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ABSTRACT The purpose of this study is to investigate the tolerance tendency levels of secondary school students
and determine variables affecting their tolerance tendency levels. Value, acceptance, and empathy levels were
considered the sub-dimensions of tolerance. The study adopted a mixed research design. The relational survey
model was used at the quantitative stage. A focus group interview was carried out in the quantitative method. In the
relational survey model, the population of the study comprised students from secondary schools. Schools’ socio-
economic backgrounds (SEBG) were chosen as a criterion. Ultimately, 591 students participated in the study. A
focus group interview was conducted at each school with low and high SEBGs. The interviews were administered to
eight students from each school. A semi-structured interview form was used in the focus group interview and a
tendency to tolerance scale was administered as a data collection tool. According to the survey results, the high
level of tolerance obtained and its sub-dimensions signify that the present tolerance level is satisfactory. However,
considering the concerns resulting from the focus group interviews, it is beneficial to take affecting variables
(gender, family’s monthly income, grade, SEBG) into account for the sustainability and amelioration of the present

conditions of tolerance levels.
INTRODUCTION

Individual and society are two different so-
cial terms which contain interactive relationships
and with the reflection of these relationships,
they gain particular meaning and identity. In a
living area embellished with democracy culture,
there may be lots of variables that affect and
direct the relationship between the individual and
society. Among these variables, ‘the concept of
values’ comes into prominence as a most impor-
tant one. As a part of local, regional, national,
international and even universal approaches, the
values which not only affect the cultures both
also affected by cultures, contain the qualities
of being good citizens. It is difficult to describe
the “values’ concept and commonly defined as
‘guides to action’ or ‘the moral compasses by
which to navigate our interaction with members
of society’ (Solomons and Fataar 2011). There
are lots of values of good citizens, such as toler-
ance, justice, freedom, equality, diversity, author-
ity, privacy, due process, human participation,
truth, patriotism, human rights, rule of law, mu-
tual assistance, personal and civic responsibili-
ty, self-restraint and self-respect (Schoeman
2006).

The multicultural life paradigm incorporates
different identities and lifestyles along with the

risk of probable conflicts in the social structure.
Although democratic societies regard them-
selves as pluralistic societies binding individu-
als with citizenship ties regardless of their color,
belief, language, ethnicity, and cultural identity,
knowing how to maintain and sustain social har-
mony has become a shared concern and focus
of academic, political, and social debates at the
current time, when lifestyles are increasingly di-
versified. Answers to such questions focus on
“tolerance” to protect and develop freedom
zones of individuals in a democratic society
(Yazgan 2013).

“Tolerance is hard to describe, perhaps be-
cause it is defined somewhat differently from lan-
guage to language with meaning nuances”
(UNESCO 1994). “Each [...] encompasses the
fundamental essence of tolerance, to respect the
rights of others, ‘the different’, to be who they
are” (Aspin 1995; Persell et al. 2001; Rapp and
Freitag 2014; Smith 2002; Sniderman et al. 1989;
4hin 2011; UNESCO 1994).

For a person or group to be tolerant, three
conditions must be met. First, there must be some
conduct about which one disapproves, even if
only minimally or potentially. Second, although
such a person or group has power to act coer-
cively against, or interfere to prevent, that of
which they disapprove, they do not. Third, not
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interfering coercively must result from more than
acquiescence, resignation, indifference or a bal-
ance of power. One does not tolerate that which
one is not concerned about; nor is it tolerance
simply to accept what one cannot, or is not will-
ing to, change (either because one lacks power to
effect change or because, for whatever reason,
one fears to use one’s power) (Bretherton 2004).

Tolerance as an ethical virtue (Fiala 2005)
does not require us to accept other people’s be-
liefs or behaviors (Forst 2001), but it does re-
quire us to respect every person’s human digni-
ty and human rights, including the freedom of
conscience (Lickona 2002; Simmons 1965). Tol-
erance, perceived as an efficient solution to clash-
es of conflicting opinions and behaviors, is con-
sidered to be the primary basis of democratic
societies (Kris and Shane 2014). Tolerance is thus
valued on both pragmatic and moral grounds
(Wainryb et al. 1998). As Stouffer (1955) stated,
tolerance is the recognition of the fact that “a
free society cannot exist unless one is willing to
accept the rights of others to think and behave
differently” (Williams, et al. 1976), which signi-
fies a structure in which social freedoms rely on
the respect to individuals.

Etymologically, tolerance (Latin originated)
is identical to patience (Aubakirova et al. 2014).
As Orlenius (2010) expressed, tolerance is based
on the kernel of ethical principles—that is, the
equal and unique value of all people. Tolerance
has historically implies patience and endurance,
but today it is inappropriate to use the notion as
such, which conflicts with democratic values
because it necessitates the evaluation and ac-
ceptance of the others by setting differences
aside. According to Corneo and Jeanne’s (2009)
tolerance model, “every individual is equipped
with a value system. [...] The value system of an
individual determines how much esteem he allo-
cates to himself and others.” Tolerance requires
a process of decision making which roots back
to a vigorous value system. This system of val-
ues is a conscious constitution in which the
choices of the individual himself and other indi-
viduals are taken into consideration (Potgieter
et al. 2014).

Passivity, ignorance, and indifference in the
presence of differences cannot be construed as
tolerant approaches because indifference and
ignorance mean not caring for others, ceasing
relationships with them, and disrespecting the
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differences (Chong 1994; Sahin 2011). Itis cru-
cial in tolerance to respect differences because
an individual who accepts differences of any kind
deserves being called “tolerant.” An individual
with different beliefs and practices is welcomed
into a tolerant person’s world (Glindodan 2009).

It would be appropriate to put forward symp-
toms of intolerance and their behavioral indica-
tors to be able to concretize tolerance. The indi-
cators of intolerance include language (denial of
a different group or a culture), stereotyping (de-
scribing all members of a group as characterized
by the same attributes), teasing, prejudice, dis-
crimination, ostracism, harassment, desecration
and effacement, bullying, expulsion, exclusion,
and segregation (UNESCO 1994). The individu-
al’s conflict with “the other” brings about the
sense of tolerance. Individuals can amicably set-
tle a conflict with “the other” through tolerance,
evaluating their attitudes toward “the other”
(Mafora 2013; Yazgan 2013).

According to Kincal (2004), when considered
as a democratic value, the co-existence of con-
sensus, democracy, and rationality serves to pro-
mote social peace by making wars and fighting
unnecessary; freedom by rendering dependence
on a higher authority and its enforcements un-
necessary; safety and security by preventing
fights, conflicts and brute force; justice by pre-
venting social injustice and inequality; and so-
cial welfare by hindering resource extravagance
and loss. Moreover, Giindogan (2009) pointed
out that the acceptance of pluralism and differ-
ences and reliance on tolerance can be easily
abused. Therefore, a democratic state is not
obliged to respect every cultural difference and
behavioral form arising from this difference. For
instance, racism, sexism, misanthropy, radical,
and extremist religious and cultural groupism
cannot be tolerated (McClosky and Brill 1983).
Briefly, tolerance appeals to a wide range of
views, unless they threaten individuals and bring
direct damage to them.

Problem Statement

Exposure to social and cultural diversity con-
tributes to an understanding of the importance
of protecting civil liberties for the maintenance
of a democratic society. Processes such as edu-
cation, urbanization, geographic mobility, expo-
sure to mass media, and change in occupational
structure bring people into contact with values,
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beliefs, lifestyles, and the like different from their
own. These processes promote tolerance. Chang-
es in the social and demographic diversity would
increase the tolerance level of the society
(Stouffer 1955; Williams et al. 1976). Education
system planners constantly have to deal with
external determinants such as changing demo-
graphical variables which present them with rad-
ical challenges (Maarman et al. 2006). Thus, de-
mographical variables should be taken into ac-
count in tolerance studies.

Tolerance plays an important part in the edu-
cation process, which is defined as the self-real-
ization process of the individual. Tolerance,
which is also described as an axiological atti-
tude, relies directly on cultural and social rela-
tions and necessitates special social rules (Wain-
ryb et al. 1998). Schools are regarded as media
where tolerance is acquired and relevant practic-
es are performed (Avery et al. 1997; Donnelly
2004; Kartal etal. 2007). For Simmons (1965) and
Williams et al. (1976), education is among the
important elements in the development of toler-
ance. According to Lenski, higher tolerance is
linked to younger age and greater education
(Dynes 1967). Therefore, tolerance acquisition
at an early age is more effective. Secondary
school education, which is regarded as a crucial
stage of individuals’ education and an important
period for value acquisition, is a noteworthy pro-
cess for the exercise and permanent inculcation
of tolerances (Wainryb et al. 1998). The effects
of social and demographic changes on tolerance
can be controlled through education, yet the
number of studies revealing the effects of these
variables on individuals in the secondary school
age range is very limited.

Tolerance involves the willingness to accept
any kind of differences of an individual or a com-
munity (Bretherton 2004; Ferrar 1976; Greene 2015;
Nieto 1994). Such an acceptance entails respect
and empathy for understanding the other. Thus,
the investigation of individuals’ evaluation and
acceptance of others and of their empathy levels
is necessary for conducting studies on tolerance
(Aubakirova et al. 2014; Caliskan and Saglam
2012).

The school is understood as a practice for
the governing of society by making the child its
future citizen (Popkewitz 2008). Within this con-
text, the comparison of tolerance levels between
the schools which have different social-cultural
backgrounds and the students who are taught
in these schools, contribute to the international
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literature studying on challenges of ‘tolerance
acquisition’. With the universal viewpoint, since
the today’s students are going to be the citizens
of future, the determining of the demographic
effects on students tolerance levels, fills an im-
portant gap in the literature.

Objectives of the Study

The primary concern of the present study is
to investigate the tolerance tendency levels of
secondary school students as well as determine
variables affecting their tolerance tendency lev-
els. In doing so, value, acceptance, and empathy
levels are considered as the sub-dimensions of
tolerance.

METHODOLOGY

This section of the research elaborates upon
the model, population and sampling, data collec-
tion tools, and data analysis.

Research Design

The study was carried out using a mixed re-
search design, in which quantitative and quali-
tative data collection techniques were combined
(Creswell 2003; Hesse-Biber 2010; Tashakkori and
Teddlie 2003). A relational survey model was used
in the quantitative stage. The survey research
aims to determine the characteristics of groups,
which offer a flexible and comprehensive research
opportunity in relation to the studied content by
canvassing the views of volunteer participants
about the subject (Babbie 2011). The relational
survey research attempts to investigate the rela-
tionship among the independent, dependent, and
control variables. Differentiations in the depen-
dent variables are explained by independent and
control variables. The focus group interview was
carried out using the quantitative method. Two
separate focus group interviews were conduct-
ed for the purpose of this study. Each lasted one
to one and half hours and was carried out on
different days together with a reporter and a
moderator.

The study described students’ tolerance lev-
els and determined variables effective in their
tolerance level from a quantitative perspective,
whereas the qualitative part of the study only
aimed to support the description of their toler-
ance levels and carry out an impact study.
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Population and Sampling/Study Group

Because the study used a mixed design, popu-
lation sampling is defined for the quantitative mod-
el and the study group for the qualitative model.

Sampling in the Relational Survey Model

In the relational survey model used for the
quantitative research method, the population of
the study comprised students from secondary
schools in the center of the Canakkale prov-
ince. Strata within the population were identified
via stratified sampling, which was chosen due to
the heterogeneous structure of the population.
While forming the strata, homogeneous groups
were clustered using schools’ socio-economic
backgrounds (SEBG) as a criterion. In this con-
text, the strata are comprised of two secondary
schools with a lower SEBG and two secondary
schools with a higher SEBG. In stratified sam-
pling, different sampling techniques can be used
for sub-sampling. Sub-sampling in each stratum
was determined by cluster sampling, with clus-
ters composed of fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth
graders. Participants of the sub-sampling were
included in the study through random sampling
(Onwuegbuzie and Collins 2007).

Table 1 contains descriptive statistics of sam-
ple. The sample included 591 students who par-
ticipated in the study. An examination of the dis-
tribution of students by school indicated that
293 students belong to schools with low SEBG
and 298 to schools with high SEBG. The sample
consisted of 152 (25.7%) fifth graders, 161 (27.2%)
sixth graders, 156 (26.4%) seventh graders, and
122 (20.6%) eighth graders. In terms of gender
distribution, 287 (48.6%) participants were female
and 304 (51.4%) were male students.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistical data from sampling
of Relational Survey Model

f (frequ- % (per-
ency ent)

Secondary schools with SFC 168 57.3

low socio-economic TRO 125 42.7

background (school Total 293 100.0

names abbreviated) OMO 157 52.7

Secondary schools with CPO 141 47.3

high socio-economic  Total 298 100.0
background (school
names abbreviated)

Grade 5"Grade 152 25.7

6"Grade 161 27.2

7"Grade 156 26.4

8"Grade 122 20.6

Total 591 100.0

Gender Female 287 48.6

Male 304 51.4

Total 591 100.0

This study investigated students’ tendencies
for tolerance in terms of specific variables, in-
cluding number of siblings, parents’ educational
background, gender, grade, family income, and
SEBG. Table 2 contains descriptive analyses of
these variables.

Parents’ education levels of students at
schools with low SEBG are slightly lower than
those of the parents of students at schools with
high SEBG. Students with two siblings are most
common, followed by one and three siblings,
respectively.

Settlement properties of the Canakkale prov-
ince and families’ monthly incomes obtained
through the students’ answers were considered
to describe the schools’ socio-economic back-
grounds. Data on families’ monthly incomes are
shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Families’ monthly income distribution by school

1-800 801- 1501- 2501- 4001 Total
TL” 1500 2500 4000 TL™ and
TL" TL" TL” over

f % f % F % f % f % f %
Secondary schools with SFC 49  29.2 61 36.3 43 25.6 14 8.3 1 0.6 168 100.0
low socio-economic TRO 29 23.2 58 46.4 26 20.8 6 48 6 4.8 125 100.0
background (school
names abbreviated)
Secondary schools OMO 13 8.3 24 15.3 36 22.9 59 37.6 25 15.9 157 100.0
with high socio- CPO 8 5.7 16 11.3 45 31.9 47 33.3 25 17.7 141 100.0

economic background
(school names
abbreviated)

*1TL=0.347 Euro; 1TL=0.469 Dollar (09.2014, exchange rate)
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Examining Table 2 indicate that schools’ so-
cio-economic backgrounds are appropriate for
the purpose of this study.

The sampling size of the number obtained as
a result of the calculation carried out with a for-
mula was considered in the relational survey
study (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007):

N>50+8m

N: Number of the participants

m: Number of the independent variables

The independent variables considered were
gender, schools’ socio-economic levels, grades,
number of siblings, families’ monthly incomes,
and parents’ educational background. Based on
the formula, any sampling size exceeding 50+8.7
= 106 participants was deemed to be adequate
enough for the quantitative part of the study.
Given that the study covers 591 students, sam-
pling size does not constitute a problem.

Study Group of Focus Group Interview

In the focus group interview conducted in
the qualitative part of the study, it does not mat-
ter whether the sampling represents the entire
population because the research was not con-
cerned with generalizable results. A study group
was formed according to the maximum variation
sampling using a purposive sampling technique.
Maximum variation sampling aims to choose rel-
evant and suitable individuals to maximize the
range of perspectives investigated in the study.
The attempt to find common points between vari-
ations enables the multilateral investigation of
the research subject (Onwuegbuzie and Collins
2007). In this context, a focus group interview
was conducted at each school with low and high
socio-economic backgrounds. The interviews
were administered with eight students from each
school, including one girl and boy from each class,
resulting in 16 students.

Data Collection Tools

A semi-structured interview form used in the
focus group interview and the Tendency to Tol-
erance Scale were used as data collection tools.

Tendency to Tolerance Scale

Caliskan and Saglam (2012) developed the
Tendency to Tolerance Scale to investigate stu-
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dents’ tendencies to tolerance and variables af-
fecting their tendencies. The Tendency to Toler-
ance Scale consists of three sub-dimensions—
namely, value, acceptance, and empathy—and
18 items. Internal consistency coefficients for
reliability for the original scale and the pilot study
conducted by the researcher are highlighted in
Table 4.

Table 4: Results of reliability analysis of tendency
to tolerance scale

Sub-dimensions Original scale Pilot study
Value .86 .83
Acceptance .70 .75
Empathy .63 .75
Total .89 .90

According to the data (see Table 4), the Ten-
dency to Tolerance Scale is reliable enough for
the sub-dimensions and the entire scale.

Focus Group Interview: Semi-structured
Interview Form

The semi-structured interview form was pro-
duced for use in the focus group interview. The
main questions pertained to tendency to toler-
ance, and sample cases were created in line with
the levels of the students. Question items were
revised according to experts’ feedback. A pilot-
ing of the draft interview form and interview plan
was conducted with a group of six students, who
evaluated whether items were clear and covered
the intended subject or not. The form was re-
vised to obtain the final version.

Data Analysis

Because quantitative and qualitative data
collection techniques are used in the study,
both data analysis techniques are presented
separately.

Analysis of the Quantitative Data

SPSS 21.0 was used to analyze the data.
Obtained data were coded, entered into the pro-
gram, and prepared for analysis using a data-
screening technique.

During the coding of the Tendency to Toler-
ance Scale, items were marked as 1 for “totally
disagree,” 2 for “disagree,” 3 for “no idea,” 4 for
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“agree,” and 5 for “totally agree.” For the de-
scription of sub-dimensions “value,” “accep-
tance,” and “empathy” evaluations were de-
duced from total scores using the following
scale: very low (1), low (2), moderate (3), high (4),
and very high (5). A scale of five degrees, rang-
ing from “totally agree” to “totally disagree,” was
used; this five-degree scaling consisted of four
equal intervals. Thus, a 4/5=0.80 coefficient was
found and used to determine the actual intervals
of the scale points (1-1.79 totally disagree/very
low; 1.80-2.59 disagree/low; 2.60-3.39 don’t
know/moderate; 3.40-4.19 agree/high; 4.20-5.00
totally agree/very high). Arithmetic means of the
participants in relation to the items in the Ten-
dency to Tolerance Scale were interpreted by
considering these intervals.

The normality of the distribution was tested
and histogram analysis as well as skewness and
kurtosis values were described so as to deter-
mine which test would be appropriate for the
analysis of the data obtained by the Tendency
to Tolerance Scale. Consequently, it was con-
cluded that the distribution was not normal. The
fact that skewness and kurtosis values did not
fall outside the -1 to +1 range is the primary cause
of the lack of normality. From this viewpoint,
descriptive statistical methods (frequency, per-
centage, arithmetic average, standard deviation)
were used in the complimentary analyses, and a
Mann Whitney U test was used in the analysis
to determine the significance of differences be-
tween variables. An ordered logistic regression
analysis was conducted for the analysis of vari-
ables affecting the tendency to tolerance.

An ordered logistic regression was applied to
explain the relationship between variables or to
measure the effect(s) of independent variables on
dependent variables and in the data sets where
dependent variables are ordinal categorical and
independent variables are nominal, dichotomous,
and continuous. Values of the Wald test are ex-
pected to be significant (p<.05) in the interpreta-
tion of parameters in the results of the applied
ordered logistic regression analysis. Values ob-
tained with an estimation value from significant
value category and by taking the “e power” of the
estimation value are the basis of interpretation.

Analysis of the Qualitative Data

Data recorded on the recorder during the
course of the semi-structured interview were tran-
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scribed. While producing the transcriptions, par-
ticipants’ comments were carefully transcribed
verbatim. After the transcription process, the re-
sults were compared with the records. Interview
results transformed into transcripts were coded
for the purposes of the study. While performing
the codings, coding reliability was observed. The
coding was carried out by the researcher and an
academic expert. Thus, the analyses by different
coders were compared.

The reliability formula Reliability = Number
of Agreements / (Total Number of Agreements +
Disagreements) proposed by Miles and Huber-
man (1994) was used to calculate coding reliabil-
ity in the content analysis of data collected dur-
ing the research. The reliability of the codings
was calculated to be 86 percent; therefore, cod-
ings were accepted as reliable. Any reliability
calculation over 70 percent is assumed to be re-
liable (Miles and Huberman 1994).

The participants’ opinions about tolerance
are described by inducing generalities from the
codings. Descriptions are supported by the ex-
planations provided by the participants. When
describing the interviews, the names of the par-
ticipants were coded to avoid the disclosure of
their identities. The coding system is as follows:

H7M: a seventh-grade male student at a sec-
ondary school with a high socio-economic
background.

L5F: a fifth-grade female student at a sec-
ondary school with a low socio-economic
background.

FINDINGS

This part of the study presents the quantita-
tive and qualitative statistical analyses carried
out in line with the sub-goals.

Findings Pertaining to Quantitative Data

The findings elicited via the Tendency to
Tolerance Scale are presented in this part.

Students’ Tolerance Levels

Answers given to the items on the scale used
to describe students’ tolerance levels are sepa-
rately provided in Appendix 1. The data indicate
that students’ tolerance levels are generally very
high. Table 5 presents the tolerance levels of the
students according to the sub-dimensions and
the schools’ SEBG.
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Table 5: Students' tolerance levels according to value, acceptance, and empathy
Sub-dimensions Frequ- 1 2 3 4 5 X S
of tolerance ency”
Value Secondary schools f 2 1 13 120 157 4.4642 .66434
with low socio- % 0.7 0.3 4.4 41 53.6
economic
background
Secondary schools f 1 0 8 79 210 4.6678 .56291
with high socio- % 0.3 .0 2.7 26,5 705
economic
background
Acceptance Secondary schools f 2 7 52 132 100 4.0956 .81787
with low socio- % 0.7 2.4 17.7 451 34.1
economic
background
Secondary schools f 2 8 51 143 94 4.0705 .80721
with high socio- % 0.7 2.7 17.1 48 31.5
economic
background
Empathy Secondary schools f 2 9 47 127 108 4,1263 .83651
with low socio- % 0.7 3.1 16 43.3  36.9
economic
background
Secondary schools f 1 4 29 103 161 4.4060 .74732
with high socio- % 0.3 1.3 9.7 346 54
economic
background

Note. 5: very high, 4: high, 3: moderate, 2: low, 1: very low

According to Table 5, scores for value are very
high for students at schools with low SEBG (X=4.46)
and high SEBG (X=4.67); scores for acceptance are
high for students at schools with low SEBG (X=4.10)
and high SEBG (X=4.07); and scores for empathy
are high for the students at schools with low SEBG
(X=4.12) and very high for students at schools with
high SEBG (X=4.41). These findings indicate high
tolerance levels. Table 6 indicates whether value,
acceptance, and empathy levels differentiate ac-
cording to different SEBG.

When he differentiation of students’ toler-
ance levels is considered in terms of socio-eco-
nomic background of the region of the school, a
statistical significance was obtained for the sub-
dimensions value (U=36774.5; p<.05) and empa-
thy (U=34956.0; p<.05). It was discovered in re-
lation with the ordinal means that value and em-
pathy levels of the student at schools with a
high socio-economic background are lower than
those of the students at schools with a low so-
cio-economic background. The analysis yielded

Table 6: Mann-Whitney U Test Results (a) related to variations in students’ tolerance levels according

to the school’s socio-economic background

Sub-dimensions SEBG n Mean Sum of Mann- z Asymp.
of tolerance rank S ranks WhitneyU Sig.
(2-tailed)
Value Low 293 272.51 79845.50 36774.500 -3.351 .001"
High 298 319.10 95090.50
Total 591
Acceptance Low 293 296.59 86901.00 43484.000 -.084 .933
High 298 295.42 88035.00
Total 591
Empathy Low 293 266.31 78027.50 34956.500 -4.272 .000"
High 298 325.20 96908.50
Total 591

Note. a Grouping Variable: SEBG; "p< .05
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asignificant difference (U=43484.0; p>.05) per-
taining to acceptance with regard to the region’s
socio-economic background. Students’ accep-
tance levels were similar in both regions.

Factors Affecting Students’ Tolerance Levels

By considering the value, acceptance, and
empathy sub-dimensions, the study sought to
investigate to what extent students’ tolerance
level is affected by such variables as the region’s
socio-economic background, gender, grade, sib-
ling number, monthly income of the family, and
parents’ educational background. Findings and
interpretations pertaining to the sub-dimensions
of tolerance are presented in this section of the
study. To this end, the investigation of good-
ness-of-fit will first be provided via a test of par-
allel lines, a goodness-of-fit test, and pseudo
values; parameters related with the model are then
presented and interpreted.

Parallel Assumption

Assumption of parallelity should be carried
out for the ordered logistic regression analysis.
Results elicited from the analysis are given in
Table 7.

Table 7 suggests that categories of the depen-
dent variable are parallel to each other in each of
the three dimensions, and an assumption of paral-
lelity is achieved (p>.05 for each subdimension).

607

Table 8, the complementary log-log linked or-
dered logistic regression model is appropriate
for each tolerance sub-dimension (p>.05 for each
sub-dimension).

Table 8: Goodness-of-Fit Test for tolerance sub-
dimensions (goodness-of-fit)

Sub-dimen- Chi- df Sig.
sions of square
tolerance
Value Pearson 1641.516 1860 1.000
Deviance 751.883 1860 1.000
Acceptance Pearson 1784.314 1860 .894
Deviance 1098.745 1860 1.000
Empathy Pearson 1595.831 1860 1.000
Deviance 1025.505 1860 1.000

Note. Link function: Logit.

The model’s goodness-of-fit was investigat-
ed using R-square, which indicates what percent-
age of the dependent variables is explained by
independent variables. Because R-square is not
a suitable criterion for the analysis of logistic
regression analyses, it yields very low results in
such analyses, but offers a broader perspective.
R-square values are presented in Table 9 as Cox
and Snell, Nagelkerke, and McFadden values for
each of the three sub-dimensions.

Table 9: Investigation of goodness-of-fit through
pseudo values (pseudo r-square)

Value Acceptance Empathy
Goodness-of-fit Cox and Snell .125 .067 129
Nagelkerke .155 .074 145
Results pertaining to the model’s goodness- ~ McFadden 082 030 063
of-fit are summarized in Table 8. According to Note. Link function: Logit.
Table 7: Assumption-of-Parallelity Test for tolerance sub-dimensions (Test of Parallel Lines (c))
Sub-dimensions Model -2 Log Chi- df Sig.
of tolerance Likelihood square
Value Null Hypothesis 813.745
General 748.625(a) 65.121(b) 72 704
Acceptance Null Hypothesis 1199.508
General 1119.910(a) 79.597(b) 72 .252
Empathy Null Hypothesis 1111.828
General 1016.274(a) 90.555(b) 72 .053

Note: The null hypothesis states that the location parameters (slope coefficients) are the same across response

categories.

a The log-likelihood value cannot be further increased after the maximum number of step-halving.
b The Chi-square statistic is computed based on the log-likelihood value of the last iteration of the general model.

Validity of the test is uncertain.
¢ Link function: Logit.



608

Based on the foregoing findings, the data are
deemed to be appropriate for the ordered logis-
tic regression analysis.

As Table 10 indicates, only significant val-
ues are interpreted. Estimation values and e?val-
ues are considered in the interpretation. It is cru-
cial to determine reference categories to inter-
pret e?value. Table 10 shows that reference cat-
egories are the last categories. The variables are
interpreted according to odds ratios.

Gender

According to Table 10, the gender variable
of tolerance is an important determiner. “Male”
was selected as a reference category for the gen-
der variable. According to the data, tolerance lev-
els of the female students are 1.81 times more
than those of males in terms of the value sub-
dimension, 1.49 times in terms of the acceptance
sub-dimension, and 2.07 times in terms of the
empathy sub-dimension.

Socio-economic Background of the School
(SEBG)

Only in the empathy sub-dimension of toler-
ance as a statistical difference revealed and, re-
latedly, it can be suggested that it affects the
empathy level. Empathy levels of the students at
schools with low socio-economic background
are 0.64 times less than those at schools with a
high socio-economic background. In the previ-
ous analyses (Table 6), it was concluded that
value and empathy levels of the students at
schools with a high socio-economic background
are higher than of those at schools with a low
socio-economic background. Accordingly, in
consideration of all data obtained, not very sig-
nificant differences were revealed in the toler-
ance levels of the students at schools with low
and high socio-economic backgrounds.

Grade

Significant differences in terms of grade were
found only for the acceptance sub-dimension,
which is likely to affect students’ acceptance lev-
els. Eighth grade was used as the reference cat-
egory for this variable in the acceptance sub-
dimension. Fifth graders’ acceptance levels are
1.69 times higher than those of eighth graders.

GAVUS SAHIN
Monthly Income

“4001 and more TL” is the reference catego-
ry of monthly income variable which is the effect
of tolerance on the value sub-dimension. Al-
though the value level of students whose fami-
lies” monthly income accounts for 1-800 TL is
0.19 times lower than that of students with high-
income families, itis 0.35 times lower for “801-
1500 TL.”

Father’s Educational Background

University graduates and post-graduates
were the reference category for the father’s edu-
cational background variable, which is the effect
of tolerance on the value sub-dimension. The
value levels of students whose fathers had grad-
uated from a university or post-graduate pro-
gram were higher. The ratio difference was very
low, eight digits after the “dot”. Therefore, it is
hard to point to a remarkable difference.

Findings Pertaining to Qualitative Data

This part provides findings from the focus
group interviews. To concretize the concepts in
the focus group interviews, discussions were
based on exemplary cases, and interpretations
were carried out accordingly.

The first step of the focus group interview
was to test the students’ tolerance conscious-
ness, and it was observed that all participants
adopted the same approach toward tolerance.
The discussion was carried out based on exem-
plary cases to describe students’ tendencies to
tolerance. Table 11 contains results of qualita-
tive analysis.

Students from both SEBG levels regard em-
pathy as a fundamental skill indispensable for
tolerance. The participants stated that they em-
pathize in various situations. Participant L8M
shared such exemplary remarks as “I sometimes
put myself in my mom’s shoes.” L5F stated,
“When a friend of mine has a low score on an
exam, | put myself in his/her shoes to understand
him/her.” H6F stated, “If a friend of mine is not
well-to-do, I put myself in his/her shoes to un-
derstand that he/she is in need.” H7M explained,
“l got 100 points in the exam, and my friend got
20 points and he/she was crying. | put myself in
his/her shoes and felt how sad he/she was.”
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Table 11: Analyses of the results obtained from focus group interviews

CAVUS SAHIN

Schools with low SEBG Questions Schools with high SEBG

Participants Codes Participants Codes

All participants No Can tolerance exist All participants No
without empathy?

L8M Sometimes | do Do you respect H5M and H8F Yes

people around you?

All participants Yes All participants | respect people
except L8M except H5M who are trust-
and H8F worthy, close,
and known to me,
but not the ones
who mistreat my
acgauaintances
L7F, L8M, L5F, Yes Do you accept H7F Sometimes
somebody as he/she
is?
The others Sometimes The others Yes
L8F, L5F Tolerate How do you react H8F, H5F Tolerate
The others Do not tolerate to someone younger  The others Do not tolerate
than you who
suppresses you by
giving orders?
L7F, L6F, L6M, L8M Tolerate A friend of yours H7F Do not
unwillingly causes tolerate
an unpleasant
situation for you.
Do you tolerate it?
The others Do not tolerate The others Tolerate

All participants

Do not tolerate

In relation with the
foregoing item, you
learn that your friend
did it on purpose. Do
you tolerate it?

All participants

Do not tolerate

Participants H5M and H8F expressed that
people deserve respect for humane reasons, and
this process is mutual: If they respect others,
others will respect them in return. The majority
of the students at schools with a high SEBG also
attached importance to trust and intimacy in terms
of respecting others. Remarkably, this result was
not observed in students at schools with a low
SEBG

Participant H8F stated that she does not ac-
cept every person as he/she is and that efforts
should be made to change some negative as-
pects into positive ones. For example, she ex-
plained that her friends are disrespectful and
abusive from time to time, making them unwel-
comed. Similarly, H5M said that it is important to
accept individual differences, but this could be
problematic in practice; he explained that his
friends mock him because of his skin color. H7F
explained that she does not accept people as
they are and cannot stand their irritating behav-

iors, which frustrate her. Generally, the students
showed tolerance to individual differences and
behaviors, although some students indicated lim-
its to their tolerance threshold.

L8F and L5F stated that they can tolerate the
negative manners of younger individuals and
help them by simply warning them in an appro-
priate manner. However, students at the other
school with a low SEBG expressed that they can-
not tolerate such behaviors, but instead react to
them. Similarly, students at both schools with a
high SEBG stated that they can tolerate such
behaviors whereas the others indicated that they
cannot. According to H6F, if someone does not
respect her, she will break his/her heart even if
he/she is younger. H5M stated that he would act
the same and gave the following example: “While
I was playing football, a younger student was
talking as if he was giving an order and saying
that he was the captain. | did not take kindly to
this behavior.” It can be inferred from the fore-
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going that the participants have some tolerance
problems.

Half of the students at schools with low SEBG
can tolerate any unintentional behavior with a
negative result whereas the other half stated that
they cannot. When their tolerance levels were
investigated by making changes in the exempla-
ry cases and intentional misbehaviors are includ-
ed, all the participants expressed their intoler-
ance. When the students at schools with a high
SEBG were examined, it was determined that only
one student could not put up with an uninten-
tional behavior; all the other could. Contrarily,
all stated that they would be intolerant to inten-
tionally malicious behavior. Only H5F expressed
that she would talk to the doer of such an act,
distance herself from the doer, and forgive him/
her when he/she realizes and accepts his/her
mistake. The fact that such a tolerant behavior is
only adopted by one student highlights the lack
of tolerance of the rest. Tolerance levels of the
students could vary depending on the results of
the negative behaviors. Those at schools with
either SEBG who expressed that they would not
be tolerant of an unintentional behavior would
forgive the wrongdoer if he/she faced the same
outcome, which is considered a negative finding
for students’ tolerance levels. Some of the stu-
dents could accept the negative behavior if the
wrongdoer suffers the same consequences. Such
tendencies might result in undesirable behav-
iors, like revenge and hatred.

DISCUSSION

Information age and the global changes in it
lessen the distances between the societies and
forced the different cultures being together. Since
today’s world needs close relationships between
the different cultures of societies, it is necessary
for individuals to be gained tolerance in order to
construct healthy social structures and keep
having so. Most of all, the younger the students
the more permanent tolerance they have. Being
as a universal term ‘tolerance’, investigation of
students’ levels of tolerance is an important is-
sue. Determining the challenges in students’ tol-
erance acquisition is a significant opportunity
to increase students’ tolerance levels and to
maintain the existing tolerance levels of students.
In this study, the variables that affect tolerance
are addressed.
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When secondary school students’ tolerance
tendencies are investigated, tolerance levels of
students at schools with high SEBGs are shown
to be quantitatively higher than those of stu-
dents at schools with low SEBG; however, both
have qualitatively high tolerance tendency lev-
els. Keskin et al. (2012) found a high level of
tolerance in secondary school students. Calis-
kan and Saglam (2012) obtained similar results.
When tolerance levels are considered according
to value, acceptance, and empathy sub-dimen-
sions, it can be seen that students have a very
high tendency for tolerance in terms of value
dimension in schools with either SEBG, while it is
high in only the acceptance sub-dimension. Al-
though it is very high in the empathy sub-di-
mension at the high SEBG school, it is only high
in schools with a low SEBG. When these results
are examined, it is revealed that secondary school
students respect other individuals and accept
them irrespective of their differences. However,
value levels are slightly higher than acceptance
levels. Whereas value is associated with an atti-
tude, acceptance is related with behavior. Thus,
it can be perceived that it is normal for second-
ary school students to display such a difference
because the likelihood of translation of behav-
ioral tendencies toward others into relationships
is quite higher than into attitudes, which explains
the obtained results. In addition, the fact that
tendencies are similar in both groups despite dif-
ferences in socio-economic backgrounds sug-
gests that economic parameters are not effective
in value and acceptance sub-dimensions. On the
other hand, empathy levels are not similar in both
groups as observed in the other two sub-dimen-
sions. Students at schools with a high SEBG
scored lower than those at schools with a low
SEBG (empathy levels of both groups are high;
the aforementioned difference is quantitative),
which might result from such factors as educa-
tion, environment, and lifestyle differences of
students with a high SEBG. Secondary school
students possess a certain tolerance compe-
tence. The stability of these views regardless of
different environments, time, and cases is surely
open to discussion. Focus group interviews con-
ducted to this end offer solutions to this prob-
lem. The analyses yielded that students’ toler-
ance levels are high, but in some cases they are
unwilling to be tolerant. It can be seen that in-
tentional and unintentional behaviors violating
individual rights and conflicting with their inter-
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ests are not tolerated. Moreover, behaviors in-
tended to hurt one’s pride and ego are likely to
lessen the occurrences of tolerance. In reaction,
not only intolerance but also behavioral and af-
fective reactions might emerge.

The most effective variable observed in tol-
erance tendencies is gender, and female students
scored higher than males in terms of value, ac-
ceptance, and empathy. According to Golebio-
wska (1999), gender is a significant determiner
for tolerance, and men are more tolerant than
women (Williams et al. 1976). Caliskan and Sag-
lam (2012) revealed in their study that girls are
more tolerant. Keskin et al. (2012) conducted a
study with secondary school students and found
no significant difference between girls and boys,
proving that gender cannot be overlooked in the
acquisition of tolerance. Although female stu-
dents’ tolerance levels are higher, those of male
students are often higher or the same in other
studies. Tolerance is shaped by culture. There-
fore, understanding and roles of gender in cul-
ture are effective. In addition to gender, family’s
monthly income (value level of those with 0-
1500 TL (approximately 550 Euro or 700 Dollar)
income is lower) and father’s education level (uni-
versity graduates and post-graduates have a
higher value level) are effective for determining
the value sub-dimension, while the grade vari-
able (fifth graders have a higher level of accep-
tance) has an effect on acceptance and high
SEBG (empathy levels of students at school with
a high SEBG are higher) on empathy. The limited
effect of socio-economic level variable is signif-
icant. Tippett and Wolke (2014) state that socio-
economic level has a very limited effect on intol-
erance for other students. Contrary to this study,
Borinskaya et al. (2014) emphasizes the socio-
economic level on the degree of tolerance. Tol-
erance creates a less stressful environment so,
individuals tend to be happy. In order to get this
outcome, the level of tolerance is expected to be
high and hence they take socio-economic level
as an indicator.

According to Caliskan and Saglam’s (2012)
findings, the higher the grade is, the lower the
tolerance levels are; in addition, the higher moth-
ers’ education levels are, the higher students’
tolerance levels became. Fathers’ educational
background created no variation in tolerance. In
the research carried out by Keskin et al. (2012),
tolerance levels of secondary school students
did not vary according to SEBG variable. Thus,
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gender, socio-economic structure, grades, and
parents’ education levels have varying levels of
effects on tolerance of secondary school stu-
dents.

The obtained high level of tolerance and its
sub-dimensions (value, acceptance, and empa-
thy) signify that the present tolerance level is
satisfactory. According to Mokeyeva et al. (2015),
the rejection of some qualities such as violence
and vicious are gains of students of educational
systems which maintain tolerance as value.

However, considering the concerns result-
ing from the focus group interviews, it is benefi-
cial to take affecting variables into account for
the sustainability and amelioration of the present
conditions of tolerance levels.

CONCLUSION

The results of the study revealed a high level
of tolerance for secondary school students.
There is no significant difference when tolerance
levels are discussed both for low and high so-
cio-economic background. Tolerance level of stu-
dents from different socio-economic background
is only effective on the dimensions of value and
empathy. However, this difference is limited. Be-
cause, in general, students have higher levels of
tolerance in value, empathy, and acceptance
which are considered as sub-dimensions of
tolerance.

As for factors which affect tolerance levels;
gender, socio-economic status, class, parents’
level of education are effective in various ways
on the tolerance level of secondary school stu-
dents. The result that, high levels of tolerance
might be vulnerable in an uncontrolled educa-
tional environment should not be ignored.

RECOMMENDATIONS

When education is defined as preparing the
individual for a vigorous and qualified society,
high tolerance level of secondary school stu-
dents is significant. For the sustainability of this
level, it is suggested that, with respect to educa-
tional policies, functional mechanisms should be
improved. Besides, it is important to support stu-
dents by considering some factors such as, gen-
der, socio-economic status, class, and parents’
level of education. From another point of view, it
is suggested that, educational environments
should be organized by including value, empa-
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thy, and acceptance which are considered as sub
dimensions of tolerance.

FOR FUTURE STUDIES

This paper studies tolerance in secondary
schools within the framework of defined inde-
pendent variables. In this respect, the investiga-
tion of tolerance both prior to and after second-
ary school would help us to have a wider under-
standing for the development of tolerance. Be-
sides, in the light of various theoretical bases,
the concept of tolerance could be investigated
with reference to different paradigms. Addition-
ally, investigation of functional outcomes of high
level of tolerance would provide feedback for
the educational system.

LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

The current study has a mixed methodology
design and interpreted the findings with refer-
ence to both positivistic and interpretive para-
digms. The validity of the findings is interpreted
with the framework of these paradigms.

Value and empathy were taken into consider-
ation as sub dimensions of tolerance and level
of tolerance were interpreted with regard to these
three sub component.

Canakkale, the province where the study
was carried out is of high level social status. The
results should be interpreted within this frame-
work.
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