined comparatively.
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OZET

MAKALE BILGISi

Bu arastirma ile bireylerin demokrasi algilarini 6lgen gegerli ve giivenilir bir
Olgek gelistirilmesi amaglanmistir. 83 maddeden olusan taslak 6lgek agimlayic
faktor analizine tabi tutulmus ve analiz sonrasi alt1 faktor altinda 35 maddeden
olusan bir 6lgek olusmustur. Bu 35 maddenin toplam varyansin %63.946’sin1
acikladigr goriilmiistiir. Alt1 faktorlii yapida yer alan faktorlerin isimleri; 1)
Hukukun Ustﬁnlﬁgﬁ ve Adalet, 2) Muhalefet, 3) Katilim, 4) Kuvvetler Ayrilig,
5) Ozgiirliik, 6) Cogulculuk olarak isimlendirilmistir. Olgegin faktor yapisinin
dogrulanmasi amaciyla DFA yapilmis, X2/df degerinin 2.02, RMSEA degerinin
0.042, NFI degerinin 0.97, NNFI degerinin 0.98, CFI degerinin 0.99, GFI degerinin
0.99 ve AGFI degerinin 0.99 oldugu belirlenmis ve elde edilen bu degerlerin
yapmnin dogrulanmasi icin yeterli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Olgegin gegerlik ve
giivenirlik calismalar1 icin CR ve test-tekrar test korelasyon degerleri
hesaplanmistir. CR degeri 0,97 ve test-tekrar test korelasyon degeri 0,77 olarak
bulunmustur. Olgegin gegerlik ve giivenirlik galigmalarina iligkin tiim sonuglar
incelendiginde 6lgegin bireylerin demokrasi algilarii olgebilecek gegerli ve
glivenilir bir 6l¢gme araci oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir.
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Giris

Demokrasi, sadece demokrasi ilkelerini benimseyip yasama aktaran ve demokrasiyi davranis bigimi
haline getiren insanlarmn olusturdugu toplumlarda biiyiir ve yasar (Edwards, 2008). Insan yasanu
i¢gin oldukga 6nemli olan sevgi, esitlik, hosgoriilii ve yardimsever olma, adalet ve 6zgiir diisiinceyi
savunma ve duyarli olma gibi degerlerin bir toplumda hakim olabilmesi i¢in demokratik ortamlarin
olusturulmas: gerekmektedir (Cutts ve Moseley, 2001). Ciinkii demokratik ortamlarda her iki tarafin
da mutlu ve huzurlu bir sekilde yasayabilecegi ortamlar olusur ve demokrasinin asil amaci olan
insan mutluluguna hizmet edilmis olunur (Yesil, 2002). Bir iilkedeki demokrasinin varlig1 ve
uygulanma diizeyi ile o iilkenin insanlarinin tutum ve davranislari arasinda siki bir bag vardir.
Demokrasinin bir topluma yerlesebilmesi, o topluma mutluluk ve huzurun hakim olabilmesi igin
demokrasinin 6nemini fark eden ve giinliik hayatinda uygulayabilen insanlarin yer almasi gerekir.
Demokrasi; demokratik yollarla diistinebilen, demokratik degerlere sahip ve demokratik davranis
bicimlerini benimsemis bireylerin varli§ini gerekli kilmaktadir. Bunun yaninda demokrasinin temel
ogelerini iyi anlamis bireylerin yetistirilmesi demokratik bir toplumun olusturulmasi igin oldukca
onemlidir (Bal ve Yigittir, 2013). Bu sebeple bireylerin demokrasi algilarini belirlemenin 6nemli
oldugu diistintilmektedir.

Demokrasi Kavrami

Demokrasi diizenden ¢ok ozgiirliikle ilgilidir ve bireyin dokunulmazligina, toplumun ¢ikar: kadar
Onem verir (Burns, 1984). Demokratik devletlerde tek kimlik unsuru vatandasliktir ve bu herkes
tarafindan esit bir sekilde paylasilir. Bireylerin farkli sosyal sinif, cinsiyet, din, irk gibi farkli kimlik
unsurlarma sahip olmalar1 bu durumu degistirmemektedir (Bakioglu ve Kurt, 2009). Dahl (2001)'a
gore demokrasinin bir takim olumlu toplumsal sonuglar1 vardir ve bunlar1 zorbaligi 6nleme, kendi
kaderini tayin etme, 6zgiirliik, esitlik, insani gelisim, ahlaki 6zerklik, baris, temel kisisel ¢ikarlarin
korunmasi, temel haklar ve refah seklinde siralamaktadir. Insanlarin rahat ve huzurlu bir sekilde
nasil bir arada yasamalar1 gerektigi ile ilgili duyussal ve bilissel hayata dayali eylemsel bir kavram
olan demokrasi, yalniz siyasal ve hukuksal bir yap1 olmay1p bununla beraber ortak deneyimlerin
paylasildig: bir yasama bic¢imidir. Bu sebeple demokrasinin amaci insanlarin biitiin farkliliklar ile
birbirlerini kabullenmelerini, birbirlerine sayg: ve hosgorii duymalarin1 ve dnce birey, sonra da
yurttag olmalarmi saglamaktir (Dewey, 2001).

Demokrasi; yonetilenlerle yonetenler arasindaki iliskide vatandaglarin devletin hizmetinde degil,
devletin vatandaslarin hizmetinde oldugu 6l¢tide vardir. Yani demokrasi, toplumun devletten 6nce
geldigi bir yonetimdir (Sartori, 1996). Westheimer ve Kahne (2004) demokrasilerde sahsi
sorumluluga sahip vatandas, adalet merkezci vatandas ve katiimci vatandas seklinde vatandas
tiplerinin gerekliligini dile getirmislerdir. Demokrasi kavramini Abraham Lincoln “halkin, halk
tarafindan ve halk igin yonetimi” (Fortuna ve Panizza, 2015, s. 334); Robert Dahl " liderler tizerinde
siradan vatandaslarin oldukga yiiksek diizeyde denetim uygulamasi” (Olatunji, 2013, s. 19); Subba
(2014, s. 38) “statik bir kavram olmayip dinamik, aktif ve degisken bir siire¢”; Schmidh (2002, s. 13)
ise “milletin, toplumun egemenligi” fikrinden yola ¢ikarak demokrasiyi; “halkin dogrudan ya da

N EY/2

dolayl egemenligi, iktidar1 kullanim1 ya da ¢gogunlugun egemenligi” olarak tanimlamaktadir.

Demokrasilerde bazi degerlere ve ilkelere vurgu yapilir. Dahl (2001) demokratik bir yonetim igin
siyasi faaliyetlere katilma ve ifade Ozgiirliiglinii, esit oy kullanmayi, ozgiir, adil, yarismaci ve
diizenli araliklarla yapilan secimleri, farkli haber kaynaklarina ulasma oOzgiirliigiinii, devlet
politikalarinin olusturulmasinda vatandaslarin istek ve tercihlerinin dikkate alinmasini, bir tilkede
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yasayan ve belirli sartlari saglayan yetiskin vatandaslarin tiimiiniin yonetime katilma hakkina sahip
olmasini en onemli kriter olarak dile getirmektedir. Mayo, bir demokratik sistemin dort temel ilkeye
dayandigimi sdylemis ve bunlar1 “halkin yonetime katiimidir”, “siyasal esitlik” ve “halk
egemenliginin etkinligi ve siyasal ozgiirliiklerdir” seklinde siralamugtir (Ozer, 1996, s. 79).
Demokratik yonetimin gesitli unsurlar1 vardir. Bunlar; 6zgiir ve esit se¢cim hakki, muhalefet ve
koalisyon Ozgiirliigii, partiler aras1 rekabet, oyla yoneticilerin degismesi, herkes igin saglikli bilgi
edinme, diisiinme seklinde ifade edilmektedir (Schmidh, 2002). Beetham (2014) ise demokrasinin
temel ilkelerinin se¢im, seffaf ve hesap verebilen hiikiimet, medeni ve siyasi hak ve 6zgiirliikler,
siyasi esitlik ve sivil toplum olarak dile getirmistir. Buna gore demokrasinin bu ilkelerini adalet,
hukukun tstiinliigii, kuvvetler ayriligi, cogulculuk, 6zgiirliik, se¢cim ve muhalefet kavramlar ile
Ozetleyebiliriz.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Literatiirde Ogrenci, 6gretmen ve miidiirlerin demokrasiye (Ar1 ve digerleri, 2021; Cheung ve
digerleri, 2020; Lieberkind, 2020; Osterberg-Kaufmann ve Stadelmaier, 2020; Okmen ve digerleri,
2020; Sahin ve Kilig, 2020a; Sahin ve Kilig, 2020b; Sahin ve Kilig, 2020c; Sahin ve Kilig, 2020d; Sahin
ve digerleri, 2020; Wang ve digerleri, 2015), Insan Haklari, Vatandaglik ve Demokrasi dersine
(Akgesme ve Fidan, 2021; Durdi ve Erdamar, 2020), demokratik okul kiiltiiriine (Pazur ve digerleri,
2020; Yavuz Tabak ve Karip, 2021) iliskin goriislerini gesitli yollarla belirlemeyi amaglayan
calismalar mevcuttur. Bunun yaninda literatiirde demokrasiye iliskin tutum (Sarwar ve digerleri,
2010), demokrasi ve ¢ok kiiltiirlii egitime iliskin tutum (Toraman ve digerleri, 2015), orgtitsel
demokrasi algis1 (Gegkil ve Tikici, 2015) 6lgekleri bulunmaktadir.

Literatiirde Sarwar ve digerleri (2010) tarafindan gelistirilen Demokrasiye Iliskin Tutum Olgegi
“Demokrasiye Iliskin Tutum”, “Demokrasinin Kabulu”, “Hiikiimete ﬂigkin Tutum” ve “Kurumlara
Iliskin Tutum” boyutlarindan olusmaktadir. Gegkil ve Tikici (2015) tarafindan gelistirilen Orgﬁtsel
Demokrasi Algist Olgegi'nde “Katihim-Elestiri”, “Seffaflik”, “Adalet”, “Esitlik” ve “Hesap
Verebilirlik” boyutlar1 bulunmaktadir. Toraman ve digerleri (2015) tarafindan gelistirilen
Demokrasi ve Cok Kiiltiirlii Egitime Iliskin Tutum Olgegi'nde ise “Evrensel Degerler”, “Insan
Haklar” ve “Farkliliklara Saygi Gostermek” boyutlar1 yer almaktadir. Olgekler incelendiginde
sadece birinde adalet ve esitlik unsurlarinin yer aldig1 ancak higbirinin demokrasinin unsurlari olan
hukukun tistlinltigii, kuvvetler ayriligi, katilim, cogulculuk, muhalefet, 6zgiirliik gibi demokrasinin
ana unsurlarini icermedigi goriilmektedir. Bu sebeple demokrasinin alt boyutlarin igeren bir 6lgek
gelistirmenin alana katki saglayacag: diistiniilmektedir. Bu baglamda bu ¢alisma ile, demokrasinin
temel unsurlarini iceren bir dlgek gelistirmek amaglanmistir. Boylece bireylerin demokrasi algilari
belirlenebilecek ve ¢ikan sonuglara gore gesitli onlemler alinabilecektir.

Yontem

Katilimcilar

Uzman goriisii Orneklemini; 4'ii kadin ve 9'u erkek olmak tizere 13 uzman olusturmaktadir.
Uzmanlarin; 1’i Dogent, 8'i Dr. C)gr. Uyesi, 1’1 Ogr. Gorevlisi, 1'i Dr. ve 2’si Dr. adayidir. Uzmanlarin
hepsi egitim fakiiltesinde gorev yapmaktadir.

Pilot uygulama lisans 6grencileri ile gerceklestirilmistir. Pilot uygulama grubunun biiyiikligiiniin
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arastirmacinin amacina bagl olmakla birlikte genellikle 5-10 ile 50-100 aras1 oldugu goriilmektedir
(Bolton, 1993; Reynolds ve digerleri, 1993). Bu baglamda pilot uygulama 6rneklemini; 6 kiz ve 16
erkek olmak tizere farkli boliimlerde egitim goren (Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Yonetimi, Psikoloji, Dis
Hekimligi, Tip, Miithendislik, Mimarlik, Tarih, igletme, Kimya, Fizyoterapi, Arap Dili ve Edebiyat1)
22 lisans 0grencisi olusturmustur.

AFA 6rneklemini; bir devlet tiniversitesinin egitim fakiiltesinin Psikolojik Danismanlik ve Rehberlik
(PDR), Tiirkge Ogretmenligi, Ingilizce Ogretmenligi béliimlerinde egitim goren 236 lisans 6grencisi
olusturmustur. Ogrencilerden; 167’si kiz ve 69'u erkektir. 107’si PDR, 67’si Ingilizce Ogretmenligi,
62’si Tiirkge Ogretmenligi 6grencisidir. Ogrencilerden; 8'i 1. Smif, 1281 2. Sinif, 88'i 3. Smif ve 12’si
4. Sinuf Sgrencisidir. Orneklem biiyiikliigii hedef kitleyi temsil edebilecek ve istatistiksel
gereklilikleri karsilayabilecek biiyiikliikte ve cesitlilikte olmalidir (DeVellis, 2017). AFA igin
aragtirmacilar1 madde sayisina bagh olarak Orneklem onerileri oldugu goriiliirken, madde
sayisindan bagimsiz 6rneklem onerdikleri de goriilmektedir. Bu 6neriler genellikle ampirik degildir
ve arastirmacilarin bireysel deneyimlerine dayanmaktadir (Guadagnoli ve Velicer, 1988). Comrey
ve Lee (1992) orneklem sayisini 50=yetersiz, 100=yetersiz, 200=uygun, 300=iyi, 500=¢ok iyi ve
1000=miikemmel olarak belirtmektedirler. Matsunaga (2010), 200'den fazla kisiye ihtiyag
duyuldugunu belirtmistir. MacCallum ve digerleri (1999) gerekli 6rneklemin minimum 100-200
arasinda olmas1 gerektigini, Preacher ve MacCallum (2002) 100-250 arasinda olmas1 gerektigini,
Hinkin (1995) ise giivenilir sonuglar i¢in 6rneklem biiyiikliigii olarak 150 kisinin yeterli oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Bu baglamda segilen 236 kisiden olusan Orneklemin yeterince iyi oldugu
sOylenebilir.

DFA, oncelikle AFA ornekleminde denenmis, daha sonra ise AFA 6rnekleminden tamamen farkli
bir orneklemde gergeklestirilmistir. Orneklemi; Diizce Universitesi'nde egitim goren Egitim
Fakiiltesi lisans dgrencileri, Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim (EPO) ve Egitim Yonetimi ve Denetimi
(EYD) boéliimleri yiiksek lisans ve doktora Ogrencileri ile formasyon ogrencileri olmak {iizere
toplamda 576 6grenci olusturmustur. Ogrencilerden; 447’si kiz ve 129'i erkektir. Ogrencilerin 412’si
lisans, 51'i yiiksek lisans, 7’si doktora ve 106’s1 formasyon 6grencisidir. Lisans 6grencilerinin 74'ii
Tiirkce Ogretmenligi, 193ii Matematik Ogretmenligi, 18'i Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi, 47’si Sinif
Ogretmenligi, 61’1 PDR, 12'si Ozel Egitim, 3'ii Fen Bilimleri Ogretmenligi, 4'{i Ingilizce Ogretmenligi
boliimlerinde egitim gormektedir. Yiiksek lisans &grencilerinin 18’i EPO ve 33’ii EYD, doktora
ogrencilerinin ise tiimii EPO béliimiindendir. DFA icin Hinkin (1995) ile Weston ve Gore (2006) 200
kisilik 6rneklem biiyiikliigliniin dogru sonugclar elde etmek igin yeterli oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bu
durumda 576 kisilik 6rneklemin yeterli oldugu sdylenebilir.

CR gitivenirlik hesaplamasi DFA Orneklemi iizerinde toplanan verilerle gergeklestirilmistir. Test
tekrar test giivenirligi ise DFA Orneklemi iginden ¢ekilen bir Orneklem grubu {iizerinde
uygulanmistir. Test tekrar test 6rneklemini Diizce Universitesinde EPO ve EYD béliimlerinde
yiiksek lisans ve doktora yapan 46 dgrenci olusturmaktadir. Ogrencilerden; 24'{i kiz ve 22’si erkektir.
Ogrencilerin 39'u yiiksek lisans, 7’si doktora dgrencisidir. Yiiksek lisans 6grencilerinin 14’1 EPO ve
25’1 EYD, doktora 6grencilerinin ise tiimii EPO boliimiindendir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Madde yazimi asamasinda Oncelikle alan yazin incelenerek yurti¢i ve yurtdisinda yapilmis
arastirmalar incelenmis, Sahin (2020) tarafindan yapilan ¢alisma kapsaminda 6grenci, 6gretmen ve
miidiirlerin demokrasi ile ilgili goriisleri de incelenerek “davranissal gostergeler” (halkin katilimi,
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denetlenebilirlik, hukukun stiinliigili, se¢im ve siyasi partiler, ¢cogulculuk, kuvvetler ayriligi,
ozgiirliik, muhalefet, esitlik ve adalet) belirlenmistir. Daha sonra davranigsal gostergelere gore hepsi
olumlu olan 83 madde yazilmisgtir.

Aragtirmacilar tarafindan Lawshe (1975) teknigine uygun sekilde “Uzman Goriis Formu”
hazirlanmistir. Uzmanlardan formda yer alan maddeleri; 1) Yeterinde agik ifade edilmis mi?, 2)
Olgiilecek 6zelligi temsil ediyor mu?, 3) Belirtilen kategori altinda yer alabilir mi? sorularina gére
degerlendirerek maddelerin yaninda yer alan siitunlarda bulunan “uygun”, “diizeltilmeli” ya da
“cikarilmali” segeneklerinden birini isaretlemeleri istenmistir. Ayrica maddeler hakkindaki
diistincelerini “aciklamalar” boliimiine yazabilecekleri ve her bir alan igin eklemek istedikleri
maddeler olursa formun sonuna ekleyebilecekleri belirtilmistir. Uzman goriis formlar1 28/12/2020
ile 10/01/2021 tarihleri arasinda mail aracilig1 ile toplanmaisgtir.

"Kapsam Gegerlilik Oran1" (KGO), kapsam gecerliligini belirlemek icin maddelerin reddedilmesi
veya kabul edilmesine dayal1 bir istatistiktir (Gilbert ve Prion, 2016). Lawshe teknigi, kapsam
gecerlik oranina dayali en yaygm kullanilan tekniktir (Yesilyurt ve Capraz, 2018). Bu teknikte
uzmanlar iglii derecelendirme Olcegine gore goriis bildirirler. Teknik alternatifleri ile
kargilastinldiginda kritik esik degeri icin bir tablo saglamasiyla one ¢ikmaktadir (Ayre ve Scally,
2014; Wilson ve digerleri, 2012).

Pilot uygulama formunda 78 madde yer almistir. Maddeler tesadiifilik esasina gore yeniden
siralanmis ve forma yerlestirilmistir. Pilot uygulama formu 5’1i likert formatinda olusturulmustur.
Olgek maddeleri; “1. Kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, “2. Katilmiyorum”, “3. Kararsizzim”, “4.
Katiliyorum” ve “5. Kesinlikle katiliyorum” seklinde hazirlanmistir. Yonergede, 6lgegin amacinin
ne oldugunu, verilerle ne yapilacagini, 6lgegin nasil cevaplanmasi gerektigi, cevaplama siiresi gibi
bilgiler yer almistir. Pilot uygulama verileri 10/01/2021 ile 11/01/2021 tarihleri arasinda Google Form
araciligy ile toplanmistir. Pilot uygulama sonrasinda ogrencilerden gelen doniitler dogrultusunda
bes maddede (M8, M50, M53, M60, M66) diizeltmeler yapilarak nihai form olusturulmustur. Nihai
formda 78 madde yer almistir. AFA verileri 13/01/2021 ile 21/01/2021 tarihleri arasinda Google Form
aracihig ile toplanmugtir.

DFA formu, 35 madde ile olusturulmustur. Maddeler tesadiifilik esasia gore yeniden siralanmis ve
forma yerlestirilmistir. Olcek maddeleri 5'1i likert formatinda, “1. Kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, “2.
Katilmiyorum”, “3. Kararsizim”, “4. Katihyorum” ve “5. Kesinlikle katiliyorum” seklinde
diizenlenmistir. Yonergede, 6lgegin amacinin ne oldugunu, verilerle ne yapilacagini, 6lgegin nasil
cevaplanmasi gerektigi, cevaplama siiresi gibi bilgiler yer almistir. DFA verileri 29/04/2021 ile
24/11/2021 tarihleri arasinda Google Form aracilig ile toplanmuistr.

DFA’da kullanilan form ayni sekilde test tekrar test giivenirligi icin de kullanilmigtir. Test tekrar
testte ilk test verileri 21-25/05/2021 tarihleri arasinda, ikinci test verileri ise iki hafta sonra 08-
09/06/2021 tarihlerinde toplanmustir. Verilerin toplanmasinda goniilliiliik ilkesine uygun
davranilmistir.

Bu calisma icin etik kurul izni Diizce Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etik Kurulu'nun
27.10.2020 tarihli ve 2020/206 numarali karari ile alinmistir.

Veri Analizi

Uzman Gortiisti verileri Lawshe teknigi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Her maddenin Kapsam
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Gegerlik Orani1 (KGO) ve daha sonra tiim formun Kapsam Gegerlik Indeksi (KGI) hesaplanmustir.

Olgegin yap1 gegerligini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan AFA gerceklestirilmistir. Oncelikle 6n analiz
islemleri gergeklestirilmis ve daha sonra analize gegilmistir. Faktor ¢ikarma teknigi olarak “temel
bilesenler analizi” kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin amaci, degiskenlerin altinda yatan gizil yapilar
belirlemek olmakla birlikte, degiskenleri miimkiin oldugu kadar ¢ok varyansi agiklayan daha kiigiik
ve yoOnetilebilir bir sayiya indirgeyerek agiklamaktir. Dondiirme isleminden sonra bu iki teknigin
sonuglarmin benzer oldugu ve farkliliklarmin ortadan kalkma egilimi gosterdigi, dolayisiyla
birbirlerinin yerine kullanilabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir (DeVellis, 2017; Harrington, 2009; Maskey ve
digerleri, 2018).

Dondiirme teknigi olarak dik dondiirme tekniklerinden “varimax” teknigi secilmistir. Faktor
dondiirme ile agiklanmis olan varyans olusturulan faktorlere yeniden dagitilir (Kieffer, 1998).
AFA'da hem dik hem de egik dondiirmeyi denemekte bir sakinca yoktur. Arastirmacilar farkh
secenekleri deneyerek en yorumlanabilir ve teorik olarak savunulabilir sonucu se¢melidir
(Bandalos, 2018; Finch ve digerleri, 2016; Karaman, 2015; Koyuncu ve Kilig, 2019). Bilesenlerin iligkili
olmasini beklemek igin bir neden yoksa, 6nce dikey dondiirmeyi denemek uygun olacaktir (Kline,
2005). Bu galismada gesitli dondiirme teknikleri denenmis ve en uygun ¢oziime Varimax teknigi ile
ulagilmistir. Faktor yiik degeri minimum 0.32 olarak secilmistir. Faktor sayisma herhangi bir
sinirlama getirmeden AFA yapilmistir. Madde cikarma islemleri tamamlandiktan sonra faktorler
kendiliginden ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Ortaya ¢ikan yapinin uyumunu test etmek i¢in dncelikle 6n analiz islemleri gergeklestirilmis daha
sonra DFA’ya gecilmistir. Analizde LISREL programi kullanilmistir. Ik olarak LISREL'de cok
degiskenli normallik dagilimi incelenmis ve veriler normal dagilmadigi igin "Diagonally Weighted
Least Squares" (DWLS) yontemi segilmistir. Oncelikle t degerlerinin anlamlilik diizeyi, daha sonra
hata varyanslar1 ve faktor yiik degerleri incelenmistir. Sonraki asamada modele ait “output”
dosyasinda yer alan uyum indeksleri degerlendirilmistir.

I¢ tutarlilik katsayist olan CR kullanilarak dlgegin giivenirligi belirlenmistir. Olgegin kararliligin
incelemek igin test-tekrar test giivenirlik hesaplamalar: yapilmistir. Test-tekrar test glivenirligi igin
once Kolmogorov-Smirnov testi ile normallik incelenmis, ardindan Pearson korelasyon analizi
yapilmistir.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde; uzman gortisii, pilot uygulama, AFA, DFA ve giivenirlik hesaplamalarina iliskin
bulgular yer almaktadir.

Uzman Goriisii

Uzman Goriisii verileri Lawshe teknigi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Her bir madde i¢in “uygun”
secenegini isaretleyen uzman sayis1 toplaminin, toplam uzman sayisinin yarisina oraninin, bir eksigi
almarak her maddenin Kapsam Gegerlik Orani [KGO=Nu/(N/2)-1] ve daha sonra tiim formun
Kapsam Gegerlik Indeksi (KGI) hesaplanmistir. Maddelerin kapsam gegerligi hesaplamalar1 sonucu
elde edilen KGO degerleri Tablo 1'de yer almaktadir:

509



Abdurrahman Kilic ® Burcu Okmen @ Seyma Sahin

Tablo 1
Kapsam Gegerlik Hesaplamalar

Madde KGO Madde KGO Madde KGO Madde KGO
1 0,692 22 0,692 43 0,538 64 0,846
2 0,538 23 0,846 44 0,538 65 0,692
3 0,846 24 0,538 45 0,846 66 1,000
4 0,231% 25 0,846 46 0,846 67 1,000
5 0,692 26 1,000 47 0,538 68 1,000
6 0,846 27 0,692 48 0,692 69 1,000
7 0,846 28 0,692 49 0,846 70 0,846
8 1,000 29 1,000 50 0,846 71 1,000
9 0,538 30 1,000 51 0,538 72 1,000
10 0,538 31 0,692 52 0,692 73 1,000
11 0,385* 32 0,538 53 0,692 74 0,692
12 0,538 33 0,692 54 0,692 75 0,692
13 0,385* 34 0,846 55 0,385* 76 0,846
14 0,692 35 0,538 56 0,538 77 0,692
15 0,385* 36 0,846 57 0,846 78 1,000
16 0,692 37 0,692 58 1,000 79 1,000
17 0,538 38 0,538 59 0,846 80 0,846
18 0,538 39 0,846 60 0,846 81 0,846
19 0,538 40 0,846 61 1,000 82 0,692
20 0,538 41 0,692 62 0,538 83 0,846
21 0,846 42 0,692 63 0,692

Tablo 1’de yer alan 0.538’den kiigiik bes madde (M4, M11, M13, M15, M55) dlgme aracindan
cikarilmistir (Veneziano ve Hooper, 1997). Bu hali ile 6l¢gme arac1 78 maddeden olugsmustur.

Daha sonra Olgekte kalmasina karar verilen maddelerin KGO degerlerinin ortalamasi1 alinarak
Kapsam Gegerlik Indeksi (KGI) hesaplanmuis ve 0.76 olarak bulunmustur. Elde edilen KGI degerinin
KGO degerinden biiyiik olmasi (0.76>0.538) dlgegin kapsam gecerliginin istatistiksel olarak anlamh
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durumda aday odlgegin kapsam gegerligi acisindan iyi diizeyde
oldugu soylenebilir. Kapsam gegerligi ¢alismasi sonucu en az bir uzman tarafindan diizeltilmeli
gortisii belirtilen maddeler arastirmacilar tarafindan tek tek incelenmis ve 20 maddede (M5, M10,
M12, M14, M16, M23, M28, M33, M34, M35, M39, M43, M44, M56, M65, M75, M77, M80, M82, M83)
bazi diizeltmeler yapilmustir.

Acgimlayic1 Faktor Analizi

Acimlayia faktor analizi 6ncesi 6n analizler gerceklestirilmistir. Formlarda eksik veri yer almadig:
goriilmiistiir. Veri setinde ug degerlerin yer alip almadigini belirlemek i¢in Z puanlarina bakilmaistir.
Herhangi bir gézlemin z puan1 +3,0 veya daha fazlaysa, gdzlem ug degerdir (Kline, 2016). Olgekteki
puanlarin 1,96 ile -2,93 arasinda degistigi goriilmiis, herhangi bir uc¢ degere rastlanmamustir. Olgekte
olumsuz (ters) madde olmadigindan ters puanlama yapilmamustir. Olgegin normalligi Kolmogrov-
Smirnov testi ile incelenmis, df(236), p=0,20 oldugundan veri setinin normal dagildig: gortilmiistiir.
Madde toplam korelasyonlarina bakilmis ve 0.2'nin altinda olan bir madde (M55=0.123) oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Bir 6lgekte en 6ncelikli aranacak 6zellik maddelerin birbiriyle yiiksek diizeyde iligkili
olmasidir. Maddeler arasindaki korelasyon ne kadar yiiksekse her bir madde i¢in giivenirlik de o
kadar yiiksektir (DeVellis, 2017). Bu nedenle 0.2'nin altinda olan M55 6lgekten ¢ikarilmustir.

Anti-image correlation matrisi incelenmis ve 0,50'nin altinda madde yer almadigi goriilmiistiir.
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Faktor analizine baslamadan 6nce Bartlett'in kiiresellik testi ve Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) testi ile
faktor analizinin verilere uygulanip uygulanamayacag1 ve faktorlesebilirligi kontrol edilmistir.
Barlett testinde X2= 3077.310, p=0.00 olarak bulunmus ve maddeler aras1 korelasyonlarin sifirdan
istatistiksel olarak anlamli derecede farkli oldugu goriilmiistiir. KMO degerinin ise 0,913 oldugu
belirlenmistir. Carpenter (2018) faktor analizine gegmeden 6nce 0.60 veya daha yiiksek bir KMO
degerinin kabul edilebilir olarak gormektedir.

AFA sonucu faktor yiikii 0.35’den diisiik olan, iki ya da daha fazla faktor altinda yiiklenen,
bulunduklar: faktorler altinda tek ya da iki madde olarak kalan (Costello ve Osborne, 2005) 42
madde (M17-M45-M62-M35-M72-M50-M36-M48-M75-M3-M41-M20-M25/M32-M52-M56-M5-M76-
M27-M51-M40-M63/M22-M33/M16-M8/M73-M49/M23-M60/M21-M15/M37-M66-M34-M4/M26-
M28/M11-M13/M53-M54) Olcekten ¢ikarilmistir. AFA analiz sonuglar: Tablo 2’de yer almaktadir:

Tablo 2

AFA Sonuglari
Faktér Madde No Madd.(.e fﬁ\ktér Madde Toplam Oz Degerler % Aciklanan
Yiiki Korelasyonu Varyans
Faktor 1 74 0.70 0.68 13.78 15.19
46 0.70 0.69
43 0.69 0.62
77 0.67 0.66
78 0.64 0.60
29 0.63 0.56
30 0.62 0.48
67 0.60 0.75
68 0.56 0.68
Faktor 2 4 0.78 0.38 2.42 14.04
42 0.77 0.60
14 0.68 0.58
69 0.67 0.63
47 0.65 0.76
38 0.65 0.68
18 0.63 0.69
71 0.62 0.69
Faktor 3 2 0.80 0.46 212 11.69
12 0.75 0.56
0.70 0.57
1 0.66 0.38
61 0.66 0.59
19 0.63 0.61
70 0.57 0.64
Faktor 4 7 0.80 0.56 1.63 8.60
6 0.78 0.51
31 0.69 0.59
10 0.67 0.49
Faktor 5 57 0.73 0.55 1.28 8.47
58 0.63 0.57
59 0.60 0.68
24 0.59 0.63
Faktor 6 65 0.77 0.32 1.15 5.95
64 0.68 0.50
39 0.67 0.40
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Tablo 2'de goriildiigii gibi alt1 faktor altinda 35 madde yer almistir. Bu 35 madde toplam varyansin
%63.946'sm1  agiklamaktadir. Maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin 0.80 ile 0.56 arasinda degistigi
goriilmektedir. Tabachnick ve Fidell (2012) bu degerin en az 0,32 olmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir.
Bu baglamda faktor ytiikiiniin minimum 0,56 olmasi oldukca iyidir. Madde-toplam korelasyonlar:
0,76 ile 0,32 arasinda olup tiim degerler 0,2'nin iizerindedir. Degerler 0,2'den kiigiik oldugunda
maddelerin ayrn igerik alanina ait olmadig diistintiliir (Piedmont, 2014).

Faktorler belirlendikten sonra faktorlere yiikleme yapan degiskenler incelenmis, degiskenler
arasindaki ortak noktalar belirlenerek faktorler isimlendirilmistir. Faktor isimleri ve faktorlerde yer
alan maddeler Tablo 3’te yer almaktadir:

Tablo 3

Faktor Isimleri ve Faktorlerde Yer Alan Maddeler
Faktorler Maddeler
74. Denetleme yonetimin keyfilige kaymasin engeller.

46. Siyasi iktidarin faaliyetleri kanuna tabi olmalidur.
43. Kanunlar yonetimde keyfiligi engeller.

1. Faktor
77. Kanunlar tarafsiz olmalidur.
Hukukun o N
S 78. Herkes emeginin karsiligini almalidir.
Usttinliigii ve Lo . o
Adalet 29. Kamu gorevlileri yaptiklar: islemlerden dolay1 denetlenmelidir.

30. Kanunlar uygulayicilara gore degisiklik gostermemelidir.
67. Denetleme toplum ile yonetim arasinda giiven olusturur.
68. Kanunlar yoneticilerin giiclinii stnirlamalidir.

44. Muhalefet problemlerin ¢oziimii icin gereklidir.
42. Muhalefet nitelikli karar alinmasin saglar.
14. Muhalefet demokrasi kiiltiirtinii gelistirir.
2. Faktor 69. Muhalefet karigiklik unsuru degildir.
Mubhalefet ~ 47. Muhalefet hiikiimete alternatifler sunar.
38. Muhalefetin yoklugu gelisimi engeller.
18. Muhalefet farkl: tercihlerin temsilini saglar
71. Muhalefet boliiciilitk anlamina gelmez.

2. Halk yasalarin yapilmasinda s6z sahibi olmalidir.

12. Halkin yonetime katilim1 daha nitelikli politikalar tiretilmesini saglar.
9. Halk devletin yapilanmasinda s6z sahibi olmalidir.

1. Halkin yonetime katilimi kararlarin kabul edilebilirligini artirir.

61. Halkin yonetime katilimi uygulanabilir bir sistemdir.

19. Halkin yonetime katilimi iilkelerin gelisimini destekler.

70. Halk tilkenin karar alma siireclerine dahil olmalidir.

3. Faktor
Katilim

7. Yasama yliriitme ve yarginin tek elde toplanmasi giiciin kotiiye kullanilmasina yol
4. Faktor agar.
Kuvvetler 6. Yasama, yiiriitme ve yargi birbirinden bagimsiz olmalidir.
Ayrilig 31. Yasama yiiriitme ve yarg bir elde toplanirsa diktatorliik olur.
10. Bireyler yasama, yiiriitme ve yarginin birden fazlasinda gorev alamaz.

57. Devlet, otoritesini giiclendirmek adina 6zgiirliikleri kisitlamamalidir.
5. Faktor 58. Herkes diistindiiklerini ifade etmekte 6zgiirdiir.
Ozgiirliik 59. Ozgiirliik bireyin potansiyelini agiga cikarabilmesine imkan saglar.
24. Basin 6zgiir olmalidur.

65. Cogulculuk toplumsal ¢atismay1 engeller.

6. Fakto
axtor 64. Cogulcu goriis ve diisiinceler varligin siirdiirebilmelidir.

Gogulculuk 39. Cogulculuk farkli goriislere sahip insanlarin bir arada yasamasini saglar.

Tablo 3'te goriildiigii gibi; faktorlerin isimleri; 1) Hukukun Ustijnliigij ve Adalet, 2) Muhalefet, 3)
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Katilim, 4) Kuvvetler Ayriligi, 5) Ozgiirlitk ve 6) Cogulculuktur. Birinci faktérde dokuz, ikinci
faktorde sekiz, tigiincti faktorde yedi, dordiincii ve besinci faktorde dort ve altinai faktorde iig
madde bulunmaktadir.

Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi

On analiz iglemleri sonrasinda formlarda eksik veri yer almadig1 goriilmiistiir. Veri setinde ug
degerlerin yer alip almadigini belirlemek i¢in Z puanlarina bakilmistir. Olgekteki Z puanlarinin 1,68
ile -5,48 arasinda degistigi goriilmiis, dort ug deger (-5.48, -4.64, -3.31, -3.19 ile -3.01) formdan
cikarilmstir. Olgegin ¢ok degiskenli normalligi LISREL programi ile incelenmis ve ¢ok degiskenli
normalligin olmadig belirlenmistir. Normallik sonuclar1 Tablo 4'te yer almaktadir:

Tablo 4
LISREL Cok Degiskenli Normallik Sonuglar:
Carpiklik Basiklik Carpiklik ve Basiklik
Deger Z-degeri P-degeri Deger Z-degeri P-degeri X2 P-degeri
166.266 50.029 0.000 1573.365 28.197 0.000 3298.002 0.000

Tablo 4'te goriildiigii gibi veriler ¢cok degiskenli normal dagilim gostermemektedir. Bu durumda
tahmin yontemi olarak DWLS secilmistir. Bu yontem, degisken tiirtinden ve normal dagilimdan ¢ok
etkilenmez (Mindrila, 2010). Ayrica istatistiksel olarak kiigiik Orneklemler igin iyi performans
gosterir (Newsom, 2018).

Olgegin yapisini dogrulamak i¢in DFA yapilmigtir. Oncelikle DFA'dan elde edilen yol semasi
incelenmistir. Faktor ytikleri ve hata varyanslarinin yer aldig1 yol semas: Sekil 1'de verilmistir.
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Sekil 1

Yol Semast (Standardized Solution)

069 [ ML
067 MZ_Jr_
055
0.56 -
0.66
064 Mo ¢
060 MT_J¢
07— M8 I
063—[ M
0.40 =
0.47
0.34
055 MI3_J
0.44
044 MI15 |
05— MI6_J~
046 M7 I
045 M8 Jr_
0.31
0.38—»[_M20 J¢—
043> DL Je
045 2T}
03523 ¢
e Y
044 M25 Je
0.45 _
02— M7
0.60 228
065 M Jr—
0.65— M30 J¢—
0.6 -
0.58
0.60
0.38 _
0.34 —

0.35
0.58
0.67

0.66 —

0.58
0.60

0.63 ~
037 °

0.61

0.77

073 -

0.81

0.67 -

0.75

075 —
0.67 ~

0.73

0.74

0.83 -
079 =

0.76
0.72

078 -

0.75

0.75

074 =
076 -

0.64

0.59
0.61
0.64

0.63
0.78

0.82

060

Sekil 1'de tiim maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin 0,3'ten biiyiik oldugu goriilmektedir. Daha sonra uyum

indeksleri incelenmistir. Uyum indeksi degerleri Tablo 5'te yer almaktadar.
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Tablo 5
Modele Ait Uyum Indeksi Degerleri
Uyum Indeksi Deger Minimum Kabul Edilebilir Deger
x2/sd 2,02 <3
RMSEA 0,042 <0.05
NFI 0.97 >0.95
CFI 0.99 >0.95
GFI 0.99 >0.90
AGFI 0.99 >0.90

Modele ait p degeri 0,000'dir. Modele ait p<0.005 diizeyindeki anlamsiz sonuglar modelin iyi uyum
gosterdigini kanitlamaktadir (Matsugana, 2010). Tablo 5'te goriildiigii gibi, x2/sd 2,02'dir ve 3'iin
altinda oldugu igin iyi bir uyuma isaret etmektedir (Kline, 2016). RMSEA degeri 0,042'dir. Brown
(2015) ve Kline (2016) bu degerin iyi bir uyuma isaret etmesi icin 0,05'ten kiigiik olmas1 gerektigini
belirtmektedir. NFI ve CFI degerlerinin 0,95'in izerinde olmasi miitkemmel uyuma isaret etmektedir
(Hu ve Bentler, 1999). GFI ve AGFI degerlerinin 0.90'1n tizerinde olmasi da miikemmel uyuma isaret
etmektedir (Kline, 2005). Bu gercevede elde edilen tiim indekslerin “iyi uyum” gosterdigi ve 35
maddeden olusan alt1 faktorlii yapinin dogrulandig soylenebilir.

Giivenirlik

Giivenilirlik hesaplamalar1 olarak CR giivenilirli§i ve test-tekrar test giivenirlik analizleri
yapilmistir.

CR Giivenirligi
Olgegin CR degeri su sekilde hesaplanmustir:
___ G
T + e

_ 23.64°
23.64°4+18.89

= 0.967

Onerilen minimum CR degerinin 0,70 oldugu dikkate alindiginda (Hair ve digerleri, 2012) 0,967
degerinin yiiksek sdylenebilir.

Test Tekrar Test Giivenirligi

On analiz agamasinda éncelikle formlar kontrol edilmis ve eksik veri yer almadig1 goriilmiistiir. Veri
setinde ug degerlerin yer alip almadigin belirlemek i¢in Z puanlaria bakilmis, Z puanlarinin ilk
testte 1,52 ile -2,24 arasinda ikinci testte ise 1,53 ile -2,49 arasinda degistigi dolayisiyla ug deger yer
almadig: gortilmiistiir. Her iki testin normalligi Kolmogrov-Smirnov testi ile incelenmistir. Hem ilk
testin (sd(46), p=0,085) hem de ikinci testin (sd(46), p=0,200) normal dagildig1 goriilmiistiir. Pearson
korelasyon analizi sonucunda Tablo 6'daki sonuglar elde edilmistir:
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Tablo 6
Pearson Korelasyon Analizi Sonuglar:
Faktorler T
Toplam 0.77
1. Faktor (Hukukun Ustiinliigii ve Adalet) 0.63
2. Faktor (Muhalefet) 0.76
3. Faktor (Katilim) 0.73
4. Faktor (Kuvvetler Ayriligr) 0.62
5. Faktor (Ozgiirliik) 0.73
6. Faktor (Cogulculuk) 0.65

Tablo 7'de goriildiugii gibi iki test arasindaki korelasyon katsayilar1 toplam puanda 0,77, birinci
faktorde 0,63, ikincide 0,76, tictinciide 0,73, dordiinciide 0,62, besincide 0,73 ve altincida 0,65'tir.

Korelasyon katsayisinin degerleri -1,00 ile +1,00 arasinda degisir. 0.9 ile 1 aras1 degerlerin ¢ok yiiksek
diizeyde iligki, 0.7 ile 0.9 aras1 degerlerin yiiksek diizeyde iliski, 0.50 ile 0.70 aras1 degerlerin ise orta
diizeyde iliski oldugu anlamina geldigi diistiniilmektedir (Mukaka, 2012; Schober ve digerleri,
2018). Bu durumda birinci, dordiincii ve altina faktorlerin orta diizeyde, dlcegin tiimii ile diger
faktorlerin ise yliksek diizeyde iliski gosterdigi sdylenebilir.

Sonuclar ve Tartisma

Bu arastirma ile bireylerin demokrasi algilarin1 dlgen gegerli ve glivenilir bir dlgek gelistirilmesi
amaclanmistir. Literatiirde demokrasinin ana unsurlarini igeren bir demokrasi algisi Slcegine
rastlanmamuistir. Bu nedenle demokrasinin alt boyutlarmni igeren bir dlgek gelistirilmesinin alana
katki saglayacaktir.

Agimlayic faktor analizi (AFA) sonrasinda alt1 faktor ve 35 maddeden olusan bir yap1 olusmus ve
olgek toplam varyansin %63.946'sin1 agiklamistir. Alti faktorlii bu yapida 1) Hukukun Ustiinliigii ve
Adalet, 2) Muhalefet, 3) Katilim, 4) Kuvvetler Ayriligi, 5) Ozgﬁrlﬁk ve 6) Cogulculuk alt boyutlar1
yer almistir.

Sonuglarla ilgili ilging bir durum demokrasinin “se¢im” unsurunun boyutlarda yer almamasidir.
Demokratik sistemlerde se¢imler bir giivenlik mekanizmasi islevi goriirler. Adil, bagimsiz ve seffaf
secimler, hiikiimetin belirli bir siire sonunda degismesini saglar. Se¢imler demokrasinin temel
araclarindan biri olmakla birlikte, tek bagna demokratik yonetimin gostergesi degillerdir.
Secimlerin demokratik mesruiyeti, farkli goriisleri temsil eden partilerin se¢im kulvarinda her tiirlii
baskidan uzak, 6zgiir bir ortamda 0zgiirce orgiitlenmeleri ve rekabet edebilmelerine baghdir. Aksi
halde segimler diktatorliiklerin uygulanmasima da vesile olurlar (Aliefendioglu, 2005). Otoriterlik,
se¢im sistemlerinin bir fren ve denge mekanizmasi olarak islev gormesini engeller. Bu durum
demokrasinin ana unsuru olarak se¢imin 6lgekte neden yer almadigini agiklar niteliktedir.

DFA analizinden elde edilen tiim degerlerin yapiyr dogrulamak igin yeterli oldugu sonucuna
varilmistir. Ayrica 35 maddelik alt1 faktorlii yapinin model olarak dogrulandig goriilmiistiir. CR ve
test-tekrar test korelasyon degerleri 6lcegin gecerli ve giivenilir oldugunu gosterir niteliktedir. Bu
aragtirma sonucunda demokrasi algisi 6lgeginin yaygin olarak kullanilmasi ve farkli kesimlerin
demokrasi algilariin karsilastirmali olarak belirlenmesi 6nerilmektedir.
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Appendix: Scale Items

Faktorler

Maddeler

Denetleme yonetimin keyfilige kaymasini engeller.
Siyasi iktidarin faaliyetleri kanuna tabi olmalidir.
Kanunlar yonetimde keyfiligi engeller.

1. Faktor Kanunlar tarafsiz olmalidir.
Hukukun ... <
R Herkes emeginin karsiligini almalidir.
Ustiinliigii ot . -
ve Adalet Kamu gorevlileri yaptiklar: islemlerden dolay1 denetlenmelidir.
Kanunlar uygulayicilara gore degisiklik gostermemelidir.
Denetleme toplum ile yonetim arasinda giiven olusturur.
Kanunlar yo6neticilerin giiciinii stnurlamalhidir.
Mubhalefet problemlerin ¢6ziimii icin gereklidir.
Mubhalefet nitelikli karar alinmasini saglar.
Muhalefet demokrasi kiiltiiriinii gelistirir.
2. Faktor Mubhalefet karisiklik unsuru degildir.
Muhalefet Muhalefet hiikiimete alternatifler sunar.
Mubhalefetin yoklugu gelisimi engeller.
Mubhalefet farkli tercihlerin temsilini saglar.
Mubhalefet boliiciiliik anlamina gelmez.
Halk yasalarin yapilmasinda s6z sahibi olmalidur.
Halkin yonetime katilimi daha nitelikli politikalar {iretilmesini saglar.
. Halk devletin yapilanmasinda s6z sahibi olmalidir.
3. Faktor . e fixe
Halkin yonetime katilimi kararlarin kabul edilebilirligini artirir.
Katihm . I .
Halkin yonetime katilimi uygulanabilir bir sistemdir.
Halkin yonetime katilimi tilkelerin gelisimini destekler.
Halk tilkenin karar alma siireglerine dahil olmalidir.
A Faktor Yasama yiiriitme ve yarginin tek elde toplanmasi giiciin kotiiye kullanilmasina yol agar.
i Yasama, ytiriitme ve yargi birbirinden bagimsiz olmalidir.
Kuvvetler . . Lt 1o
Avrilist Yasama yliriitme ve yarg1 bir elde toplanirsa diktatorliik olur.
YHig Bireyler yasama, yiiriitme ve yarginin birden fazlasinda gorev alamaz.
Devlet, otoritesini gii¢lendirmek adina 6zgiirliikleri kisitlamamalidir.
5. Faktor Herkes diisiindiiklerini ifade etmekte 6zgiirdiir.
Ozgiirliitk Ozgiirliik bireyin potansiyelini agiga ¢ikarabilmesine imkan sag]lar.
Basin 6zgiir olmalidir.
N Cogulculuk toplumsal ¢atismay1 engeller.
6. Faktor Cogulcu goriis ve diistinceler varligin siirdiirebilmelidir
Cogulculuk g ctl gotHls ve aus 5 '

Cogulculuk farkli goriislere sahip insanlarin bir arada yasamasini saglar.
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