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Abstract

The aim of this research is to analyse the levels of ethical dilemmas that the school administrators and the te-
achers experience, and to document their ethical dilemmas according to demographic variables. In this study,
540 teachers, 60 principal assistants and 30 school principals who participated in the sampling were chosen from
public middle schools in Ankara by stratified sampling method. The data were collected by “Ethical Dilemmas
Scale at Schools”. The results of the research revealed that school administrators and the teachers experience
ethical dilemmas mainly at medium level. Although school administrators’ and teachers’ ethical dilemmas do not
change according to their gender, on the part of teachers ethical dilemmas change in relations to their position.
Besides, the analyses pointed out that the teachers in the middle-age group experience more ethical dilemmas.
According to these results, principal assistants who are mid-senior experience more ethical dilemmas related
to behavioural and systemic aspects, mid-senior teachers experience more behavioural and structural ethical
dilemmas. The research results are discussed in terms of the situations that cause ethical dilemmas in the context
of preventing them.
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Oz

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, okul yoneticilerinin ve 6gretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilem diizeylerini ve yasadiklar1
etik ikilemleri baz1 demografik degigskenlere gore incelemektir. Arastirmada drneklemi olusturan 540 6gretmen,
60 miidiir yardimcisi ve 30 okul miidiirii Ankara’da bulunan kamu ortaokullarindan tabakali 6rnekleme yontemi
ile secilmistir. Veriler “Okullarda Etik Ikilemler Olcegi” ile toplanmistir. Arastirma sonuglari okul yoneticileri-
nin ve 6gretmenlerin agirlikli olarak orta diizeyde etik ikilem yagsadiklarini ortaya koymustur. Okul yoneticile-
rinin ve 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemler cinsiyet degiskenine anlaml bir farklihik gostermezken gorev
degiskenine gore 6gretmenler lehine anlamli sekilde farklilagmistir. Bununla birlikte aragtirma sonugclari orta yas
grubundaki 6gretmenlerin daha fazla etik ikilem yagadiklarina isaret etmistir. Arastirma sonuglarina gére orta
diizeyde kideme sahip miidiir yardimcilar1 davranissal ve sistemsel boyutlarda, orta diizeyde kideme sahip 6g-
retmenler davranigsal ve yapisal boyutlarda daha fazla etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Arastirma sonuglari etik ikilem
yaratan durumlarin 6nlenmesi baglaminda tartistimistir.
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Introduction

Education is a multidimensional, multi-stakeholder and therefore complica-
ted task that involving the majority of society. Today, the demand of the societies
has been increasing; education has been obliged to answer changes and increa-
sing complication. As a result of this demand, change and complication the scho-
ol administrators and the teachers have found themselves around challenging
responsibilities and benefits so they have been exposed to gradually increasing
stress having to evaluate more for the most situations they have to make deci-
sions. In this complicated environment school administrators and the teachers
have to come up against conflicting benefits and find solutions to this situation.
The school administrators and the teachers have been obliged to try to balance
various values and expectations in the phase of making decisions. Some of these
decisions have been requiring critical choices entailing value conflicts and this
situation has ended up with ethical dilemmas. According to the literature ethical
dilemmas frequently taking place during school’s daily routine but this situation
hasn’t found place properly enough in studies.

It is stated that administrators have to make various decisions by being in
the decision process regardless of their position in the organization (Szarucki,
2013). The right decision is both ethical and legal. However, the situations which
require a decision can be unethical but legal or legal but unethical (Millerborg
and Hyle, 1991). In this regard, administrators have to make or support some
decisions which are not coherent with their own values at some point in the ca-
reers (Elizer, 2000). Similarly, teachers also take part in the decision making
and implementing the decision processes and these processes can conflict with
their values (Bigbee, 2011). Occasionally the right decisions and implementati-
ons conflict with the aims of the organization or the decision which is on behalf
of the organization conflict with the individual’s values (Pontiff, 2007). The cases
in which individuals have to choose one of two value-sets in the organizations,
ethical dilemmas arise and individuals try to find the balance between their own
ethical principles and organization’s policies and implementations (Moreno,
2011). Ethical dilemmas are frequently experienced by administrators and teac-
hers at school which are described as moral endeavours (Bigbee, 2011) and they
attract increasing attention in the researches (Bateman, 2014; Catacutan and de
Guzman, 2016; Cranston, Ehrich and Kimber, 2004; Cross, 2013; Dowd, 2012;
Norberg and Johansson, 2007; Roche, 1997).

In the literature various classifications towards the dilemmas school admi-
nistrators and the teachers face have been encountered. While Roche (1997) att-
racted attention on professional principles, educational practices, choices, beli-
efs, system, politics and instructions Marshall (1992) indicated to the application
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of the rules, inspection and evaluation, social problems and pressure of parents
towards the dimensions of ethical dilemmas. Catacutan and de Guzman (2016)
have classified ethical dilemmas as behavioral, structural and political dilemmas.
This mentioned classification has been relatively offering a broad perspective.
However, the previous studies indicated that school administrators and the te-
achers could face ethical dilemmas stemming from systemic. In this context, be-
havioral, structural and political dilemmas classification can be criticized for not
referring to dilemmas stemming from education system itself. Starting from this
point of view, the ethical dilemmas the school administrators and the teachers
face in this study can be relatively classified through a broader perspective as
in four basic dimensions which are behavioral, structural, political and systemic
dilemmas.

It is stated that behavioural ethical dilemmas derive from intramural rea-
sons. It is indicated that administrators’ ethical dilemmas arise from the conflicts
between organizational context and accompanying dynamic variables and their
ethical belief system (Pontiff, 2007). According to this approach school principals
can experience ethical dilemmas in the behavioural aspect due to teacher-student
conflicts, maintaining discipline for the students who act improperly with regard
to school rules and negative relationships in the parents’ groups (Kirby, Para-
dise and Protti, 1992). Crowson (1989), on the other hand, indicates that ethi-
cal dilemmas of school administrators can arise during the process of protecting
the teacher and students. Tekel’s (2018) research results indicated that school
principals experienced ethical dilemmas between giving opportunity to teachers,
defending the teacher supporting the principal and defending the student’s right,
helping A student and helping B student in behavioral dimension.

It is indicated that there are also ethical dilemmas related to structural pro-
cesses of the school as well as the behavioural dilemmas related to personal rela-
tionships. Ehrich, Cranston, Kimber and Starr’s (2012) research results about the
university administrators point out that universities” dispersed structure forms
an effective basis for ethical dilemmas in the structural aspect. According to this,
ethical dilemmas of the administrators derive from the conflicts between their
strong sense of professional ethics with the ethics of care and superintendent’s
directives and organizational rules and policies. It is also stated that they feel
anxiety and tension as a result of these ethical dilemmas. Catacutan and de
Guzman (2016) state that administrators experience ethical dilemmas especi-
ally while implementing a group decision which is not appropriate according to
their points of view in the structural aspect. Tekel and Karadag (2017) state that
school administrators have ethical dilemmas in terms of how to create an envi-
ronment in which teacher, giving teachers free day in timetable and interrupting
additional lessons fee in terms of school rules. Crowson (1989) refers that orga-
nizational rules or directives can cause ethical dilemmas in the organization’s
structural processes. According to this, school principals consider school area’s
control, productive usage of time and effective usage of resources in the structu-
ral aspect. When there is a conflict between mentioned rules or opinions, school

571



Onur Erdogan

administrators experience dilemmas about which one out of two or more value
sets that are in conflict is of top priority.

It is stated that schools are open systems and as a result of this they are orga-
nizations which are open to external influence. In this regard, there can be power
struggles of internal or external factors and these can cause ethical dilemmas in
the political aspect. The results of the study about deans of faculty point out that
faculty deans experience dilemmas in the political aspect in the cases when seni-
or officials attempt to influence the decisions when they use their appreciation
power. Deans experience ethical dilemmas between obeying the authority and
autonomy especially when senior managers force deans to employ their kinsmen
and friends at the university (Catacutan and de Guzman, 2016).

Apart from behavioural, structural and political ethical dilemmas, the issues
related to the education system can cause ethical dilemmas as well. Marshall
(1992) states the fact that administrators’ ethical dilemmas in the systemic aspect
derive from the basic chronic tension in public education. According to idea,
administrators can experience ethical dilemmas due to questioning bureaucratic
supervision, hierarchic authority, specialising and standardization. Additionally,
Catacutan and de Guzman (2016) indicate that the circumstances in which the
regulations of the system and the moral understanding conflict with each other
are one of the main causes of ethical dilemmas. It is also stated that one of the
main systemic ethical dilemmas that are experienced by the administrators at
schools is accountability. Along with legal, bureaucratic and vocational accoun-
tability, standardised exams that are used to evaluate the success of schools in
terms of accountability also cause ethical dilemmas. It indicated that the standar-
dised exam results can be seen as a structure that causes accusations in terms of
evaluation of the success by the administrators and they may cause value conflicts
as underlying reasons for ethical dilemmas. In addition to this, focusing only on
the test results may cause ethical dilemmas for the administrators when there
is a conflict between the conditions which lead to success and values or moral
understanding (Middlewood and Cardano, 2001; Rosano, Gates, Zaretsky and
Kurilko, 2005).

Teachers face ethical dilemmas as much as the school administrators during
the daily routine of the schools. They have to make decisions in the complex and
changing contexts and along with these; education conditions also cause vario-
us ethical dilemmas (Fitzmaurice, 2008). Teachers can experience many ethical
dilemmas in the behavioural aspect due to teaching and evaluation and the re-
lationships with other teachers, students and parents. Some of the behavioural
ethical dilemmas arise from the issues related to confidentiality. According to
this, teachers can experience ethical dilemmas in the behavioural aspect due
to their wish for keeping secrets in their teacher-student relationships and the
obligation for obeying rules. At this point, it is stated that teaching profession
includes the issues related to confidentiality and teachers experience ethical di-
lemmas whether to reveal the students’ secrets or not when the content of the
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secret constitutes a problem related to the school rules (Shapira-Lishchinsky,
2011). It is implied that teachers also experience ethical dilemmas about their
colleagues’ discriminatory attitudes towards the students and other employees
(Helton and Ray, 2006). Teachers can experience conflicts with their colleagues
about teacher-student relationships, the responsibilities of their occupation, the
issues which require confidentiality, the attitude towards the students, personal
problems and supervision (Husu, 2001). It is pointed out that teachers can ex-
perience ethical dilemmas when they witness incompetency of their colleagues,
their negligence or their malicious acts. Teachers experience ethical dilemmas
when they observe detrimental behaviours of their colleagues such as shouting at
students, humiliating, beating, physically or sexually abusing the students, when a
student asks for help about other teachers’ inappropriate behaviours, when their
colleagues do not follow the curriculum in a provocative and brainwashing way
or in a way that is harmful to students (Campbell, 2000).

Teachers’ ethical dilemmas can also arise in the organization’s structural le-
vel as well as the behavioural level. It is indicated that teachers experience ethical
dilemmas when a school’s cultural values and structural regulations conflict with
each other (Walker and Dimmock, 2000). Unfair decisions and implementations,
inconsistent policies, imbalance and decisions that are based on insufficient evi-
dence can cause ethical dilemmas for the teachers (Dowd, 2012). In addition to
this, teachers can experience ethical dilemmas in the structural aspect about the
conflicts between their personal needs and following school rules, relevant re-
warding for the effort and school standards which represent open criteria about
decision-making (Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011). Pope, Green, Johnson and Mitc-
hell (2009) remark the there is a conflict of needs in the structural ethical dilem-
mas of teachers. According to this, teachers can experience ethical dilemmas in
the conflicts between organizational requirements and students’ needs (Schools’
or senior managements’ rules can conflict with teachers’ opinions about students’
well being), organizational requirements and teachers’ needs (Schools’ or senior
managements’ rules can conflict with teachers’ needs or requests) and organiza-
tional requirements and parents’ needs (Schools’ or senior managements’ rules
can conflict with parents’ needs or requests). According to Husu (2001), teachers
can experience ethical dilemmas due to in-house cultural conflicts in the struc-
tural aspect. Teachers can experience ethical dilemmas related to lack of proper
regulations, equality of opportunity for the students, aggressive behaviours of
foreign students, teachers’ professional authority and students’ well being.

Some of the teachers’ ethical dilemmas derive from political issues such
as inter-organizational or external pressures and power struggles. Teachers ex-
perience ethical dilemmas, especially about favouritism. This fact refers to the
pressure of the senior managers to have an impact on the situation and this is an
example for political dilemmas. This situation humiliates teachers’ philosophy,
their points of view and their knowledge (Dowd, 2012). In addition to this, ad-
ministrative pressures for unethical implementations in the political aspect can
also cause ethical dilemmas for the teachers (Helton and Ray, 2009). Campbell
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(2000) indicates that teachers experience ethical dilemmas in the political as-
pect when they are forced to change grades of written exams, when one of their
colleagues steal exam paper to tell the questions to a certain student to make
the student get ready for the exam, when they suffer oppression from the admi-
nistrators about students’ reports, when they are forced by the administrators to
explain students’ failures in front of other students, when they have to support an
attempt of the school administration in front of the parents although they oppo-
se it and when they find the content of the lesson valuable whereas they receive
complaints from the parents about it.

Teachers’ ethical dilemmas can derive from the policies and regulations that
are decided by the central authority as well as in-house behavioural processes,
school structure and political struggles. Standardized exams play an important
role in the ethical dilemmas in the systemic aspect. As it is mentioned before,
determining administrators’ or teachers’ success according to the standardised
exam results can cause ethical dilemmas in the systemic aspect (Middlewood and
Cardano, 2001). In the Turkish education system, the exams called LGS (Liselere
Gegis Sinavi) which is taken by middle school students to enter high schools and
YKS (Yiiksekogretim Kurumlart Sinavi) which is taken by high schools students to
enter the university attract attention as standardised exams. Evaluating the suc-
cess of schools according to these exams can legitimize the methods which lead
to success only for these exams. In this regard, teachers can experience ethical di-
lemmas between achieving national education’s main goals or implementing the
methods which will lead to success only in these exams. Additionally, students’
inequality of opportunity (Husu, 2001), regulations and policies (Helton and
Ray, 2006) can cause ethical dilemmas for teachers in the systemic aspect as well.

It is understood from the mentioned statements that school administrators
and teachers can experience various ethical dilemmas in the behavioural, struc-
tural, political and systemic aspects. Administrators and teachers have to choose
one option which is right according to their points of view and ignore the other
one or they cannot make a decision in the case of these dilemmas. It is indicated
in the literature that this situation can cause negative emotions. The research
results of Bouckenooghe, Buelens, Fontaine and Vanderheyden (2004) indicate
that value conflicts in organizations cause professional stress. This can be seen as
important in terms of motivation, commitment and performance. Additionally,
the decision which is made to solve the dilemma can also have some negative
reflections at the school. According to Cranston, Ehrich and Kimber (2004), de-
cisions taken in case of ethical dilemma perception of individual’s reputation at
individual level and one’s career, the reputation of the school at the organization
level, and the perception of the school at the community level can be affected.
Administrators and teachers can use a wide range of strategies to cope with ethi-
cal dilemmas. However, it is possible to say that coping with ethical dilemmas is a
complex and a difficult process regardless of the strategy they use. It can be said
that identifying ethical dilemmas at schools can be beneficial for taking precau-
tions to prevent them. However, value conflicts underlie ethical dilemmas and
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values vary from culture to culture. In this context, it can be expressed to contrib-
ute to the education system which research on ethical dilemmas experienced in
schools in Turkey. In the detailed survey research of the literature, it is seen that
ethical dilemmas are discussed qualitatively in the researches. It can be said that
this research as a quantitative study makes a contribution to the literature. In this
regard, the answers to the questions below are searched:

1. In which aspect do the school administrators and the teachers experi-
ence ethical dilemmas?

2. Do the school administrators’ and the teachers’ ethical dilemmas dif-
ferentiate according to some demographic variables (position, gender,
age and seniority)?

Method

Model

In this research, it is aimed to identify the dimensions of the ethical dilem-
mas of school principals, principal assistants and teachers and to identify whether
their ethical dilemmas differentiate according to demographic variables or not.
In this regard, correlational research design was used in this study. Correlational
studies are quantitative ones, which aim to find out relationship between variab-
les (Lodico, Spaulding and Voegtle, 2006).

Population and Sample

This research’s population consists of the school principals, principal assis-
tants and teachers who work in the official middle schools in Cankaya, Etimes-
gut, Golbasi, Kegioren, Mamak, Pursaklar, Sincan and Yenimahalle districts in
Ankara. According to the data of 2015-2016 academic years, in these districts
of Ankara, there are 14868 teachers, 506 principal assistants and 256 school
principals who are registered as staff at 393 official middle schools. Multi-stage
sampling is used to collect data in this research. It is possible to follow different
methods in each stage of multi-stage sampling (Biyiikdztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin,
Karadeniz and Demirel, 2010). In this regard, stratified sampling and simple ran-
dom sampling are used incrementally and sampling is chosen this way in this
research. In the researches which have 30 or bigger sample size, it is asserted that
variance does not deviate excessively from the normal variance (Biiyiikoztiirk,
2011). Thus, in order to reach 30 school principals, 30 schools are incorporated
into research sampling. Stratified sampling is used to decide how many schools
from which district would be incorporated into the sampling. It can be said that
the population of 14868 teachers is represented by 375 individuals with a 95 per
cent confidence interval. In this context, from each school that is mentioned abo-
ve, one principal, two principal assistants and 18 teachers are incorporated in the
sampling. In this regard, the sampling of the research’s quantitative dimension
is formed by 540 teachers, 60 principal assistants and 30 school principals. Teac-
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hers’, principal assistants’ and principals’ distribution according to variables in
the research sampling is represented in Table 1.

Table 1
The Distribution of the Teachers, Principal Assistants and Principals According to
Some Variables in the Sampling

Positi Gender Age Seniority Term of service In total
osttion Female Male 2335 36-48 49+ 1-10 1120 21+ 15 6-10 11+ @
n 367 173 231 241 68 213 190 137 341 141 58 540
Teacher
% 68 32 43 45 12 39 35 26 63 26 11 100

Principal n 19 41 13 39 8 8 37 15 41 12 7 60
assistant 9 32 68 22 65 13 13 62 25 68 20 12 100
School n 3 27 4 13 13 3 6 21 20 7 3 30
principal % 10 90 14 43 43 10 20 70 67 23 10 100

When the distribution according to the teachers’, principal assistants’ and
principals’ gender, age, seniority and terms of service at their current school is
analysed, it is seen that more than half of the teachers are females, whereas more
than half of the principal assistants are males. Almost all of the school principals
are males. Teachers and principal assistants become dense in the 23-48 age ran-
ge, whereas school principals become dense in the age range of 49 and above.
In terms of seniority, although most of the teachers have 1-10 years of seniority,
most of the principal assistants have 11-20 years of seniority. Most of the school
principals have 21 years or more years of seniority. As for terms of service at the
school, teachers, principal assistants and principals mostly have 1-5 years of ser-
vice at their current schools.

Data Collecting Tools

In the literature, a quantitative scale measuring ethical dilemmas was not
found in the detailed searches. For this reason, within the scope of the rese-
arch “Ethical Dilemma Scale in Schools” was developed and data were collected
with this scale. During the process of developing the Ethical Dilemmas Scale at
Schools, five principals, assistant principals and teachers were asked to write a
composition related to the ethical dilemmas at schools. During the essay writing
process, the participants were first given a description of the ethical dilemmas
and then the participants were asked to explain the ethical dilemmas they faced
in the daily operation of the school in writing. A question pool was created by
45 items based on the participants’ views and the literature. The prepared form
was presented to experts for their opinion and it was decided to remove four
items from the question pool which assessed does not conform to the definition
of ethical dilemmas. The scale with 41 items was offered for the consideration of
Turkish language experts and necessary adjustments were done. The scale with
41 items was applied to 151 people. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and the
results of the credibility are represented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Exploratory Factor Analysis and the Results of the Reliability for Ethical Dilemmas
Scale at Schools

. . Item Barlett’s Varla.nce Factor loading Cronbach’s
Sub-dimension KMO > explained . .
number X % Minimum Maximum Alpha

Behavioural 7 11.37 50 80 79
dimension

Structural

dimension 8 “ 2601.64 15.19 .55 77 .88
Political 8 p<.001 4796 65 80 92
dimension

Systemic 7 11.87 53 79 84
dimension

In the results of the study which is conducted for the validity and reliability of
the Ethical Dilemmas Scale at Schools, it seen related to this scale that KMO value
is .88, Barlett’s (X?) parameter is 2601.64 (p < .001). These values indicate that the
scale is appropriate for the exploratory factor analysis. According to EFA results of
the scale, it was seen that scale items are accumulated in four factors such as behav-
ioural, structural, political and systemic dimensions, however, some of these items’
factor loadings did not distribute appropriately. Thus, these items were removed from
the scale and the remaining 30 items were evaluated. Factor loading values of the
behavioural dimension vary between .50 and .80, its Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient
is .79 and this dimension explains 11.37% of total variance, however, factor loading
values of the structural dimension vary between .55 and .77, its Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient is .88 and it explains 15.19% of total variance. In the political dimension,
factor loading values vary between .65 and .80, whereas Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient
is .92 and this dimension explains 17.96% of the total variance. Additionally, the
systemic dimension’s factor loadings vary between .53 and .79, its Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient is .84 and it explains 11.87% of the total variance. After EFA was applied
to the structure which includes 30 items and four factors, confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was applied. The findings of the confirmatory factor analysis of the Ethical
Dilemma Scale at Schools showed that that chi-square (?) value is 707.51 and the
degree of freedom (df) is 396. According to chi-square/degree of freedom, the value is
1.79. This finding shows that the data set supports the factor structure (y*/sd = 1.79).
Additionally, RMSEA (0.072) and CFI (0.87) values show that the model fits well.
GFI, AGFIL, RMR and NFI values show that the model fits in a weak way, however, in
the literature chi-square/degree of freedom and RMSEA are considered as significant
for the model’s compatibility and it is stated that fit index should be evaluated in an in-
tegrative way (Cokluk et al., 2010). When all the criteria are taken into consideration,
it can be said that the structure with four factors is an acceptable model. Item-factor
correlation coefficients which are calculated with CFA and first-level path diagram are
represented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The path diagram of “Ethical Dilemma Scale at Schools”

In Figure 1, every item’s regression power on implicit dependent variable
and correlation coefficients are seen. It is seen in the model with four factors,
items’ regression coefficient vary between .43 and .88. The items’ regression co-
efficients vary between .43 and .74 in the behavioural dimension, the regression
coefficients vary between .55 and .81 in the structural dimension, in the political
dimension regression coefficients vary between .67 and .88 and in systemic di-
mension regression coefficients vary between .52 and .76. In consideration of
these data, it can be implied that regression coefficients are at a good level. It can
be said that this model is acceptable when it is evaluated in an integrative way.

The Analysis of the Data

In order to analyse the data in this research, SPSS 22 (Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences) and Amos 18.0 programs were used. During the analysis of
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the data, data set was primarily examined in terms of incorrect value and the out-
lier. During this process, the data which was incorrectly entered were corrected
according to the participants’ answers in the scales. Besides, during the missing
value analysis, registrations were done with the EM algorithm to a few items
which were left blank accidentally. Subsequently, for the scales, explanatory factor
analysis was done via SPSS and confirmatory factor analysis was done via Amos
programs. It is examined that whether the ethical dilemmas that are experienced
by the school principals, principal assistants and teachers differentiate signifi-
cantly according to the factors such as gender, age, seniority, terms of service at
that school or not. In the statistical techniques which are used in these analyses,
the number 30 was taken as a reference for normal distribution of test choices
which are parametric or nonparametric. According to Bilyiikoztirk (2011), the
size of the data affects the choice of statistics. It can be assumed that for the
samplings which are 30 or more, the distribution does not show more excessive
deviation than the normal distribution. In addition to this, it is stated that in the
cases when each subgroup’s size is 15 or more, using parametric statistics do not
cause an important deviation at the level of significance. It is indicated that for
smaller groups, it is a necessity to prefer non-parametric tests. In this regard, in
this study parametric tests were used when each subgroup’s size was 30 or more,
non-parametric tests were used when subgroup’s size was less than 30. From this
point of view, single direction variance analysis was used to identify whether the
levels of ethical dilemmas of school principals, principal assistants and teachers
differ meaningfully according to position factor or not. Mann Whitney U-test
was used to identify whether school principals’ and principal assistants’ ethical
dilemma levels differ meaningfully related to their gender, independent samples
t-test was used in order to identify whether teachers’ ethical dilemma levels dif-
fer meaningfully related to their gender. Additionally, Kruskal Wallis H-test was
used in order to identify whether the school principals’ and principal assistants’
ethical dilemmas differ meaningfully related to the factors such as age, seniority
and period of service in their current school, single direction variance analysis
was used in order to identify whether teachers’ ethical dilemmas level differ mea-
ningfully related to the factors such as age, seniority and period of service in their
current school. In the cases when single direction variance analysis was used and
there was a meaningful difference, Tukey-HSD multiple comparisons test was
used in order to identify where the difference is between groups as the variations
are equal according to the Levene test results. In the cases when Kruskal Wallis
H-test was used and there was a meaningful difference, Mann Whitney U-test
was used to identify where the difference is between groups.
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Findings

The Levels of Experiencing Ethical Dilemmas for School Principals, Principal As-
sistants and Teachers

The findings related to the levels of experiencing ethical dilemmas for scho-
ol principals, principal assistants and teachers are represented in Table 3.

Table 3
The Levels of Experiencing Ethical Dilemmas for School Principals, Principal
Assistants and Teachers

1. Principal 2. Principal assistant 3. Teacher

Ethical dilemma (n = 30) (n = 60) (n =540)
X S X S X S

Behavioural 2.13 92 2.28 .76 2.58 .76
Structural 3.06 79 2.72 78 2.92 1.01
Political 2.49 1.16 2.44 1.14 2.34 1.10
Systemic 2.23 .94 2.08 .79 2.26 .88
Total 2.50 71 2.39 .66 2.53 74

When the Table 3 is analysed, it is seen that in the behavioural aspect, ethical
dilemmas are experienced by school principals (X = 2.13), principal assistants
(X = 2.28) below average level, teachers (X = 2.58) at average level. When the
averages of ethical dilemmas in the structural aspect are analysed, it is seen
that school principals (X = 3.06), principal assistants (X = 2.72) and teachers
(X = 2.92) experience ethical dilemmas at average level. According to Table 4, it
can be said that school principals (X = 2.49), principal assistants (X = 2.44) and
teachers (X = 2.34) experience ethical dilemmas at average level in the politi-
cal aspect. In addition to this, school principals (X = 2.23), principal assistants
(X = 2.08), and teachers (X = 2.26) experience ethical dilemmas below the ave-
rage level in the systemic aspect, whereas school principals (X = 2.50), principal
assistants (X = 2.39) and teachers (X = 2.53) experience ethical dilemmas at the
average level in terms of all ethical dilemmas. When standard deviation value is
analysed in Table 3, it is seen that the most homogenous distribution is in princi-
pal assistants’ total ethical dilemmas (S = .66), whereas the most heterogeneous
distribution is in school principals’ political ethical dilemmas (S = 1.16).

Comparison of Ethical Dilemmas According to Position Variable

One-way variance analysis (ANOVA) was used in order to test whether the
research participants’ ethical dilemmas levels differ meaningfully related to the
position variable. ANOVA results of school principals’, principal assistants’ and
teachers’ ethical dilemmas related to the position variable are represented in
Table 4.
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Table 4
ANOVA Results of School Principals’, Principal Assistants’ and Teachers’ Ethical
Dilemmas Related to the Duty Variable

Variables The source of the variation SS df MS F p Difference (Tukey)
Intergroup 10.06 2 5.03 1-3:
Behavioural Intragroup 368.40 627 .59 856 .00
Total 378.46 629 >3
Intergroup 2.88 2 144
Structural ~ Intragroup 604.14 627 96 149 23 -
Total 607.02 629
Intergroup 1.11 2 55
Political Intragroup 766.63 627 122 45 .64 -
Total 767.74 629
Intergroup 1.77 2 .88
Systemic Intragroup 483.17 627 .77 1.15 .32 -
Total 484.94 629
Intergroup 1.06 2 53 )
Total Intragroup 33251 627 .53 .99 .37
Total 333.57 629

When Table 4 is analysed, it is seen that school principals’, principal assis-
tants’ and teachers’ structural [F (2, 627) = 1.49, p > .05], political [F (2, 627) =
A4S, p > .05], systemic [F (2, 627) = 1.15, p > .05] and total [F (2, 627) = .99,p >
.05] ethical dilemmas do not differ meaningfully according to position variable,
whereas their behavioural ethical dilemmas [F (2, 627) = 8.56, p < .05] differ
meaningfully related to position variable. According to the results of the Tukey
test which was done in order to identify in which positions there are differences
between ethical dilemmas of school principals, principal assistants and teachers
in the behavioural aspect, teachers experience meaningfully more ethical dilem-
mas than school principals and the principal assistants in the behavioural aspect.

Comparison of Ethical Dilemmas Related to Gender

Mann Whitney U-test was used in order to test whether the principals’ and
principal assistants’ ethical dilemmas differ meaningfully related to the gender
variable, samples t-test was used in order to identify whether teachers’ ethical
dilemma levels differ meaningfully related to their gender variable. Mann Whit-
ney U-test results of school principals’ ethical dilemmas related to the gender
variable are represented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Mann Whitney U-Test Results of School Principals’ Ethical Dilemmas Related to
the Gender Variable

. Female (n = 3) Male (n = 27)
Variables
Mean rank Rank sum Mean rank Rank sum U p

Behavioural 14.33 43.00 15.63 422.00 37.00 .85
Structural 12.17 36.50 15.87 428.50 30.50 S1
Political 11.50 34.50 15.94 430.50 28.50 43
Systemic 10.67 32.00 16.04 433.00 26.00 35
Total 11.67 35.00 15.93 430.00 29.00 A7

According to Table 5, school principals’ ethical dilemmas in behavioural (U
= 37.00, p > .05), structural (U = 30.50, p > .05), political (U = 28.50, p > .05)
and systemic (U = 26.00, p > .05) aspects do not differ meaningfully related to
gender. Additionally, school principals’ ethical dilemmas do not differ meaning-
fully in total aspects (U = 29.00, p > .05) related to the gender. This finding
indicates that school principals’ ethical dilemmas do not differ according to their
gender. Mann Whitney U-test results of principal assistants’ ethical dilemmas
related to the gender variable are represented in Table 6.

Table 6
Mann Whitney U-Test Results of Principal Assistants’ Ethical Dilemmas Related to
the Gender Variable

. Female (n = 19) Male (n = 41)
Variables
Mean rank Rank sum Mean rank Rank sum U p

Behavioural 28.16 535.00 31.59 1295.00 345.00 48
Structural 26.61 505.50 32.30 1324.50 315.50 24
Political 29.39 558.50 31.01 1271.50 368.50 74
Systemic 26.55 504.50 32.33 1325.50 314.50 23
Total 27.58 524.00 31.85 1306.00 334.00 .38

When Table 6 is analysed, it is seen that principal assistants’ ethical dilem-
mas in the behavioural (U = 345.00, p > .05), structural (U = 315.50, p > .05),
political (U = 368.50, p > .05) and systemic (U = 314.50, p > .05) aspects do
not differ meaningfully related to the gender. Additionally, principal assistants’
ethical dilemmas do not differ meaningfully in the total aspects (U = 344.00, p
> .05) related to the gender as well. T-test results of teachers’ ethical dilemmas
related to the gender variable are represented in Table 7.
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Table 7
T-Test Results of Teachers’ Ethical Dilemmas Related to the Gender Variable

Female (n = 367) Male (n = 173)

Variables < S < s ; df »

Behavioural 2.59 14 2.57 .80 23 538 .82
Structural 2.94 97 2.89 1.10 54 538 .59
Political 2.29 1.08 2.46 1.14 -1.71 538 .09
Systemic 2.23 .86 2.32 93 -1.10 538 27
Total 2.52 71 2.57 .80 -72 538 47

When the Table 7 which is related to t-test results of teachers’ ethical dilem-
mas in relation with the gender is analysed, it is seen that ethical dilemmas of
teachers in behavioural [¢ (538) = .23, p > .05], structural [¢ (538) = .54, p > .05],
political [¢ (538) = -1.71, p > .05], systemic [¢ (538) = -1.10, p > .05] and total [¢
(538) = -.72, p > .05] aspects do not differ meaningfully related to the gender.

Comparison of Ethical Dilemmas Related to Age

Kruskal Wallis H-test was used in order to identify whether ethical dilemmas
of school principals and principal assistants differ meaningfully related to age
variable, whereas one way variance analysis was used in order to identify whet-
her teachers’ ethical dilemmas differ meaningfully according to the age variable.
Kruskal Wallis H-test results related to the ethical dilemmas of school principals
according to the age variable are represented in Table 8.

Table 8
Kruskal Wallis H-Test Results Related to the Ethical Dilemmas of School Principals
According to the Age Variable

Variables Age Mean rank af x P
23-35(n=4) 13.00

Behavioural 36-48 (n = 13) 18.04 2 1.94 .38
49 + (n = 13) 13.73
23-35(n=4) 10.88

Structural 36-48 (n = 13) 14.69 2 2.06 .36
49 + (n = 13) 17.73
23-35(n=4) 16.50

Political 36-48 (n = 13) 13.77 2 .90 .64
49 + (n = 13) 16.92
23-35(n=4) 19.88

Systemic 36-48 (n = 13) 16.65 2 2.28 32
49 + (n = 13) 13.00
23-35(n=4) 14.75

Total 36-48 (n = 13) 15.50 2 .04 .98
49 + (n = 13) 15.73
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According to Table 8, ethical dilemmas that are experienced by the school
principals do not differ meaningfully related to age variable in the behavioural
[%*(2) = 1.94, p > .05], structural [x? (2) = 2.06, p > .05], political [%* (2) = .90,
p > .05] and systemic [x? (2) = 2.28, p > .05] aspects. Additionally school princi-
pals ethical dilemmas do not differ meaningfully in total aspects [x? (2) = .04, p
> .05] related to age.

Kruskal Wallis H-test results related to the ethical dilemmas of principal
assistants according to the age variable are represented in Table 9.

Table 9
Kruskal Wallis H-Test Results Related to the Ethical Dilemmas of Principal Assis-
tants According to the Age Variable

Variables Age Mean rank df %2 P
23-35(n = 13) 24.19

Behavioural 36-48 (n = 39) 33.19 2 2.86 24
49 + (n = 8) 27.63
23-35(n = 13) 31.15

Structural 36-48 (n = 39) 32.69 2 4.28 12
49 + (n=28) 18.75
23-35 (n = 13) 31.46

Political 36-48 (n = 39) 31.22 2 78 .68
49 + (n = 8) 25.44
23-35(n = 13) 27.85

Systemic 36-48 (n = 39) 32.81 2 2.26 .32
49 + (n = 8) 23.56
23-35 (n = 13) 28.12

Total 36-48 (n = 39) 33.08 2 3.07 22
49 + (n = 8) 21.81

According to Table 9, the ethical dilemmas that are experienced by the prin-
cipal assistants do not differ meaningfully in behavioural [%? (2) = 2.86,p > .05],
structural [y (2) = 4.28, p > .05], political [x* (2) = .78, p > .05] and systemic
[%?(2) = 2.26, p > .05] aspects related to age. Additionally, principals assistants’
ethical dilemmas related to age do not differ meaningfully in total [ (2) = 3.07,
p > .05] aspects.

ANOVA results related to the ethical dilemmas of teachers according to the
age variable are represented in Table 10.
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Table 10
ANOVA Results Related to the Ethical Dilemmas of Teachers According to the Age
Variable

Age
- 1.23-35 2.36-48  3.49(+) The Source of Difference
Variables ' _931) (n=241) (1=68) the Variation o> 4 MS F (Tukey)
S S N

Intergroup 4.50 2 225
Behavioural 249 .76 268 .75 253 .77 Intragroup 30559 537 57 395 .02 1-2
Total 310.09 539

Intergroup 11.47 2 574
Structural ~ 2.83 .94 3.08 1.04 268 1.08 Intragroup  538.73 537 1.00 5.72 .00
Total 550.20 539

1-2;
2-3

Intergroup 11.95 2 597
Political 226 1.06 249 1.13 207 1.05 Intragroup  639.79 537 1.19 5.01 .01 2-3
Total 651.74 539

Intergroup 2.61 2 131
Systemic 226 90 230 .88 207 .83 Intragroup 41843 537 .78 1.68 .19

Total 421.04 539
Intergroup 6.62 2 331 1-2;

Total 246 .72 265 .74 234 75 Intragroup 28583 537 .53 527 g0 23
Total 29245 539

When Table 10 is analysed, it is seen that teachers’ ethical dilemmas differ
meaningfully related to age variable in behavioural [F (2, 537) = 3.95, p < .05],
structural [F (2, 537) = 5.72, p < .05], political [F (2, 537) = 5.01, p < .05] and
total [F (2, 537) = 6.22, p < .05] aspects, whereas ethical dilemmas in the syste-
mic aspect [F (2, 537) = .19, p > .05] do not differ meaningfully related to the
age variable. According to the Tukey test which was done in order to identify in
which age rank there are differences between ethical dilemmas of teachers in
the behavioural, structural, political aspects and at a total level, teachers who are
aged between 36-48 experience meaningfully more ethical dilemmas than the
teachers who are aged between 23-35. Additionally, teachers who are aged bet-
ween 36-48 experience more ethical dilemmas in the structural, political aspects
and at a total level than the teachers who are 49 and older. This finding indicates
the fact that teachers’ ethical dilemmas increase until a certain age however they
decrease thereafter.

Comparison of Ethical Dilemmas Related to Seniority

Kruskal Wallis H-test was used in order to identify whether ethical dilemmas
that are experienced by school principals and principal assistants differ meaning-
fully related to seniority variable or not, whereas one way variance analysis was
used in order to identify whether the ethical dilemmas that are experienced by
teachers differ meaningfully according to the seniority variable or not.
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Kruskal Wallis H-test results related to the ethical dilemmas of school prin-
cipals according to the seniority variable are represented in Table 11.

Table 11
Kruskal Wallis H-Test Results Related to the Ethical Dilemmas of School Principals
According to the Seniority Variable

Variables Seniority (year) Mean rank df %2 p
1-10 (n = 3) 13.67

Behavioural 11-20 (n = 6) 14.92 2 21 .90
21+ (n = 21) 15.93
1-10 (n = 3) 13.17

Structural 11-20 (n = 6) 11.58 2 1.98 37
21+ (n = 21) 16.95
1-10 (n = 3) 21.50

Political 11-20 (n = 6) 12.00 2 2.35 31
21+ (n = 21) 15.64
1-10 (n = 3) 24.33

Systemic 11-20 (n = 6) 13.92 2 3.42 18
214 (n = 21) 14.69
1-10 (n = 3) 18.67

Total 11-20 (n = 6) 12.17 2 1.32 52
21+ (n =21) 16.00

According to Table 11, the behavioural [x? (2) = .21, p > .05], structural 2
(2) = 1.98, p > .05], political [x? (2) = 2.35, p > .05] and systemic [y? (2) = 3.42,
p > .05] ethical dilemmas which are experienced by the school principals do not
differ meaningfully related to the seniority. Additionally school principals ethi-
cal dilemmas do not differ meaningfully at a total level [x? (2) = 1.32, p > .05]
related to seniority as well. Kruskal Wallis H-test results related to the ethical di-
lemmas of principal assistants according to the seniority variable are represented
in Table 12.

Table 12
Kruskal Wallis H-Test Results Related to the Ethical Dilemmas of Principal
Assistants According to the Seniority Variable

Variables Seniority (year) Mean rank df x? p Difference
1-10 (n = 8) 18.94

Behavioural 11-20 (n = 37) 34.36 2 591 .05 1-2
21+ (n = 15) 27.13
1-10 (n = 8) 26.44

Structural 11-20 (n = 37) 34.05 2 413 13
21+ (n = 15) 23.90
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Table 12
Kruskal Wallis H-Test Results Related to the Ethical Dilemmas of Principal
Assistants According to the Seniority Variable (Continued)

Variables Seniority (year) Mean rank df x> p Difference
1-10 (n = 8) 27.88

Political 11-20 (n = 37) 3234 2 1.08 .58
21+ (n = 15) 27.37
1-10 (n = 8) 19.63

Systemic 11-20 (n = 37) 35.23 2 755 .02 1-2;2-3
21+ (n = 15) 24.63
1-10 (n = 8) 22.50

Total 11-20 (n = 37) 34.65 2 552 .06
214 (n = 15) 24.53

According to Table 12, the ethical dilemmas that are experienced by the
principal assistants differ meaningfully in the behavioural [¢?(2) = 5.91, p < .05]
and systemic [x?(2) = 7.55, p < .05] aspects related to the seniority whereas their
ethical dilemmas do not differ meaningfully in the structural [x*(2) = .13, p >
.05], political [%?(2) = .58, p > .05] aspects and at a total level [x? (2) = .06, p
> .05]. According to the Mann Whitney U-Test results which was done in order
to identify in which seniority groups there are differences among ethical dilem-
mas of principal assistants in the behavioural and systemic aspects, the principal
assistants who have between 11-20 years of seniority experience more ethical di-
lemmas than the principal assistants who have between 1-10 years of seniority in
the behavioural aspect. Additionally, the principal assistants who have between
11-20 years of seniority experience more ethical dilemmas than the principal as-
sistants who have between 1-10 years of seniority and 21 years of seniority and
more in the systemic aspect. This finding indicates that principal assistants expe-
rience more ethical dilemmas as their length of service increases until 20 years
of seniority. However, in the systemic aspect, the ethical dilemmas of principal
assistants increase until 20 years of seniority as their length of service increases,
whereas they decrease after 20 years of seniority as their length of service in-
creases. The descriptive data of teachers’ ethical dilemmas related to the age
variable are represented in Table 13.
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Table 13
ANOVA Results Related to Teachers’ Ethical Dilemmas According Seniority Variable
Age
_ L 110yl 2.1120yil  3.21+yil Thesource Difference
Variables (n=211) (n=189) (n=140) of the SS df MS F (Tukey)

variation

X 5 X S5 X

Intergroup  4.14 2207
Behavioural 248 .73 269 .78 259 .76 Intragroup 305.94 537 .57 3.63 .03 1-2
Total 310.08 539
Intergroup  8.91 2 445
Structural 282 .93 310 1.04 285 1.07 Intragroup 541.30 537 1.01 4.42 .01 1-2
Total 550.21 539
Intergroup  1.60 2 .80
Political 230 1.06 242 1.15 230 1.09 Intragroup 650.14 537 121 .66 .52 -
Total 651.74 539
Intergroup  1.06 252
Systemic 226 .90 230 .85 219 91 Intragroup 41999 537 .78 .68 .51 -
Total 421.05 539
Intergroup  3.03 2 152
Total 247 72 263 .75 249 .74 |Intragroup 289.42 537 .54 281 .06
Total 29245 539

When the Table 13 is analysed, it is seen that teachers’ ethical dilemmas dif-
fer meaningfully related to the seniority variable in the behavioural [F (2, 537) =
3.63, p < .05] and structural aspects [F (2, 537) = 4.42, p < .05], whereas their et-
hical dilemmas related to the seniority variable do not differ meaningfully in the
political [F (2, 537) = .66, p > .05], systemic [F (2, 537) = .68, p > .05] and total
[F(2,537) = 2.81,p > .05] aspects. According to the Tukey test results which was
done in order to identify in which seniority groups there are differences among
ethical dilemmas of teachers in the behavioural and structural aspects, the teach-
ers who have between 11-20 years of seniority experience meaningfully more
ethical dilemmas than the teachers who have between 1-10 years of seniority in
the behavioural aspect and structural aspects. This finding indicates that teach-
ers experience more ethical dilemmas as their length of service increases until 20
years of seniority.

In this research, it is precipitated that school principals’ ethical dilemma
levels do not differ meaningfully related to the seniority, whereas school princi-
pal assisstants’ behavioural and systemic ethical dilemmas differ meaningfully on
behalf of 11-20 years of seniority, similarly teachers’ ethical dilemma levels differ
meaningfully on behalf of 11-20 years of seniority. In this regard, it can be said
that the research results in terms of seniority in the behavioural and structural
aspects are consistent with the results in terms of age. The results related to the
seniority of teachers in the political and total aspects and principal assistants’ in
the behavioural and systemic aspects are not consistent with the results related to
age. It can be asserted that the reason for this can be the fact that teachers ages
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are not always directly proportional to their seniority. According to the assigning
system in Turkey, as teachers in their 20s can be assigned to the job, teachers in
their 30s can also be assigned and become a teacher. In this regard, it can be said
that there can be differences in the analysis of ethical dilemma levels related to
the variables of age and seniority.

Discussion, Result and Suggestions

The research results reveal that school administrators and teachers mainly
experience average level ethical dilemmas. In the literature, it is stated that scho-
ol administrators have ethical and legal concerns on a daily basis (Cross, 2013).
It is referred that school administrators try to find the balance among goals, imp-
lementations and policies and their ethical understanding and these cause ethical
dilemmas for them on a daily basis (Bass and Steidlmeier, 1999; Moreno, 2011).
According to Sprouse’s (2009) research results, administrators frequently experi-
ence ethical dilemmas. In addition to this, ethical dilemmas cannot be predicted
due to their nature and administrators have to solve them transiently. In the
mentioned researches, it can be interpreted that school administrators frequ-
ently experience ethical dilemmas. It is also inferred in this research that school
administrators experience ethical dilemmas at the average level. In this regard,
it can be said that the results of this study are consistent with the literature in
terms of frequency of ethical dilemmas that are experienced by the school admi-
nistrators.

The literature points out that the teachers also experience ethical dilemmas
frequently and in a wide range in a similar way with the administrators. Accor-
ding to this, the teaching profession is complex and the interaction between te-
achers’ values and tension among school principal, other teachers and students
cause multiple ethical dilemmas for them. In addition to this, the teachers’ in-
teractions with their own moral compass also cause them to experience ethi-
cal dilemmas (Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2009). Correspondingly, Ehrich and others
(2011) point out that the teaching profession is a value-based profession and thus
teachers frequently face ethical dilemmas during their daily work life. Maslovaty
(2000), on the other hand, states that the teaching profession includes dynamic,
reflective and complex decision-making processes and teachers face ethical di-
lemmas on the levels of class, school and community. In consideration of these
studies, it can be interpreted that the teaching profession is complex due to its
nature; teachers need to meet the needs of students, school administration and
school community, they also try not to conflict with their values, regulations and
education policies while they try to meet the needs. In this regard, it can be said
that the teaching profession inherently includes ethical dilemmas. It can be said
in this research that, the result that teachers experience ethical dilemmas at the
average level is consistent with the literature.
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According to the results of the research, school administrators and teachers
are affected by different ethical dimensions on different levels. Teachers face
higher levels of ethical dilemmas in the behavioural aspect. Additionally, school
administrators and teachers experience the same levels of general ethical dilem-
mas in the structural, political and systemic aspects. The critical incidents which
are the basis of ethical dilemmas of school administrators and teachers differen-
tiate as a matter of course according to their positions. As for the structural et-
hical dilemmas that are experienced by the administrators, implementing group
decisions, control of the school area and efficient usage of the resources are the
basis of their ethical dilemmas however the quality of school administration’s de-
cisions and the conflict between teachers’ values and school culture and its struc-
tural features are the basis of teachers’ structural ethical dilemmas (Catacutan
and de Guzman, 2016; Dowd, 2012; Ehrich et al.., 2012; Walker and Dimmock,
2000; Pope et al., 2009; Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011). Additionally, senior mana-
gers’ attempts to affect the decisions and their requisition for favouritism (Ca-
tacutan and de Guzman, 2016) are the basis of administrators’ ethical dilemmas
in the political aspect, similarly the basis of the teachers’ political dilemmas are
administrators and parents attempts to affect the decisions and implementations,
their requisition for favouritism, clash of interests and false declaration of the
truth (Dowd, 2012; Helton and Ray, 2009). In the systemic aspect, administra-
tors and the teachers commonly experience ethical dilemmas about standardiza-
tion, regulations and policies, whereas administrators experience ethical dilem-
mas differently from the teachers about bureaucratic supervision, accountability
and hierarchy, however, teachers experience ethical dilemmas differently from
the administrators about equality of opportunity (Helton and Ray, 2006; Husu,
2001; Middlewood and Cardano, 2001; Rosano et al., 2005). In this regard, it can
be said that the school administrators and the teachers experience relatively si-
milar ethical dilemmas in the structural, political and systemic aspects according
to the literature.

In the literature, when we analyse the behavioural ethical dilemmas of scho-
ol administrators and the teachers, it is pointed out that school administrators’
and teachers’ behavioural ethical dilemmas are also similar like the other as-
pects. According to this, teachers’ ethical dilemmas in the behavioural aspect
is related to keeping secrets, negative attitude of other teachers towards the
students, parents’ beliefs, teachers’ discriminative attitude, the conflict between
mercy and consistent behaviour, the suspicious attitude of other employees, re-
porting students’ undesired behaviours to the parents and other teachers incom-
petency (Campbell, 2000; Helton and Ray, 2006; Husu, 2001; Pope et al., 2009;
Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011), whereas the school administrators experience ethi-
cal dilemmas related to dishonest academic behaviours, inappropriate behavio-
urs towards the students, inflicting a disciplinary punishment on teachers and the
students, conflicts of teachers and students, conflicts in the parents’ groups and
protection of teachers and students (Catacutan and de Guzman, 2016; Crowson,
1989; Ehrich et al., 2012; Kirby et al., 1992; Pontiff, 2007). With reference to the
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mentioned studies, it can be said that the behavioural ethical dilemmas which are
experienced by both school administrators and the teachers are based on other
teachers, students and parents. However, it can be asserted that teachers get in
contact with other teachers, students and the parents more than the administra-
tors because of their job’s nature. The ethical dilemmas which are related to the
school’s relationship with the people from internal and external environment of
the school are addressed in the behavioural aspect (Catacutan and de Guzman,
2016). In this regard, it can be asserted that the reason why the teachers experi-
ence more ethical dilemmas in the behavioural aspect is that they get in contact
more with the stakeholders.

According to the results of this study, the ethical dilemmas of the school ad-
ministrators and the teachers do not differ meaningfully related to their gender.
In other words, male and female administrators and teachers experience ethical
dilemmas equally in all aspects. According to the Dowd’s (2012) research re-
sults, it is asserted that the factors which are thought to have a role in the ethical
dilemmas such as personal and religious values, cultural point of view, code of
ethics and attitude towards regulations are experienced at the same level for both
female and male teachers. Additionally, the mentioned study points out female
teachers are affected by the organization’s mission and ethical theories more
than males in an inconsistent way with this study’s results. Cross’s (2013) study
results collaterally with this study’s results point out that administrators’ answers
related to the ethical dilemmas do not differ meaningfully based on their gender.

Although mentioned studies’ results show parallelism with this study’s re-
sults, Haines’s and Leonard’s (2007) study results contrarily with this study’s re-
sults indicate that gender is an important factor in ethical decision-making. Ac-
cording to this, females’ and males’ beliefs and attitudes differ meaningfully from
each other during the ethical decision-making process. Females’ moral beliefs do
not show an alteration during identifying their behavioural intention and these
moral beliefs are the driving force of the behaviour. When teachers’ roles and
attitudes are analysed according to their gender, according to a research which is
conducted in teacher candidates, teacher candidates’ attitudes towards teaching
profession do not change based on their gender (Demirtas, Cémert and Ozer,
2011). However, according to another research’s results, female teachers take
more positive attitudes towards teaching profession than males. In this research,
it is indicated that the reason for this can be the perception that the teaching
profession is more suitable for females in Turkey (Capri and Celikkaleli, 2008).
In this regard, the literature points out that school administrators’ and teachers’
ethical evaluations, beliefs and attitude towards the profession both change and
do not change according to their gender. In this research, the ethical dilemmas
that are experienced by the administrators do not differ according to gender.
It can be indicated that cultural differences can be one of the reasons. The fact
that the population of this research which was conducted in Ankara, females and
males attribute a similar meaning to gender can be relatively interpreted as this
fact cause their ethical dilemmas’ levels to be equal.
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According to the results of this study, school administrators’ ethical dilem-
ma levels do not differ according to their ages whereas teachers’ ethical dilemma
levels differ meaningfully in the countenance of middle age. Although no study
related to the relationship between ethical dilemmas’ level and age is encounte-
red during the detailed scanning of the literature, Cross’s (2013) research results
give some clues. According to this, as the educational administrators get older,
their level of giving ethical answers increases. However, this study is not con-
sistent with the research results about the fact that age does not change their
ethical dilemma levels. Shapiro and Stefkovich (2011) similarly indicate that age,
gender and race affect educators’ decisions. In this study, ethical dilemmas differ
according to ethical dilemmas levels and middle-aged teachers experience more
ethical dilemmas. The research results of Sahin-Firat and Acikgoz (2012) indica-
te that some of the teachers’ values change according to their age. Accordingly,
their values related to success diminish in the middle-aged group whereas their
excitation levels diminish in the groups of middle-aged and older. Conformity, on
the other hand, is more in older age groups. Thus, it can be expressed that youn-
ger groups of teachers experience more emotional and intellectual uncertainty,
whereas older groups of teachers are attached more with organizations traditi-
ons. In this regard, it can be said that teachers have a clearer attitude during their
early ages; however, they have an insusceptible attitude during their older ages.
It can be interpreted that teachers during early ages solve the situations which
include conflicts with their open structured values more decisively, whereas du-
ring their older ages they prefer to comply with organizational structure and do
not experience value conflicts with their insusceptible values. The middle-aged
group is the transitional stage of these basic values. In this regard, it can be asser-
ted that it is consistent with the literature that middle-aged teachers experience
more value conflicts; therefore they experience more ethical dilemmas.

Research results indicate that principal assistants with mid-senior levels
experience behavioural and systemic ethical dilemmas more, mid-senior level
teachers experience behavioural and structural ethical dilemmas more. It is sup-
posed that seniority increases the quality of the job according to the classical
paradigm in teaching and administration professions. Additionally, it is pointed
out that a large amount of experience is also supposed to increase the teaching
skills and thus, increase the effectiveness of the education according to this pa-
radigm (Creemers, Kyriakides and Antoniou, 2013). In regard to this classical
paradigm, it can be expected that administrators and teachers qualifications inc-
rease in relation to their seniority; therefore they are supposed to experience
less ethical dilemmas by using their more effective decision-making mechanisms.
Rice (2010) indicates that the employees’ knowledge, skills and productivity inc-
rease in relation with their enhanced seniority in many organizations. However,
it is stated that experience is an important factor during the first years of teaching
and it shows a parabolic structure in terms of success and values. From this point
of view, it can be interpreted that low or high seniority levels have common cha-
racteristics in terms of effects and values, whereas the mid-senior level differs.

592



Ethical Dilemmas Experienced by Administrators and Teachers

Cross’s (2013) research results indicate that educational administrators’ ethi-
cal answers to ethical dilemmas reduce to a certain level with enhanced seniority,
however they increase after a certain level. In this regard, it can be expressed that
the level of administrators’ ethical answers changes collaterally with this study.
In other words, administrators with low and high seniorities give more higher-up
ethical answers for ethical dilemmas than the mid-senior level administrators. In
this regard, it can be said that the reason for mid-senior level principal assistants
and teachers experience more ethical dilemmas can be that individual’s value
system change in relation with the enhanced seniority and mid-seniority level
individuals experience value conflicts during the transition of these values.

The literature refers that ethical dilemmas have negative psychological re-
sults on people. In addition to this, not being able to solve the ethical dilemmas
effectively also has negative impacts on the individual and the organization. In
this regard, it can be said that preventing ethical dilemmas before being experi-
enced is the best solution strategy. From this point of view, analysing the ethical
dilemmas is regarded as significant. In this study, ethical dilemmas are revie-
wed with some demographic variables. According to the results of the research,
school administrators and teachers mainly experience medium-level ethical di-
lemmas. It can be said determining ethical standards for the teaching professi-
on and school management, conveying these ethical standards to teachers and
administrators in an effective way, setting a budget for the school that can be
used practically, disambiguating and stabilizing legislations, sharing more openly
the surveillance of private educational institutions with the stakeholders, giving
school administrators authorization of giving teachers time off, promoting career
development in a perceptible way, using perceptible criteria for assigning admi-
nistrators would be beneficial to be done by MOE. Additionally, the quantitative
researches which deal with psychological correlations of ethical dilemmas and
qualitative researches which deal with the reasons for the ethical dilemmas of
different educational grades can contribute to the literature.

593



Onur Erdogan

Tiirkce Siiriim

Giris

Egitim toplumun biiyiik cogunlugunu kapsayan ¢ok boyutlu, cok paydasl ve
bu sebeple de karmagik bir istir. Giiniimiizde toplumlarin okullara doniik talep-
leri artmakta, egitim degisimlere ve artan karmagikliga cevap vermek zorunda
kalmaktadir. Bu talep, degisim ve karmagikligin sonucu olarak okul yoneticile-
ri ve Ogretmenler kendilerini rekabet eden yiikiimliilikler ve menfaatler icinde
bulmakta ve karar almalar1 gereken durumlarin cogunda kararlari icin daha fazla
degerlendirme yapmak zorunda kalarak giderek artan strese maruz kalmaktadir.
Bu karmagik ortamda okul yoneticilerinin ve dgretmenlerin catisan cikarlarla
yiizlesmeleri ve bu durumu ¢cozmeleri gerekmektedir. Okul yoneticileri ve dgret-
menler karar verme siireglerinde ¢esitli deger ve beklentileri dengelemeye gayret
etmek durumunda kalmaktadir. Bu kararlarin bazilar1 deger catismalar iceren
kritik secimler gerektirmekte ve bu durum etik ikilemlerle sonuclanmaktadir.
Alanyazina gore etik ikilemler okulun giinliik rutini iginde siklikla yasanmakta
ancak arastirmalarda yeterince kendine yer bulamamaktadir.

Yoneticilerin Orgiitteki konumlar1 ne olursa olsun karar verme siirecinde
yer alarak cesitli kararlar almak zorunda olduklar: belirtilmektedir (Szarucki,
2013). Dogru karar hem etik hem yasal olandir. Ancak karara temel tegkil eden
durumlar etik fakat yasa dig1 veya yasal fakat etik dig1 olabilmektedir (Miller-
borg ve Hyle, 1991). Bu baglamda yoneticiler kariyerlerinde bir noktada kendi
degerleri ile uyumlu olmayan bazi kararlar1 almak ya da desteklemek zorunda
kalmaktadir (Elizer, 2000). Benzer sekilde 6gretmenler de okullarda karar ve uy-
gulama stireclerinde yer almakta ve bu siireclerde degerleri ile catisma yasayabil-
mektedir (Bigbee, 2011). Bazen dogru karar ve uygulamalar 6rgiitiin hedefleriyle
catismakta bazen ise Orgiitiin ¢ikarina olan karar ve uygulamalar kisinin degerleri
ile catismaktadir (Pontiff, 2007). Bu baglamda orgiitlerde bireylerin iki deger
setinden birini secmesi gerektigi durumlarda etik ikilemler ortaya cikmakta ve
bireyler kendi etik ilkeleri ile Orgiitiin politika ve uygulamalar1 arasinda denge
kurmaya calismaktadir (Moreno, 2011). Etik ikilemler ahlaki bir girigsim oldugu
belirtilen (Bigbee, 2011) okullarda yonetici ve 6gretmenler tarafindan siklikla ya-
sanmakta ve aragtirmalarda da giderek artan bir ilgiyi tizerine cekmektedir (Ba-
teman, 2014; Catacutan ve de Guzman, 2016; Cranston, Ehrich ve Kimber, 2004;
Cross, 2013; Dowd, 2012; Norberg ve Johansson, 2007; Roche, 1997).

Alanyazinda egitim yoneticilerinin ve dgretmenlerin yasadiklari ikilemlere
doniik cesitli siniflamalara rastlanmaktadir. Roche (1997) etik ikilemlerin bo-
yutlaria yonelik olarak mesleki ilkeler, egitim uygulamalari, secimler, inanclar,
sistem, politika ve talimatlara dikkat cekerken Mashall (1992) etik ikilemlerin
boyutlarina doniik olarak kurallarin uygulanmasi, denetim ve degerlendirme,
toplumsal sorunlar ve veli baskisina isaret etmektedir. Catacutan ve de Guzman
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(2016) ise etik ikilemleri davranigsal, yapisal ve politik ikilemler olarak siniflan-
dirmaktadir. Orgiitlerde yasanabilecek ikilemlere yonelik bahsi gegen davranis-
sal, yapisal ve politik ikilem simiflamasi goreli olarak genig bir perspektif sun-
maktadir. Bununla birlikte daha 6nce bahsi gecen ¢alismalar okul yoneticileri
ve 0gretmenlerin sistemsel konulardan kaynaklanan etik ikilemler de yasayabi-
leceklerine isaret etmektedir. Bu baglamda davranigsal, yapisal ve politik ikilem
siniflamasi egitim sisteminden kaynakli ikilemlere atif yapmadigi yoniinde eles-
tirilebilir. Buradan hareketle sz konusu bu arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin ve
ogretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilemler goreli olarak daha genis bir bakis acisiyla
davranigsal, yapisal, politik ve sistemsel ikilemler olmak tizere dort temel boyutta
siniflandirilabilir.

Okullarda yasanan davranigsal boyuttaki etik ikilemlerin okul i¢i nedenler-
den kaynaklandig1 ifade edilmektedir. Yoneticilerin oOrgiitsel baglam ve buna
eslik eden dinamik degiskenler ile etik inang sistemleri arasindaki catismalarin
etik ikilemleri ortaya cikardig: belirtilmektedir (Pontiff, 2007). Buna gore okul
miudiirleri davranigsal boyutta 6gretmen-6grenci ¢atismalarindan, okul kuralla-
ria aykirir davranig sergileyen 0grencilere doniik disiplin eylemlerinden ve veli
gruplar1 arasindaki olumsuz iligkilerden kaynaklanan etik ikilemler yasayabil-
mektedir (Kirby, Paradise ve Protti, 1992). Crowson (1989) okullarda yoneticiler
tarafindan yasanan etik ikilemlerin 6gretmen ve dgrencilerin korunmasi siire-
cinde agiga cikabildigine isaret etmektedir. Tekel’in (2018) arastirma sonuglari
ise okul miidirlerinin davranigsal boyutta 0gretmenlere firsat tanima, miidiire
destek veren 6gretmeni savunmak ile 6grencinin hakkini savunmak arasinda, A
Ogrencisine yardim etmek ile B 0grencisine yardim etmek arasinda etik ikilem
yasadiklarina isaret etmistir.

Okullarda kigisel iliskilerden kaynaklanan davranissal ikilemler kadar oku-
lun yapisal siireglerinden kaynaklanan etik ikilemlerin de yasandigi belirtilmek-
tedir. Ehrich, Cranston, Kimber ve Starr’in (2012) iiniversite yoneticileri iize-
rinde gergeklestirdikleri arastirmanin sonuclari yapisal boyutta tiniversitelerin
daginik yapisinin etik ikilemlerin gelismesi icin verimli bir zemin olusturdugu-
na isaret etmektedir. Buna gore yoneticilerin etik ikilemleri giicli mesleki etik
anlayislari ile 6zen etigi, denetcinin direktifleri ve orgiitiin kural ve politikalari
arasindaki ¢atismalardan ortaya ¢cikmaktadir. S6z konusu bu etik ikilemler sonu-
cunda yoneticilerin kaygi ve gerilim hissettikleri de belirtilmektedir. Catacutan
ve de Guzman (2016) ise yoneticilerin yapisal boyutta 6zellikle uygun bulmadik-
lar1 bir grup kararini uygularken ikilem yasadiklarini ifade etmektedir. Tekel ve
Karadag (2017) okul yoneticilerinin okul kurallar1 baglaminda hangi 6gretmene
nasil bir ortam yaratmasi gerektigi, 6gretmenlere bos giin verme ve ek ders kesin-
tisi yapma konularinda etik ikilem yasadiklarini belirtmektedir. Crowson (1989)
ise Orgiitiin yapisal siireglerinde Orgiitsel kural veya direktiflerin etik ikilemlere
neden olabilecegine isaret etmektedir. Buna gore okul midirlerinin yapisal
boyutta okul alaninin kontroli, zaman kullaniminda verimlilik ve kaynaklarin
etkin kullanimi gibi diistinceleri bulunmaktadir. S6z konusu bu kural ya da
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diisiinceler arasinda bir catisma oldugunda okul miidiirleri catisan iki veya daha
fazla deger setinden hangisinin 6ncelikli oldugu konusunda ikilem yasamaktadir.

Okullarin acik sistemler oldugu ve bunun bir sonucu olarak dis etkilere acik
orgiitler olduklar1 belirtilmektedir. Bu baglamda okullarda dis ve i¢ unsurlarin
giic miicadeleleri yagsanabilmekte ve bu durum politik boyuttaki etik ikilemleri
aciga cikarabilmektedir. Universite dekanlar iizerinde gerceklestirilen bir aras-
tirmanin sonugclart dekanlarin politik boyutta takdir giiclerini kullanirken {ini-
versitenin ust diizey yetkililerinin kararlara tesir etmeye calistiklar1 durumlarda
ikilem yasadiklarina isaret etmektedir. Ozellikle iist diizey yoneticilerin yakin-
larmin veya arkadaglarinin tiniversitede istihdam edilmesi igin baski yaptig1 du-
rumlarda dekanlar otoriteye itaat ile Ozerklik arasinda ikilem yasamaktadirlar
(Catacutan ve de Guzman, 2016).

Davranigsal, yapisal ve politik etik ikilemlerin yani sira okullarda egitim
sisteminden kaynakli konular da etik ikilemlere neden olabilir. Marshall (1992)
yoneticilerin yasadiklar sistemsel etik ikilemlerin kamu egitiminde yasanan te-
mel kronik gerilimlerden kaynaklandigini belirtmektedir. Buna gore yOneticiler
biirokratik denetimi sorgulamaktan, hiyerarsik otoriteden, uzmanlagmadan ve
standartlasmadan kaynakli etik ikilemler yasayabilmektedir. Bununla birlikte
Catacutan ve de Guzman (2016) sistemin sundugu yasalar ile ahlaki anlayisin
catistigt durumlarin yoneticilerin etik ikilem yasamasina neden olan temel catis-
malardan biri olduguna isaret etmektedir. Okullarda yoneticiler tarafindan yasa-
nan baglica sistemsel etik ikilemlerden birinin ise hesapverebilirlik baglaminda
yasandigi belirtilmektedir. Yasal, biirokratik ve mesleki hesapverebilirligin yani
sira hesapverebilirlik baglaminda okullarin basarilarinin degerlendirilmesinde
kullanilan standartlastirilmig sinavlarin etik ikilemlere neden oldugu belirtilmek-
tedir. Okullarin ve dolayisiyla yoneticilerin basarilarinin degerlendirilmesinde
standartlastirilmig sinav sonuclarinin kullanilmasinin suclayicilik yaratan bir yapi
olarak goriilebilecegi ve bunun etik ikilemlere temel teskil eden deger catisma-
larina neden olabilecegi ifade edilmektedir. Bununla birlikte basarinin degerlen-
dirilmesinde sadece test sonuglarina odaklanilmasi yoneticileri test sonuglarinda
basariya gotiirecek durumlarla degerlere veya ahlaki anlayisa uygun durumlar
catistiginda etik ikilemlere siirtikleyebilir (Middlewood ve Cardano, 2001; Rosa-
no, Gates, Zaretsky ve Kurilko, 2005).

Okulun giinliik rutini icinde okul yoneticileri kadar 6gretmenler de etik
ikilemlerle karsilasmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin karmasik ve degisen baglamlarda
kararlar vermeleri gerekmektedir ve bununla birlikte 6gretim durumu da bir-
¢ok etik ikilem yaratmaktadir (Fitzmaurice, 2008). Okullarda 6gretmenler 6g-
retimin izlenmesi ve degerlendirilmesi ile diger 6gretmenlerle, 6grencilerle ve
velilerle iligkileri baglaminda davranigsal boyutta pek cok etik ikilem yasayabil-
mektedir. Davranigsal etik ikilemlerin bazilar1 mahremiyetle ilgili konulardan
aciga citkmaktadir. Buna gore davranigsal boyutta 6gretmen-6grenci iligkilerinde
ogretmenler sir saklama istegi ile okul kurallarina uyma zorunlulugu arasinda
ikilemler yasayabilmektedir. Bu noktada 6gretmenlik mesleginin mahremiyet
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iceren konulari i¢cinde barindirdigi ve 6gretmenlerin dgrencileri kendileriyle sir-
larmi paylastiklarinda bu sirrin konusu okul kurallari acisindan sorun teskil edi-
yorsa sirr1 agiga vurmakla vurmamak arasinda ikilem yasadiklari belirtilmektedir
(Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011). Ogretmenlerin 6grenci ve caliganlarla ilgili ayrimci
meslektas davraniglari kargisinda da etik ikilemler yasadiklari ifade edilmektedir
(Helton ve Ray, 2006). Ogretmenler meslektaslari ile 6gretmen-6grenci iligkileri,
gorevin gerektirdigi sorumluluklar, 6grencilere karst davranislar, gizlilik gerek-
tiren konular, kisisel sorunlar ve denetim gibi konularda da ¢atismalar yasaya-
bilmektedirler (Husu, 2001). Ogretmenlerin bagka bir meslektagmin yetersizli-
gine, ihmaline veya kotii niyetli davraniglarina tanik oldugunda da etik ikilem
yasayabilecegi ifade edilmektedir. Ogretmenler meslektaglarinin bir dgrenciye
bagirmak, kiiclimsemek, vurmak, fiziksel veya cinsel istismarda bulunmak gibi
zarar verici davraniglari karsisinda, bir 6grenci 6gretmenden bagka bir 6gretme-
nin uygunsuz davraniglar1 konusunda yardim istediginde, bir meslektaginin pro-
vakatif, beyin yikayici veya 6grenciye zararl olacak sekilde miifredat: ihlal ettigi
durumlarda etik ikilemler yasamaktadir (Campbell, 2000).

Ogretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemler davramssal diizeyde oldugu kadar
orgiitiin yapisal diizeyinde de ortaya cikabilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin degerleri
ile okulun kiiltiirel degerleri ve yapisal diizenlemeler catistiginda 6gretmenlerin
etik ikilem yasadiklar1 belirtilmektedir (Walker ve Dimmock, 2000). Okullardaki
adaletsiz karar ve uygulamalar, tutarsiz politikalar, dengesizlik ve yetersiz kanit-
lara dayali karar ve uygulamalar da 6gretmenleri etik ikilemde birakabilmektedir
(Dowd, 2012). Buna ek olarak dgretmenler yapisal boyutta kisisel ihtiyaglari ile
okul kurallarina uyulmasi arasindaki catigmalarda, ¢abaya uygun odiiller veril-
mesi ve okulda karar verme ile ilgili acik kriterleri temsil eden okul standart-
lar1 konularinda ikilemler yagayabilmektedir (Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011). Pope,
Green, Johnson ve Mitchell (2009) 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari yapisal etik ikilem-
lerde ihtiyaclarin catismasina dikkat cekmektedir. Buna gore 0gretmenler Orgiit-
sel gereksinimler ile 6grenci ihtiyaclari arasinda (Okul veya iist yonetimin ku-
rallar1 6gretmenin 6grencinin iyiligine gdrdiigii durumlarla ¢atigabilmektedir.),
orgiitsel gereksinimler ile 6gretmen ihtiyaglari arasinda (Okul veya iist yonetimin
kurallar1 6gretmenin ihtiyaclari veya istekleri ile catisabilmektedir.) ve orgiitsel
gereksinimler ile veli ihtiyaglar1 arasinda (Okul veya iist yonetimin kurallari veli-
nin ihtiyaclari veya istekleri ile ¢atigsabilmektedir.) gerceklesen catigmalarda etik
ikilemler yasayabilmektedir. Husu’ya (2001) gore 6gretmenler yapisal boyutta
kurum ici kiltiirel catismalardan kaynaklanan etik ikilemler yasayabilmektedir.
Ogretmenler uygulamalar icin dogru kurallarin eksikligi, 6grenciler icin firsat
esitligi, yabanci 6grencilerin saldirgan davraniglari, 6gretmenlerin profesyonel
otoritesi ve 0grenci iyi olusu konularinda etik ikilemler yasayabilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin bazilari orgiit ici veya dis1 baskilar
ve giic miicadeleleri gibi politik konulardan kaynaklanmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin
en ¢ok iltimas konusunda ikilem yasadiklarina isaret etmektedir. Bu durum st
diizey yoneticilerin duruma etki etmek icin baski uygulamasini ifade etmektedir
ve politik ikilemlere ornek teskil etmektedir. Bu durum Ogretmenlerin felsefe-
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sini, bakis acisin1 ve bilgisini kiiciimsemektedir (Dowd, 2012). Bununla birlikte
politik boyutta etik dig1 uygulama konusundaki yonetimsel baskilar da 6gretmen-
lerin etik ikilem yagamasina neden olabilmektedir (Helton ve Ray, 2009). Camp-
bell (2000) 6gretmenlerin politik boyutta meslektaglarindan 6grencilerin sinav
notlarini degistirmesi konusunda baski gordiigiinde, meslektaglarindan birinin
siav sorularmi c¢alarak belirli bir 6grenciye hazirlanmasi igin verdigi durum-
larda, 6grenci raporlar1 konusunda yonetimden baski gordiigiinde, 6grencilerin
basarisizliklarii diger dgrencilerin 6niinde bildirmesi konusunda yonetimden
baski gordiigiinde, okul yonetiminin bir girisimine karsi ciktig1 halde velilerin
oniinde bunu desteklemek zorunda kaldiginda ve ders icerigini degerli bulurken
bu konuda velilerden sikdyet aldigi durumlarda etik ikilem yasadiklarina isaret
etmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilemler okul ici davranigsal siirecler, okul
yapist ve politik miicadelelerin yani sira merkezi otorite tarafindan belirlenen
politika ve yasalardan da kaynaklanabilmektedir. Sistemsel diizeyde yasanan etik
ikilemlerde onemli bir pay: standartlagtirilmis simavlar olusturmaktadir. Daha
once bahsi gectigi gibi okullarda yoneticiler ve 0gretmenlerin basarilarinin stan-
dartlagtirilmig sinav sonuglarina gore belirlenmesi sistemsel diizeyde etik ikilem-
lerin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olabilmektedir (Middlewood ve Cardano, 2001).
Tiirk egitim sisteminde ortaokuldan liseye gegiste LGS (Liselere Gegis Siste-
mi) ve liseden yiiksekdgrenime geciste YKS (Yiiksekogretim Kurumlari Sinavi)
standartlagtirilmig sinavlar olarak dikkat cekmektedir. Okullarin basarilarinin
bu smavlarin sonuclarina gore degerlendirilmesi sadece bu sinavlarda basariya
ulasilmasini saglayan yollar1 mesru gosterebilir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenler mil-
li egitimin temel amaclarini gerceklestirmeye calismakla sadece bu sinavlarda
basariya ulastiracak yontemleri uygulamak konusunda ikilemler yasayabilirler.
Buna ek olarak 6grenciler icin firsat esitsizligi (Husu, 2001), yasalar ve politika-
larin (Helton ve Ray, 2006) da 6gretmenlerin sistemsel diizeyde etik ikilemler
yasamasina neden olabilecegi belirtilmektedir.

Yukarida bahsi gecen ifadelerden okul yoneticilerinin ve 6gretmenlerin dav-
ranigsal, yapisal, politik ve sistemsel diizeyde cesitli etik ikilemler yasayabildikleri
anlasilmaktadir. Yoneticiler ve 6gretmenler bu ikilemlerde kendileri acisindan
dogru olan iki durumdan birini secerek diger durumu g6z ardi etmek zorunda
kalabilmekte veya karar verememektedir. Bouckenooghe, Buelens, Fontaine ve
Vanderheyden’in (2004) arastirma sonuglar1 orgiitlerde yasanan deger catigma-
larinin mesleki strese neden olduguna isaret etmektedir.Bu durum motivasyon,
baglilik ve performans baglaminda 6nemli goriilebilir.Buna ek olarak etik ikilem
durumunda verilen kararin okul diizeyindeki yansimalar1 bazi olumsuzluklar ya-
ratabilir.Cranston, Ehrich ve Kimber’e (2004) gore etik ikilem durumunda ali-
nan kararlar sonrasinda bireysel diizeyde kisinin itibarina iligkin alg1 ve kisinin
kariyeri, Orgiit dizeyinde okulun itibar1 ve topluluk diizeyinde ise okula doniik
algi etkilenebilmektedir. Yoneticiler ve 6gretmenler etik ikilemlerle bas etmede
genis bir yelpazede cesitlilik gosteren stratejiler kullanabilmektedir. Ancak hangi
strateji kullanilirsa kullanilsin etik ikilemlerle bag etmenin karmasik ve zor bir
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stirec oldugu ifade edilebilir. Okullarda yasanan etik ikilemlerin belirlenmesinin
onleyici tedbirlerin alinmasinda faydali olacagi yorumu yapilabilir. Bununla bir-
likte etik ikilemlerin temelinde deger catigsmalar: yatmaktadir ve degerler kiiltiir-
den kiiltiire farkliliklar gdstermektedir. Bu baglamda Tiirkiye 6zelinde okullarda
yasanan etik ikilemlere doniik aragtirmalarin egitim sistemine katki saglayacagi
ifade edilebilir. Alanyazinda yapilan detayh taramalarda calismalarda etik iki-
lemlerin nitel olarak ele alindig1 goriilmistiir. Etik ikilemlere doniik olarak nicel
boyutta gergeklestirilen bu arastirmanin alanyazina katk: saglayacagi sdylenebi-
lir. Bu baglamda bu arastirmada agagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir:

1. Okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenler hangi etik ikilemleri ne diizeyde yasa-
maktadirlar?

2. Okul yoneticilerinin ve 6gretmenlerin yasadiklart etik ikilemler bazi
demografik degigkenlere (gorev, cinsiyet, yas ve kidem) gére anlamli
farklilik gostermekte midir?

Yontem

Model

Arastirmada okul midiirlerinin, miidiir yardimcilarinin ve Ogretmenle-
rin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin diizeyinin ve yasadiklar1 etik ikilemlerin de-
mografik degiskenlere gore farklilagip farklilasmadiginin belirlenmesi amac-
lanmigtir. Bu baglamda arastirma iligkisel tarama modelinde olusturulmustur.
Iliskisel arastirmalar degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri gostermeyi amaclayan nicel
arastirmalardir (Lodico, Spaulding ve Voegtle, 2006).

Evren ve Orneklem

Aragtirmanin evrenini, Ankara’nin Altindag, Cankaya, Etimesgut, Golbasi,
Kecioren, Mamak, Pursaklar, Sincan ve Yenimahalle ilgelerinde bulunan resmi
ortaokullarda gorev yapan okul miidiirleri, midiir yardimcilar1 ve 6gretmenler
olusturmustur. 2015-2016 6gretim yili verilerine gére Ankara’min soz konusu
bu ilgelerindeki 393 resmi ortaokulda kadro kayd ilgili okulda bulunan 14868
ogretmen, 506 miidir yardimcist ve256 okul midiirii gérev yapmaktadir. Aras-
tirmada verilerin toplanmasi amaciyla ¢ok agsamali 6rnekleme yontemi kullanil-
mistir. Cok asamali 6rnekleme yonteminde drneklemenin her asamasinda farkl
yontemler izlenebilmektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve De-
mirel, 2010). Bu baglamda bu arastirmada tabakali 6rnekleme ve basit seckisiz
ornekleme yontemleri asamali olarak uygulanarak drneklem secilmistir. Ornek-
lem biyiikligii 30 ve daha biiyiik aragtirmalarda dagilimin normal dagilimdan
asir1 sapma gostermedigi varsayimi ileri siiriilebilmektedir (Biiytikoztiirk, 2011).
Buradan hareketle ortaokullarda 30 okul miidiiriine ulagmak amaciyla aragtirma
orneklemine 30 okul dahil edilmistir. Hangi ilgeden kag¢ okulun 6rnekleme dahil
edilecegi tabakali 0rnekleme yontemi ile belirlenmistir. Yiizde 95 giiven araligin-
da 14868 6gretmenden olugan bir evreni 375 kisinin temsil edebilecegi sdylenebi-
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lir. Bu baglamda yukarida bahsi gecen sekilde belirlenen her okuldan bir miidiir,
iki miidiir yardimeist ve 18 dgretmen 6rnekleme dahil edilmistir. Bu baglamda
arastirmanin nicel boyutunun 6rneklemini 540 6gretmen, 60 miidiir yardimcisi
ve 30 okul midiirii olusturmustur. Arastirma érneklemindeki 6gretmen, mudiir
yardimcisi ve miidiirlerin degiskenlere gore dagilimi Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1
Aragtirma Orneklemindeki Ogretmenlerin, Miidiir Yardimcilariun ve Miidiirlerin
Bazi Degiskenlere Gore Dagilinu

. Cinsiyet Yas Kidem O kuld‘.l.kl .
Gérev hizmet stiresi__ Toplam

Kadin  Erkek 23-35 36-48 49+ 1-10 11-20 21+ 1-5 6-10 11+
367 173 231 241 68 213 190 137 341 141 58 540

Ogretmen
% 68 32 43 45 12 39 35 26 63 206 11 100
n 19 41 13 39 8 8 37 15 41 12 7 60
Mrd. Yrd.
% 32 68 22 65 13 13 62 25 68 20 12 100
n 3 27 4 13 13 3 6 21 20 7 3 30
Okul Mrd.

% 10 90 14 43 43 10 20 70 67 23 10 100

Arastirma Orneklemindeki dgretmenlerin, miidiir yardimcilarinin ve mii-
diirlerin cinsiyet, yas, kidem ve bulunduklar1 okuldaki hizmet siirelerine iligkin
dagilim incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin yaridan fazlasinin kadinlardan olustugu
gorilirken midiir yardimeilarinin yaridan fazlasi erkeklerden olugsmustur. Okul
miidiirlerinin ise tamamma yakini erkeklerden olugsmustur. Ogretmenlerin ve
miidiir yardimcilarinin 23-48 yasa araliginda yogunlastig: goriilirken okul mii-
diirlerinin 49 yas ve iizerinde yogunlastig1 goriilmiistiir. Kidem agisindan 6gret-
menlerin ¢ogunlugu 1-10 yil kideme sahipken miidiir yardimeilarinin cogunlugu
11-20 y1l aras1 kideme sahiptir. Okul miidiirlerinin ise ¢ogunlugu 21 yil ve tizeri
kideme sahiptir. Okulda bulunulan hizmet siiresi bakimindan 6gretmenler, mii-
diir yardimeilar: ve miidiirlerin cogunlukla okullarinda 1-5 yil aras1 hizmete sahip
olduklar1 goriilmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araglart

Alanyazinda yapilan detayli taramalarda etik ikilemleri 6lgen nicel bir 6lge-
ge rastlanamamustir. Bu sebeple arastirma kapsaminda “Okullarda Etik Ikilem
Olgegi” gelistirilmis ve veriler bu élcek ile toplanmistir. Okullarda Etik Ikilem
Olgeginin gelistirilme siirecinde éncelikle beser miidiir, miidiir yardimcisi ve 6-
retmenden okullarda yasanan etik ikilemlere doniik kompozisyon yazmalart is-
tenmistir. Kompozisyon yazimi siirecinde dnce katilimcilara etik ikilemlerin tani-
mi verilmis ardindan katilimcilardan okulun giinliik isleyisi icinde karsilastiklari
etik ikilemleri yazili olarak anlatmalari istenmistir. Katilimcilarin goriislerine ve
alanyazina dayali olarak 45 maddelik soru havuzu olusturulmustur. Olusturulan
form uzman goriisiine sunulmusg ve etik ikilem tanimina uymadig1 degerlendiri-
len dort maddenin havuzdan cikarilmasina karar verilmistir. 41 maddelik 6lcek
Tiirkge dil uzmanlariin goriisiine sunulmus ve dil agisindan gerekli diizenleme-
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ler yapilmugtir. 41 maddelik 6lcek 151 kisiye uygulanmugtir. Olgege iliskin Acimla-
yic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA) ve giivenirlik sonuglar1 Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2
Okullarda Etik Ikilem Olgeginin Acimlayict Faktor Analizi ve Giivenirlik Sonuglarn

Aciklanan Faktor yiiki

Barlett’ ’

Alt boyutlar Madde KMO ar; * varyans . . Cronbach’s

sayisi X % En diigiik En yiiksek Alpha
Davranigsal = 1137 50 80 79
boyut
Yapisal
boyut 8 " 2601.64 15.19 55 77 .88
Politik 8 p<-00 4796 65 80 92
boyut
Sistemscl 7 11.87 53 79 84
boyut

Okullarda Etik Ikilem Olcegine yonelik gerceklestirilen gecerlik ve giive-
nirlik ¢aligmalari sonucunda 6lgege iliskin KMO degerinin .88, Barlett’s (X?)
katsayisinin 2601.64 (p < .01) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu degerler 6lgegin AFA
icin uygun olduguna isaret etmektedir. Olgege uygulanan AFA sonuclaria gore
Olcek maddelerinin davranigsal, yapisal, politik ve sistemsel boyutlar olmak iize-
re dort faktorde toplandigi ancak bu maddelerden bazilarinin faktor yiiklerinin
uygun sekilde dagilim gostermedigi goriilmiistiir. Bu nedenle bu maddeler dlgek-
ten ¢ikarilarak kalan 30 madde degerlendirmeye alinmistir. Davranissal boyutun
faktor yiik degerlerinin .50 ile .80 arasinda degistigi, Cronbach’s Alpha katsayi-
sinin .79 oldugu ve toplam varyansin %11.37’sini agikladig1 goriiliirken yapisal
boyutun faktor yiik degerlerinin .55 ve .77 arasinda degistigi, Cronbach’s Alpha
katsayisinin .88 oldugu ve toplam varyansin %15.19’unu agikladig1 goriilmekte-
dir. Politik boyutta ise faktor yiik degerleri .65 ile .80 arasinda degismekte iken
Cronbach’s Alpha katsayis1 .92 olarak hesaplanmakta ve s6z konusu bu boyut
toplam varyansin %17.96’sin1 agiklamaktadir. Bununla birlikte sistemsel boyutun
faktor yiik degerlerinin .53 ve .79 arasinda degistigi, Cronbach’s Alpha katsayi-
sinin .84 oldugu ve toplam varyansin %11.87’sini agikladig1 goriilmektedir. AFA
sonucunda toplam 30 maddeden olusan dort faktorlii yapiya dogrulayic faktor
analizi (DFA) uygulanmistir. Okullarda Etik Ikilem Olgeginin dogrulayici faktér
analizine iliskin bulgular ki-kare (?) degerinin 707.51 ve serbestlik derecesinin
(sd) 396 oldugu gostermistir. Ki-kare/serbestlik derecesine bakildiginda dege-
rin 1.79 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu veri setinin faktor yapisini destekledigini
gostermektedir (y%/sd = 1.79). Bununla birlikte RMSEA (.07) ve CFI (.87) de-
gerleri modelin iyi uyum gosterdigine isaret etmektedir. GFI, AGFI, RMR ve
NFI degerleri modelin zayif uyum gosterdigine isaret etmekle birlikte alanyazin-
da Ki-kare/serbestlik derecesi ve RMSEA uyum indeksleri modelin uyumunda
onemli goriilmekte ve uyum indekslerinin biitiinciil bir sekilde degerlendirilmesi
gerektigi belirtilmektedir (Cokluk vd., 2010). Ttim 6l¢iitler g6z dniinde bulundu-
ruldugunda dort faktorlii yapinin kabul edilebilir bir model oldugu sdylenebilir.
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DFA ile hesaplanan madde-faktor iligkilerine ait katsayilar ve birinci diizey yol
diyagrami Sekil 1’de verilmistir.
38
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Sekil 1. “Okullarda Etik Ikilem Olgeginin” yol diyagramu

Sekil 1’de her bir maddenin Ortiikk bagimli degisken iizerindeki yordama
miktarlar1 ve korelasyon katsayilar1 goriilmektedir. Dort faktorli modelde mad-
delerin regresyon katsayilarinin .43 ile .88 arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Dav-
ranigsal boyuta iligkin maddelerin regresyon katsayilarinin .43 ile .74 arasinda,
yapisal boyuta iligkin maddelerin regresyon katsayilarinin .55 ile .81, politik bo-
yuta iliskin maddelerin regresyon katsayilarinin .67 ile .88 arasinda ve sistemsel
boyuta iliskin maddelerin regresyon katsayilarinin .52 ile .76 arasinda degistigi
goriilmektedir. Bu veriler 1s181nda maddeler arasindaki regresyon katsayilarinin
iyi diizeyde oldugu ifade edilebilir. Biitiinciil sekilde degerlendirildiginde mode-

lin kabul edilebilir oldugu sdylenebilir.
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Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmada verilerin ¢6ziimlenmesi amaciyla SPSS 22 (Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences) ve Amos 18.0 programlari kullanilmigtir. Verilerin anali-
zinde Oncelikli olarak veri seti hatali deger ve aykir1 deger agisindan incelenmis-
tir. Bu siirecte hatali olarak girilen veriler lgeklerde katilimcilarin cevaplarina
uygun olarak diizeltilmistir. Ayrica eksik deger analizinde rastlantisal olarak cok
az sayida bog birakilan maddelere EM algoritmasi yoluyla atama yapilmstir. Ar-
dindan 6lgeklere iligkin agimlayici faktor analizleri SPSS ve dogrulayici faktor
analizleri Amos programlar: araciligi ile yapilmistir. Okul miidiirlerinin, miidir
yardimcilarinin ve 0gretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin gorev, cinsiyet, yas,
kidem ve bulunulan okuldaki hizmet stiresi degiskenlerine anlaml farklilik gos-
terip gostermedigi incelenmistir. S0z konusu bu analizlerde kullanilan istatistiki
tekniklerde parametrik ve parametrik olmayan test secimlerinde dagilimin
normalligi i¢in her bir alt grup i¢in 30 sayis1 referans alinmistir. Biiyiikoztiirk’e
(2011) gore veri buytikliigi istatistik se¢imini etkilemektedir. 30 ve daha biiyiik
orneklemler icin dagilimin normal dagilimdan agir1 sapma gostermedigi varsayi-
labilmektedir. Buna ek olarak her bir alt grubun biiyiikligiiniin 15 ve {izerinde
oldugu durumlarda parametrik bir istatisti§in kullanilmasinin anlamlilik diize-
yinde 6nemli bir sapmaya neden olmadig: belirtiimektedir. Daha kiiciik grup-
larda ise parametrik olmayan testlerin tercih edilmesinin bir zorunluluk oldugu
ifade edilmektedir. Bu baglamda s6z konusu bu calismada her bir alt grubun
30 veya daha biiyiik oldugu durumlarda parametrik testler 30’dan kiiciik oldugu
durumlarda parametrik olmayan testler kullanilmistir. Buradan hareketle okul
midirlerinin, miidiir yardimcilarinin ve dgretmenlerin yasadiklar: etik ikilem
diizeylerinin gorev degiskenine gore anlamli sekilde farklilagip farklilasmadigin
belirlemek amaciyla tek yonlii varyans analizi kullanilmigtir. Okul miidiirleri ve
miidir yardimcilarinin yasadiklar etik ikilem diizeylerinin cinsiyete gére anlaml
sekilde farklilagip farklilasmadigini belirlemek amaciyla Mann Whitney U-testi,
ogretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilem diizeylerinin cinsiyete gore anlamh sekil-
de farklilagip farklilasmadigini belirlemek amaciyla bagimsiz gruplar igin t-testi
kullanilmistir. Bununla birlikte okul miidiirlerinin ve miidiir yardimeilarinin ya-
sadiklar etik ikilem diizeylerinin yas, kidem ve bulunulan okuldaki hizmet siiresi
degiskenlerine gore anlaml sekilde farklilagip farklilasmadigini belirlemek ama-
ciyla Kruskal Wallis H-testi, 6gretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilem diizeylerinin
yas, kidem ve bulunulan okuldaki hizmet siiresi degiskenlerine gére anlamli se-
kilde farklilagip farklilagmadigini belirlemek amaciyla tek yonlii varyans analizi
kullanilmistir. Tek yonlii varyans analizi kullanilan ve anlaml farkliligin olustugu
durumlarda farklihgmm hangi gruplar arasinda olustugunu belirlemek amaciyla
Levene testi sonuclarina gore varyanslarin esit ¢ikmasi sebebiyle Tukey-HSD
coklu karsilastirma testi kullanilmistir. Kruskal Wallis H-testi kullanilan ve an-
laml1 farkliligin olustugu durumlarda ise anlaml farklihgin hangi gruplar arasin-
da olustugunu belirlemek amaciyla Mann Whitney U-testi kullanilmistir.
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Bulgular

Okul Miidiirlerinin, Miidiir Yardimcilarinin ve Ogretmenlerin Etik Ikilem Yasama
Diizeyleri

Okul miidiirlerinin, midiir yardimcilarinin ve 6gretmenlerin etik ikilem ya-
sama duzeylerine iligskin bulgular Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3
Okul Miidiirlerinin, Miidiir Yardimcilarimin ve Ogretmenlerin Etik Ikilem Yasama
Diizeyleri

1. Miidiir 2. Miidiir yardimeisi 3. Ogretmen
Etik ikilem (n =30) (n = 60) (n =540)
X S X S X S
Davranigsal 2.13 92 2.28 .76 2.58 .76
Yapisal 3.06 .79 2.72 78 2.92 1.01
Politik 2.49 1.16 2.44 1.14 2.34 1.10
Sistemsel 2.23 .94 2.08 .79 2.26 .88
Toplam 2.50 it 2.39 .66 2.53 74

Tablo 3 incelendiginde davranissal boyutta okul miidiirlerinin (X = 2.13) ve
midir yardimeilarinin (X = 2.28) orta diizeyin altinda, 6gretmenlerin (X = 2.58)
orta diizeyde etik ikilem yasadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Yapisal boyutta yasanan etik
ikilemlere doniik ortalamalar incelendiginde okul midiirlerinin (X = 3.06), mii-
diir yardimcilarinin (X = 2.72) ve 6gretmenlerin (X = 2.92) orta diizeyde etik
ikilem yasadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Tablo 4’e gore okul miidiirlerinin (X = 2.49),
midir yardimcilarinin (X = 2.44) ve 6gretmenlerin (X = 2.34) politik boyutta
orta diizeyde etik ikilem yasadiklari ifade edilebilir. Bununla birlikte sistemsel
boyutta okul midiirleri (X = 2.23), miidiir yardimcilar1 (X = 2.08) ve 6gretmen-
ler (X = 2.26) orta diizeyin altinda etik ikilem yasarken toplam etik ikilem boyu-
tunda okul mudiirleri (X = 2.50), miidiir yardimeilar1 (X = 2.39) ve 6gretmenler
(X = 2.53) orta diizeyde etik ikilem yagamaktadir. Tablo 3’te standart sapma de-
gerleri incelendiginde en homojen dagilimin miidir yardimcilarinin yasadiklari
toplam etik ikilemlerde (S = .66) en heterojen dagilimin ise okul midiirlerinin
yasadiklari politik etik ikilemlerde (S = 1.16) oldugu goriilmektedir.

Etik Ikilemlerin Gorev Degiskenine Gire Karsilastirimast

Arasgtirmaya katilan katilimcilarin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin gorev degigke-
nine gore anlaml farklilik gosterip gdstermedigini test etmek amaciyla tek yonli
varyans analizi yapilmistir. Okul miidiirleri, miidiir yardimcilar: ve 6gretmenlerin
yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin gorev degiskenine gore ANOVA sonugclar1 Tablo 4’te
sunulmustur.
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Tablo 4
Okul Miidiirleri, Miidiir Yardimcilar ve Ogretmenlerin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin
Gorev Degiskenine Gore ANOVA Sonucglan

Degiskenler \ﬁgizgln KT sd KO F P (;1 Ei;lfy)
Gruplar arasi 10.06 2 5.03 1-3:
Davranigsal Gruplar ici 368.40 627 .59 8.56 .00
Toplam 378.46 629 23
Gruplar arast 2.88 2 1.44
Yapisal Gruplar ici 604.14 627 .96 149 .23
Toplam 607.02 629
Gruplar arast 1.11 2 55
Politik Gruplar ici 766.63 627 1.22 45 .64
Toplam 767.74 629
Gruplar arasi 1.77 2 .88
Sistemsel Gruplar ici 483.17 627 77 115 32
Toplam 484.94 629
Gruplar arasi 1.06 2 53
Toplam Gruplar ici 332.51 627 53 99 37
Toplam 333.57 629

Tablo 4 incelendiginde okul midiirleri, midiir yardimcilar1 ve 6gretmenle-
rinyapisal [F (2, 627) = 1.49,p > .05], politik [F (2, 627) = .45, p > .05], sistemsel
[F (2,627) = 1.15, p > .05] ve toplam [F (2, 627) = .99, p > .05] boyutlarda yasa-
diklar etik ikilemlerin gorev degiskenine gore anlamli farklilik gdstermedigi go-
riillirken davranigsal boyutta yasanan etik ikilemlerin [F (2, 627) = 8.56,p < .05]
gorev degiskenine gore anlaml farklilik gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Okul miidiir-
lerinin, midir yardimcilarinin ve dgretmenlerin davranigsal boyutta yasadiklar:
etik ikilemler arasindaki farkliliklarin hangi gorevlerde olustugunu belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan Tukey testi sonuclarina goére davranigsal boyutta 6gretmenler
okul mudiirlerinden ve miidiir yardimcilarindan anlaml sekilde daha fazla etik
ikilem yagamaktadir.

Etik Ikilemlerin Cinsiyete Gore Karsilagtirilmast

Miidir ve midiir yardimcilarinin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin cinsiyet degis-
kenine gore anlaml farklilik gosterip gostermedigini test etmek amaciyla Mann
Whitney U-testi, 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin cinsiyet degiskenine
gore anlamli farklilik gosterip gostermedigini test etmek amaciyla ise bagimsiz
gruplar t-testi uygulanmistir. Okul miidiirlerinin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin cin-
siyet degiskenine gore Mann Whitney U-testi sonuglar1 Tablo 5°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 5
Okul Miidiirlerinin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore Mann
Whitney U-Testi Sonuclan

Kadin (n = 3) Erkek (n = 27)
Degiskenler
Sira ortalamast ~ Sira toplam1  Sira ortalamasi  Sira toplamu U p

Davranigsal 14.33 43.00 15.63 422.00 37.00 .85
Yapisal 12.17 36.50 15.87 428.50 30.50 .51
Politik 11.50 34.50 15.94 430.50 2850 .43
Sistemsel 10.67 32.00 16.04 433.00 26.00 .35
Toplam 11.67 35.00 15.93 430.00 29.00 .47

Tablo 5’e gore okul miidiirlerinin davranigsal (U = 37.00, p > .05), yapisal
(U = 30.50, p > .05), politik (U = 28.50, p > .05) ve sistemsel (U = 26.00, p >
.05) boyutlarda yasadiklari etik ikilemler cinsiyete gore anlaml farklilik goster-
memektedir. Bununla birlikte okul miidiirlerinin toplam diizeyinde yasadiklar1
etik ikilemler de (U = 29.00, p > .05) cinsiyete gore anlamli farklilik gosterme-
mektedir. Bu bulgu okul miidiirleri tarafindan yasanan etik ikilemlerin cinsiyete
gore farklilasmadigina isaret etmektedir. Miidiir yardimeilarinin yasadiklari etik
ikilemlerin cinsiyet degiskenine gére Mann Whitney U-Testi sonuglar1 Tablo 6’da
verilmistir.
Tablo 6

Miidiir Yardimcilanimin Yagadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore
Mann Whitney U-Testi Sonuglart

Kadm (n = 19) Erkek (n = 41)

Degiskenler

Sira ortalamast  Sira toplami  Sira ortalamasi  Sira toplami U p
Davranigsal 28.16 535.00 31.59 1295.00 345.00 .48
Yapisal 26.61 505.50 32.30 1324.50 31550 .24
Politik 29.39 558.50 31.01 1271.50 368.50 .74
Sistemsel 26.55 504.50 32.33 1325.50 31450 .23
Toplam 27.58 524.00 31.85 1306.00 334.00 .38

Tablo 6 incelendiginde miidiir yardimcilarinin davranigsal (U = 345.00, p >
.05), yapisal (U = 315.50, p > .05), politik (U = 368.50, p > .05) ve sistemsel (U
= 314.50, p > .05) boyutlarda yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin cinsiyete gore anlam-
I1 farklilik gostermedigi goriilmektedir. Buna ek olarak miidiir yardimeilarinin
toplam diizeyinde yasadiklar1 etik ikilemler de (U = 344.00, p > .05) cinsiyete
gore anlaml farklilik gostermemektedir. Bu bulgu miidiir yardimeilar tarafin-
dan yasanan etik ikilemlerin cinsiyete gore farklilasmadigina isaret etmektedir.
Ogretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin cinsiyet degiskenine gore t-testi so-
nuclar1 Tablo 7’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 7
Ogretmenlerin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore T-Testi
Sonucglan

Kadimn (n = 367) Erkek (n = 173)

Degiskenler X s X S ; o »

Davranigsal 2.59 74 2.57 .80 23 538 .82
Yapisal 2.94 97 2.89 1.10 54 538 .59
Politik 2.29 1.08 2.46 1.14 -1.71 538 .09
Sistemsel 2.23 .86 2.32 .93 -1.10 538 27
Toplam 2.52 71 2.57 .80 -72 538 47

Ogretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin cinsiyete gore t-testi sonuglarina
iliskin Tablo 7 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari davranigsal [¢ (538) =
.23, p > .05], yapisal [t (538) = .54, p > .05], politik [ (538) = -1.71, p > .05], sis-
temsel [¢ (538) = -1.10, p > .05] ve toplam boyuttaki [¢ (538) = -.72, p > .05] etik
ikilemlerin cinsiyete gore anlamli farklilik gostermedigi goriilmektedir.

Etik Ikilemlerin Yasa Gire Karsilastirimast

Miidiir ve midiir yardimcilariin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin yas degiskenine
gore anlaml farklilik gosterip gostermedigini test etmek amaciyla Kruskal Wallis
H-testi, 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin yas degiskenine gore anlaml
farklilik gosterip gostermedigini test etmek amaciyla ise tek yonlii varyans anali-
zi kullanilmigtir. Okul midiirlerinin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin yas degiskenine
gore Kruskal Wallis H-testi sonuglar1 Tablo 8’de verilmistir.

Tablo 8
Okul Miidiirlerinin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Yas Degiskenine Gore Kruskal
Wallis H-Testi Sonuglan

Degiskenler Yag Sira Ort. sd x> p
2335 (n = 4) 13.00

Davranigsal 36-48 (n = 13) 18.04 2 1.94 .38
49 + (n = 13) 13.73
2335 (n = 4) 10.88

Yapisal 36-48 (n = 13) 14.69 2 206 36
49 + (n = 13) 17.73
2335 (n = 4) 1650

Politik 36-48 (n = 13) 13.77 2 .90 .64
49 + (n = 13) 16.92
2335 (n = 4) 19.88

Sistemsel 36-48 (n = 13) 16.65 2 2.28 32
49 + (n = 13) 13.00
2335 (n = 4) 14.75

Toplam 36-48 (n = 13) 15.50 2 .04 98
49 + (n = 13) 15.73
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Tablo 8¢ gore okul miidiirlerinin yasadiklari davranigsal [x?(2) = 1.94,p >
.05], yapisal [? (2) = 2.06, p > .05], politik [%?(2) = .90, p > .05] ve sistemsel [x?
(2) = 2.28, p > .05] etik ikilemler yasa gore anlamli farklilik géstermemektedir.
Bununla birlikte okul miidiirlerinin toplam boyutta yasadiklari [y (2) = .04, p >
.05] etik ikilemler de yasa gore anlaml sekilde farklilasmamaktadir.

Miidir yardimcilarinin yasadiklar: etik ikilemlerin yas degiskenine gore
Kruskal Wallis H-Testi sonuclar1 Tablo 9°’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 9
Miidiir Yardimcilarimin Yasadiklar Etik Ikilemlerin Yas Degiskenine Gore Kruskal
Wallis H-Testi Sonuglarn

Degiskenler Yas Sira Ort. sd X2 P
23-35(n = 13) 24.19

Davranigsal 36-48 (n = 39) 33.19 2 2.86 24
49+ (n=28) 27.63
23-35(n = 13) 31.15

Yapisal 36-48 (n = 39) 32.69 2 4.28 12
49+ (n=28) 18.75
23-35(n = 13) 31.46

Politik 36-48 (n = 39) 31.22 2 78 .68
49+ (n=28) 25.44
23-35(n = 13) 27.85

Sistemsel 36-48 (n = 39) 32.81 2 2.26 32
49+ (n=28) 23.56
23-35(n = 13) 28.12

Toplam 36-48 (n = 39) 33.08 2 3.07 22
49+ (n=28) 21.81

Tablo 9’a gore miidiir yardimeilarinin yasadiklar: davranigsal [y (2) = 2.86,
p > .05], yapisal [¢? (2) = 4.28, p > .05], politik [x?(2) = .78, p > .05] ve sistemsel
[%*(2) = 2.26, p > .05] etik ikilemler yasa gore anlamli farklilik gostermemekte-
dir. Bununla birlikte okul miidiirlerinin toplam boyutta yasadiklari [x? (2) = 3.07,
p > .05] etik ikilemler de yasa gore anlaml sekilde farklilasmamaktadir.

Ogretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin yas degiskenine gére tek yonlii
ANOVA sonuglar1 Tablo 10°da verilmistir.
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Tablo 10
Ogretmenlerin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Yas Degiskenine Gore ANOVA Sonuglar
Yag
= 1.23-35  2.36-48  3.49(+)  Varyans Fark
Deglgkenler (” - 231) (Il = 241) (n = 68) Kz;{la;;m KT sd KO F P (T:krey)

X S x S x S

Gruplar arast 4.50 2225
Davramigsal 249 .76 268 .75 253 .77 Gruplar igi 30559 537 .57 395 .02 12

Toplam 310.09 539
Gruplar aras1 ~ 11.47 2 574 1-2:
Yapisal 2.83 94 3.08 1.04 2.68 1.08 Gruplarici 53873 537 1.00 5.72 .00
Toplam 550.20 539 23
Gruplar arast1 1195 2 597
Politik 226 1.06 249 1.13 2.07 1.05 Gruplarici 639.79 537 1.19 5.01 .01 2-3
Toplam 651.74 539
Gruplar arasi 2.61 2 1.31
Sistemsel 226 .90 230 .88 2.07 .83 Gruplarici 41843 537 78 1.68 .19
Toplam 421.04 539
Gruplar arasi 6.62 2 3.31 1-2:
Toplam 246 72 265 .74 234 75 Gruplarici 28583 537 .53 622 .00
Toplam 29245 539 23

Tablo 10 incelendiginde dgretmenlerin davranigsal [F (2, 537) = 3.95,p <
.05], yapisal [F (2, 537) = 5.72, p < .05], politik [F (2, 537) = 5.01, p < .05] ve
toplam [F (2, 537) = 6.22, p < .05] boyutlarda yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin yag
degiskenine gore anlamh farklilik gosterdigi goriiliirken sistemsel boyutta yasa-
nan etik ikilemlerin [F (2, 537) = .19, p > .05] yas degiskenine gore anlamli
farklilik gostermedigi goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin davranissal, yapisal, politik
ve toplam boyutta yasadiklari etik ikilemler arasindaki farkliliklarin hangi yas
araliklarinda olustugunu belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Tukey testi sonuglarina
gore davranigsal, yapisal ve toplam boyutlarinda 36-48 yas arasi1 6gretmenler 23-
35 yas aras1 6gretmenlere gore anlamli sekilde daha fazla etik ikilem yasamakta-
dir. Bununla birlikte yapisal, politik ve toplam boyutlarinda 36-48 yas arasi 6gret-
menler 49 yas ve Uizeri 6gretmenlere gore daha fazla etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Bu
bulgu 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin belirli bir yasa kadar arttigina
daha sonrasinda ise azaldigina isaret etmektedir.

Etik Ikilemlerin Kideme Gore Karsiagtirilmast

Miidiir ve miidiir yardimeilarinin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin kidem degiske-
nine gore anlaml farklilik gosterip gostermedigini test etmek amaciyla Kruskal
Wallis H-testi, 6gretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin kidem degiskenine gore
anlamli farklilik gosterip gostermedigini test etmek amaciyla ise tek yonlii var-
yans analizi kullanilmistir. Okul miidiirlerinin yasadiklar: etik ikilemlerin kidem
degiskenine gore Kruskal Wallis H-testi sonuglar1 Tablo 11°de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 11

Okul Miidiirlerinin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Kidem Degiskenine Gore Kruskal

Wallis H-Testi Sonuglan

Degiskenler Kidem (y1l) Sira Ort. sd %2 p
1-10 (n = 3) 13.67

Davranigsal 11-20 (n = 6) 14.92 2 21 .90
21+ (n = 21) 15.93
1-10 (n = 3) 13.17

Yapisal 11-20 (n = 6) 11.58 2 1.98 37
214 (n = 21) 16.95
1-10 (n = 3) 21.50

Politik 1120 (n = 6) 12.00 2 235 31
21+ (n =21) 15.64
1-10 (n = 3) 2433

Sistemsel 11-20 (n = 6) 13.92 2 3.42 18
21+ (n = 21) 14.69
1-10 (n = 3) 18.67

Toplam 1120 (n = 6) 12.17 2 1.32 52
21+ (n = 21) 16.00

Tablo 11°e gore okul midiirlerinin yasadiklari davramigsal [x?(2) = .21,p >
.05], yapisal [%?(2) = 1.98, p > .05], politik [x?(2) = 2.35, p > .05] ve sistemsel [x?
(2) = 3.42, p > .05] etik ikilemler kideme gore anlamli farklilik géstermemekte-
dir. Bununla birlikte okul miidiirlerinin toplam boyutta yasadiklari [x? (2) = 1.32,
p > .05] etik ikilemler de kideme gore anlamli sekilde farklilasmamaktadir. Mii-
diir yardimcilariin yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin kidem degiskenine gore Kruskal
Wallis H-Testi sonuglar1 Tablo 12°de verilmistir.

Tablo 12

Miidiir Yardimcilannin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Kidem Degiskenine Gore

Kruskal Wallis H-Testi Sonuclart

Degiskenler Kidem (y11) Sira Ort. sd %2 p Fark
1-10 (n = 8) 18.94
Davranigsal 11-20 (n = 37) 34.36 2 5.91 .05 1-2
21+ (n = 15) 27.13
1-10 (n = 8) 26.44
Yapisal 11-20 (n = 37) 34.05 2 4.13 13
21+ (n =15) 23.90
1-10 (n = 8) 27.88
Politik 11-20 (n = 37) 32.34 2 1.08 .58
21+ (n =15) 2737
1-10 (n = 8) 19.63
Sistemsel 11-20 (n = 37) 35.23 2 7.55 .02 1-2;2-3
21+ (n = 15) 24.63
1-10 (n = 8) 22.50
Toplam 11-20 (n = 37) 34.65 2 5.52 .06
21+ (n =15) 24.53
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Tablo 12’ye gore miidiir yardimcilarinin yasadiklari davranigsal [x? (2) =
5.91, p < .05] ve sistemsel [}? (2) = 7.55, p < .05] etik ikilemler kideme gore
anlamli sekilde farklilik gosterirken yapisal [x? (2) = .13, p > .05], politik [x? (2)
= .58, p > .05] ve toplam boyutta yasadiklari [x* (2) = .06, p > .05] etik ikilemler
kideme gore anlaml farklilik gostermemektedir. Miidiir yardimcilarinin yagadik-
lar1 davranigsal ve sistemsel boyutlardaki etik ikilemler arasindaki farkliliklarin
hangi kidem gruplarinda meydana geldigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Mann
Whitney U-Testi sonuclarina gére davranigsal boyutta 11-20 yil aras: kideme sa-
hip miidiir yardimcilar: 1-10 y1l arast kideme sahip miidiir yardimcilarina gore
daha fazla etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Bununla birlikte sistemsel boyutta 11-20 yil
arast kideme sahip miidiir yardimeilar: 1-10 yil aras1 kideme sahip midiir yar-
dimcilarindan ve 21 yil ve tizeri kideme sahip miidiir yardimcilarindan daha fazla
etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Bu bulgu 20 kidem yilina kadar artan kidemle birlikte
miidiir yardimcilarinin daha fazla etik ikilem yasadiklarina isaret etmektedir. Sis-
temsel boyutta ise miidiir yardimcilarmin yasadiklar etik ikilemler 20 yila kadar
kidemle artarken 20 yil kidemden sonra artan kidemle azalmaktadir. Ogretmen-
lerin yasadiklar: etik ikilemlerin kidem degiskenine gore betimsel verileri Tablo
13’te verilmistir.

Tablo 13
Ogretmenlerin Yasadiklan Etik Ikilemlerin Kidem Degiskenine Gore ANOVA
Sonuglar

Yas
< 1.1-10yil  2.11-20y1l  3.21+ yil  Varyansin Fark
Degiskenler — '_ )11y (m=189) (n=140) Kaynag KT sd KO F P ey
S S S

Gruplar aras1 ~ 4.14 2 207
Davranigsal 248 .73 269 .78 259 .76 Gruplar ici 305.94 537 .57 3.63 .03 1-2

Toplam 310.08 539
Gruplar aras1 891 2 445

Yapisal 282 93 310 1.04 285 1.07 Gruplarici 54130 537 1.01 442 .01 1-2
Toplam 550.21 539
Gruplar aras1 ~ 1.60 2 .80

Politik 230 1.06 242 1.15 230 1.09 Gruplar ici 650.14 537 121 .66 .52
Toplam 651.74 539

Gruplar arast ~ 1.06 2 52
Sistemsel 226 90 230 .85 219 .91 Gruplarici 419.99 537 .78 .68 51

Toplam 421.05 539
Gruplar arast ~ 3.03 2 1.52

Toplam 247 72 263 75 249 74  Gruplarici 289.42 537 .54 281 .06
Toplam 29245 539

Tablo 13 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin davranissal [F (2, 537) = 3.63,p <
.05] ve yapisal [F (2, 537) = 4.42, p < .05] boyutlarda yasadiklari etik ikilem-
lerin kidem degigkenine gore anlamli farklihk gosterdigi goriiliirken politik [F
(2, 537) = .66, p > .05], sistemsel [F (2, 537) = .68, p > .05] ve toplam [F (2,
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537) = 2.81, p > .05] boyutlarinda yasadiklar etik ikilemlerin kidem degiskenine
gore anlamli farklilik gostermedigi goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin davramgsal ve
yapisal boyutlarda yasadiklari etik ikilemler arasindaki farkliliklarin hangi kidem
araliklarinda olustugunu belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Tukey testi sonuglarina
gore davranigsal ve yapisal boyutlarda 11-20 yil aras1 kideme sahip 6gretmenler
1-10 yil arast kideme sahip 6gretmenlere gore anlamli sekilde daha fazla etik
ikilem yasamaktadir. Bu bulgu 6gretmenlerin yasadiklar: etik ikilemlerin 20 yila
kadar artan kidem birlikte arttigina isaret etmektedir.

Bu calismada okul midiirlerinin yasadiklar: etik ikilem diizeyinin kideme
gore anlaml sekilde degismedigi sonucuna ulagilirken mudir yardimcilarinin
davranigsal ve sistemsel boyutta yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin 11-20 y1l kidem lehi-
ne, benzer sekilde 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilem diizeylerinin de 11-20 y1l
kidem lehine anlamli sekilde degistigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu baglamda 6gret-
menler icin davranigsal ve yapisal diizeyde kidem bakimindan arastirma sonug-
larmin yas bakimindan sonuglarla tutarlilik gosterdigi sdylenebilir. Ogretmenler
i¢in politik ve toplam boyutlar ile miidiir yardimeilari i¢in davranigsal ve sistem-
sel boyutlarda kidem bakimindan sonuglar ile yas bakimindan sonuclar tutarlilik
gostermemektedir. Bunun nedeninin 6gretmenlerin yaslari ile kidemlerinin her
zaman dogru orantili olmamasi oldugu ileri siiriilebilir. Tiirkiye’deki 6gretmen
atama sistemi baglaminda 6gretmenleri 20’li yaslarin baglarinda 6gretmenlige
atanabildigi gibi 30’lu yaslarinda da 0gretmenlige atanabilmektedir. Bu baglam-
da etik ikilem diizeylerinin yas ve kidem degiskenlerine gore incelenmesinde
farkliliklar olabilecegi sOylenebilir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Aragtirma sonuglar1 okul yoneticilerinin ve 0gretmenlerin agirlikli olarak
orta diizeyde etik ikilemler yasadiklarini ortaya koymustur. Alanyazinda okul
yoneticilerinin giinliik olarak etik ve yasal kaygilar yasadiklar1 belirtilmektedir
(Cross, 2013). Bu etik ve yasal kaygilarla birlikte okul yoneticilerinin hedefler,
uygulamalar ve politikalarla kendi etik anlayiglar1 arasinda denge kurmaya calis-
tiklar1 ve bunun da giinliik olarak etik ikilem yasamalarina neden oldugu ifade
edilmektedir (Bass ve Steidlmeier, 1999; Moreno, 2011). Sprouse’un (2009) aras-
tirma sonuclaria gore yoneticiler siklikla etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Bununla bir-
likte etik ikilemler dogasi geregi 6nceden Ongorillememekte ve yoneticilerin etik
ikilemlere anlik olarak cevap vermeleri gerekmektedir. Bahsi gecen arastirmala-
ra gore okul yoneticilerinin siklikla etik ikilem yasadiklar1 yorumu yapilabilir. Bu
caligmada da okul yOneticilerinin orta diizeyde etik ikilem yasadiklar1 sonucuna
ulagilmistir. Bu baglamda okul yoneticilerinin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerin siklig
bakimindan bu calismanin sonuclarinin alanyazinla tutarh oldugu soylenebilir.

Ogretmenlerinyasadiklarietikikilemlereiliskinalanyazinydneticilerle benzer
sekilde Ogretmenlerin siklikla ve genis yelpazede etik ikilemler yasadiklarina
isaret etmektedir. Buna gore Ogretmenlik meslegi karmasik bir yapidadir ve
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ogretmenlerin degerleri ve okul miidiiri, diger 6gretmenler ve 6grencilerle olan
etkilesimleri arasindaki gerilimler ¢ok yonlii etik ikilemler yagamalarina neden
olmaktadir. Buna ek olarak §gretmenlerin kendi vicdanlariyla olan etkilesimleri
de etik ikilem yasamalarina neden olmaktadir (Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2009). Buna
paralel olarak Ehrich ve digerleri (2011) 6gretmenlik mesleginin deger temelli
bir meslek olduguna ve bu nedenle dgretmenlerin giinliik is yasami iginde sik-
likla etik ikilemlerle karsi karstya geldigine isaret etmektedir. Maslovaty (2000)
ise 0gretmenlik mesleginin etik agidan dinamik, yansitici ve karmagik karar ver-
me siireclerini icerdigini ve 0gretmenlerin sinif, okul ve topluluk diizeyinde etik
ikilemlerle karsi karstya kaldiklarini belirtmektedir. S6z konusu caligmalardan
yola cikarak 6gretmenlik mesleginin dogasi geregi karmagik oldugu, 6gretmen-
lerin ayn1 anda 6grencilerin, okul yonetiminin ve okul toplulugunun ihtiyaclari-
na cevap vermelerinin gerektigi, bu cevap verme ¢abas iginde de degerleriyle,
yasalarla ve egitim politikasiyla catismamaya ¢aligtiklar1 yorumu yapilabilir. Bu
baglamda 6gretmenlik mesleginin dogasi geregi etik ikilemleri icinde barmdirdi-
&1 sdylenebilir. Bu calismada 6gretmenlerin orta diizeyde etik ikilem yasadiklar:
sonucuna ulagiimasi baglaminda alanyazinla tutarh oldugu sdylenebilir.

Arastirmanin sonuclaria gore okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenler farkli bo-
yutlardaki etik ikilemlerden farkl diizeyde etkilenmektedir. Davranigsal boyutta
ogretmenler daha yiiksek diizeyde etik ikilemle karsilasmaktadir. Bununla bir-
likte yapisal, politik ve sistemsel boyutlarla genel etik ikilem yagsama boyutunda
okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenler ayni diizeyde etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Okul
yoneticilerinin ve 0gretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlere temel tegkil eden
kritik olaylar gorevlerinin dogasi geregi farkliliklar gostermektedir. Yoneticile-
rin yasadiklar1 yapisal etik ikilemlere grup kararlarinin uygulanmasi, okul ala-
ninin kontrolil, zamanin ve kaynaklarin etkin kullanilmasi temel tegkil ederken
ogretmenlerin yasadiklari yapisal etik ikilemlere daha ¢ok okul yOnetiminin al-
dig1 kararlarin niteligi ve Ogretmenlerin degerleri ile okul kiltiiriinlin ve yapi-
sal ozelliklerinin ¢atigmasi temel teskil etmektedir (Catacutan ve de Guzman,
2016; Dowd, 2012; Ehrich vd., 2012; Walker ve Dimmock, 2000; Pope vd., 2009;
Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011). Bununla birlikte okul yoneticilerinin politik boyutta
yasadiklari etik ikilemlere st diizey yoneticilerin kararlara tesir etmeye calisma-
lar1 ve ayricalik istekleri (Catacutan ve de Guzman, 2016) temel teskil ederken
benzer sekilde 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari politik ikilemlere de yoneticilerin ve ve-
lilerin kararlara ve uygulamalara tesir etme cabalari, ayricalik istekleri, cikar ¢a-
tismalari ve gerceklerin yanlis beyani temel teskil etmektedir (Dowd, 2012; Hel-
ton ve Ray, 2009). Sistemsel boyutta ise yoneticiler ve dgretmenler ortak olarak
standartlagma, yasalar ve politikalar konusunda etik ikilem yasarken yOneticiler
ogretmenlerden farkli olarak biirokratik denetim, hesapverebilirlik ve hiyerarsi
konusunda, 6gretmenler ise yoneticilerden farkl olarak firsat esitligi konularin-
da etik ikilem yasamaktadir (Helton ve Ray, 2006; Husu, 2001; Middlewood ve
Cardano, 2001; Rosano vd., 2005). Bu baglamda alanyazina gore goreli olarak
okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin yapisal, politik ve sistemsel diizeyde benzer
konularda etik ikilemler yasadiklari sOylenebilir.
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Alanyazinda okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin yagadiklar: davranigsal etik
ikilemler incelendiginde diger boyutlardakilerle paralel sekilde yasadiklar: dav-
ranigsal etik ikilemlerin de benzer oldugu dikkat cekmektedir. Buna gore ogret-
menler davranigsal boyutta 6grencilerin sirlarinin saklanmasi, diger 6gretmenle-
rin dgrencilere olumsuz davraniglari, velilerin inanglari, 6gretmenlerin ayrimci
davraniglari, 6grencilere karst merhamet ile tutarlilik arasindaki ¢atismalar, di-
ger ¢alisanlarin siipheli davraniglari, 6grencilerin istenmeyen davraniglarinin ve-
lilere iletilmesi ve diger 6gretmenlerin yetersizlikleri ve ihmalleri konularinda
etik ikilem yasarken (Campbell, 2000; Helton ve Ray, 2006; Husu, 2001; Pope
vd., 2009; Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011) okul yoneticileri diiriist olmayan akademik
davraniglar, 6grencilere yonelik uygun olmayan davraniglar, 6grencilere ve 0g-
retmenlere disiplin cezasi verilmesi, 6gretmen 6grenci catigmalari, veli gruplar
arasindaki ¢atismalar ile 6gretmen ve 6grencilerin korunmasi konularinda etik
ikilem yasamaktadir (Catacutan ve de Guzman, 2016; Crowson, 1989; Ehrich vd.,
2012; Kirby vd., 1992; Pontiff, 2007). S6z konusu ¢alismalardan hareketle hem
okul yoneticilerinin hem de 0gretmenlerin yasadiklar1 davranigsal etik ikilemle-
rin diger 0gretmenler, dgrenciler ve veliler temelinde gergeklestigi sdylenebilir.
Ancak gorevlerinin dogasi geregi 6gretmenlerin hem diger 6gretmenlerle hem
ogrencilerle hem de velilerle yoneticilere gore daha fazla iligki kurduklar: ileri
stiriilebilir. Okulun i¢ ve dis ¢evresindeki insanlarla iligkili olan etik ikilemler
davranigsal boyutta ele alinmaktadir (Catacutan ve de Guzman, 2016). Bu bag-
lamda 6gretmenlerin davranigsal boyutta daha fazla etik ikilem yagamalarinin
nedeninin paydaslarla daha fazla iliski kurmalar1 oldugu ileri siiriilebilir.

S6z konusu bu aragtirmanin sonuclaria gore okul yoneticilerinin ve 6gret-
menlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemler cinsiyete gore anlamli sekilde farklilagma-
maktadir. Bagka bir anlatimla kadin ve erkek yoneticiler ve 0gretmenler tiim
boyutlarda esit diizeyde etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Dowd’un (2012) arastirma
sonuglar1 6gretmenlerin yasadiklari etik ikilemlerde role sahip oldugu diisiinii-
len degiskenlerden olan kisisel ve dini degerlerin, kiiltiirel bakis acisinin, etik
kodlarin ve yasalara bakigin kadin ve erkek dgretmenlerde esit diizeyde olduguna
isaret etmektedir. Bununla birlikte bahsi gecen arastirma bu arastirmanin
sonuglariyla tutarli olmayan bir sekilde kadin 6gretmenlerin Orgiit misyonundan
ve etik teorilerinden erkeklere gore daha fazla etkilendiklerine isaret etmektedir.
Cross’un (2013) aragtirma sonuglari ise bu ¢aligmanin sonuglariyla paralel sekilde
yoneticilerin etik ikilemler karsisindaki etik cevaplarinin cinsiyete gore anlamli
sekilde farklilasmadigina isaret etmektedir.

Her ne kadar yukarida bahsi gecen arastirmalarin sonuglart bu ¢alismanin
sonuclariyla paralellik gosterse de Haines ve Leonard’in (2007) arastirma sonug-
lar1 bu ¢alismanin tersine cinsiyetin etik karar vermede 6nemli bir etken oldugu-
na isaret etmektedir. Buna gore kadinlarla erkeklerin etik karar alma siirecinde
inanclari ve tutumlari1 anlamli farklilik gostermektedir. Kadinlarin ahlaki inanc-
lar1 davranigsal niyetlerini belirleme stirecinde degismeden kalmakta ve bu ah-
laki inan¢ davramsin itici giicii olmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin cinsiyete gore rolleri
ve tutumlari incelendiginde Tiirkiye’de 6gretmen adaylar tizerinde gerceklesti-
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rilen bir arastirmanin sonuglarma goére 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretmenlik mes-
legine yonelik tutumlar cinsiyete gore degismemektedir (Demirtas, Comert ve
Ozer, 2011). Bagka bir aragtirmanin sonuglarma gore ise kadin 6gretmen aday-
lar1 erkeklere gore 0gretmenlik meslegine karsi daha olumlu tutum i¢indedir.
S6z konusu aragtirmada bunun nedenin ise Tiirkiye’de 6gretmenlik mesleginin
kadmlara daha cok yakistirilmasi algisinin olabilecegine isaret edilmigtir (Capri
ve Celikkaleli, 2008). Bu baglamda alanyazinin yoneticilerin ve 6gretmenlerin
etik degerlendirmelerinin, inanc¢lariin ve meslege karsi tutumlarinin cinsiyete
gore hem degistigine hem degismedigine isaret ettigi sdylenebilir. S6z konusu
bu arastirmada yoOneticilerin yasadiklar: etik ikilemler cinsiyete gore farkliik
gostermemektedir. Bunun bir nedeni olarak kiiltiirel farkliliklara isaret edilebilir.
Bu arastirmanin gergeklestirildigi Ankara evreninde kadinlarin ve erkeklerin
gorevleriyle iligkili olarak cinsiyetlere yiikledikleri anlamlarin benzer olmasinin
yasadiklari etik ikilem diizeylerinin de esit olmasina neden oldugu yorumu goreli
olarak yapilabilir.

Bu ¢alismanin sonuglarina gore okul yoneticilerinin yasadiklar: etik ikilem
diizeyi yaslarina gore degismezken ogretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilem diizeyi
orta yas lehine anlaml sekilde degismektedir. Alanyazinda yapilan detayh tara-
malarda okul yoneticilerinin ve 0gretmenlerin yasadiklar etik ikilem diizeyi ile
yas iligkisini inceleyen calismaya rastlanmamakla birlikte Cross™un (2013) arastir-
ma sonuglar1 bazi ipuglart sunmaktadir. Buna gore egitim yoneticilerinin yaglari
arttikga etik cevap verme diizeyleri de artmaktadir. Ancak bu aragtirmada yone-
ticilerin yaglariyla birlikte yasadiklar: etik ikilem diizeyinin degismemesi bagla-
minda arastirma sonuglari tutarlilik gostermemektedir. Benzer sekilde Shapiro
ve Stetkovich (2011) egitimcilerin kararlarinin yas, cinsiyet ve irk degiskenlerin-
den etkilendigini belirtmektedir. Bu arastirmada da 6gretmenlerin etik ikilem
diizeyleri yasla birlikte degismekte ve orta yag grubunda bulunan 6gretmenler
daha cok etik ikilem yasamaktadir. Sahin-Firat ve Acikgdz’iin (2012) arastirma
sonuglar1 6gretmenlerin sahip olduklari bazi degerlerin yasa gore degistigine isa-
ret etmektedir. Buna gore 0gretmenlerin basartya dontik degerleri orta yas gru-
bunda azalirken, uyarihim degerleri orta ve iist yas grubunda azalmaktadir. Uyma
degeri ise Ust yag grubunda daha fazladir. Buradan hareketle alt yas grubunda
ogretmenlerin duygusal ve diisiinsel belirsizliklerinin daha fazla oldugu, st yas
grubundaki 6gretmenlerin ise Orgiitiin geleneklerine daha baglh olduklari ifade
edilebilir. Bu baglamda degerler acisindan 0gretmenlerin erken yaslarda daha
acik bir tutum sergiledikleri ileri yaslarda ise daha duyarsiz bir tutum sergiledik-
leri sOylenebilir. Erken yaslarda 6gretmenlerin acik bir yap1 gosteren degerleriyle
catisma iceren durumlar1 daha kararh bir sekilde ¢ozdiikleri, ileri yaslarda ise
daha duyarsiz bir yap1 gosteren degerleri ile Orglitsel yapiya uymay tercih ettik-
leri ve deger gatismasi yasamadiklar1 yorumu yapilabilir. Orta yas grubu ise bu
temel degerler arasinda gegcis yaslarini olusturmaktadir. Bu baglamda orta yas
grubundaki 6gretmenlerin daha fazla deger catismasi dolayisiyla da daha fazla
etik ikilem yagamasinin alanyazinla tutarl oldugu ileri siiriilebilir.
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Aragtirma sonuclart orta diizeyde kideme sahip miidiir yardimcilarinin
davranigsal ve sistemsel boyutlarda, orta diizeyde kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin
davranigsal ve yapisal boyutlarda daha fazla etik ikilem yasadiklarina isaret et-
mistir. Ogretmenlik ve yoneticilik meslegi acisindan klasik paradigmaya gore
kidemin yapilan igin kalitesini artiracag: diisiiniilmektedir. Ayrica deneyimin
fazla olmasmin 6gretim yetenegini artiracagl ve dolayisiyla egitimin etkililigini
artiracagiyine bu paradigma tarafindan isaret edilmektedir (Creemers, Kyriakides
ve Antoniou, 2013). Bu baglamda klasik paradigma acisindan diistiniildiigtinde
yOneticilerin ve 0gretmenlerin artan kidemle birlikte niteliklerinin de artmasi
buna bagl olarak da daha etkili karar verme mekanizmalar: kullanarak daha az
etik ikilem yagsamalar1 beklenebilir. Rice (2010) bircok 6rgiitiin ¢alisanlarin artan
kidemle birlikte bilgisinin, becerisinin ve iiretkenliginin arttigini distindigiini
belirtmektedir. Ancak deneyimin Ogretmenligin ilk yillarinda etkili bir
faktor oldugu ve basar1 ve degerler baglaminda parabolik bir yapr gosterdigi
belirtilmektedir. Buradan hareketle 6gretmenlikte etki ve degerler bakimindan
diistik ve yiiksek kidemin benzer Ozelikler gosterdigi orta diizeyde kidemin ise
farklilik gosterdigi yorumu yapilabilir.

Cross’un (2013) arastirma sonuglari egitim yoneticilerinin etik ikilemlere
verdikleri etik cevap diizeylerinin artan kidemle birlikte belirli bir diizeye kadar
azaldigina belirli bir diizeyden sonra ise arttigina isaret etmektedir. Bu baglamda
yoneticilerin etik cevap verme diizeylerinin bu ¢alismayla paralel sekilde degistigi
ifade edilebilir. Bagka bir anlatimla diigiik ve yiiksek kideme sahip yoneticiler
orta dlizeyde kideme sahip yoneticilere gore etik ikilemler karsisinda daha ytik-
sek diizeyde etik cevap vermektedir. Bu baglamda daha Once bahsi gectigi gibi
orta dlizeyde kideme sahip miidiir yardimcilar1 ve 0gretmenlerin daha yiliksek
diizeyde etik ikilem yasamasinin nedeninin kisilerin deger sistemlerinin artan
kidemle degismesi ve orta diizeyde kideme sahip kisilerin bu deger degisimi sira-
sinda yasadiklar1 ¢atismalar olabilecegi soylenebilir.

Alanyazin etik ikilemlerin kisiler tizerinde olumsuz psikolojik sonuclar1 ol-
duguna isaret etmektedir. Bununla birlikte etik ikilemleri etkin sekilde ¢cozeme-
menin birey ve orgiit tizerinde olumsuz etkileri olmaktadir. Bu baglamda etik
ikilemlerin yasanmadan 6ntline ge¢menin en iyi ¢0ziim stratejisi oldugu sdylene-
bilir. Buradan hareketle etik ikilemlerin coziimlenmesi dnemli goriilmektedir.
Bu calismada etik ikilemler baz1 demografik degiskenler acisindan ele alinmaistir.
Arastirma sonuclarina gore okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenler agirlikli olarak orta
duzeyde etik ikilemler yasamaktadir. Yasanan etik ikilemleri azaltmak baglamin-
da MEB tarafindan 6gretmenlik meslegi ve okul yoneticiligi icin etik standartla-
rin belirlenmesinin ve bu etik standartlarin 6gretmenlere ve yoneticilere saglikli
bir sekilde aktarilmasinin, kamu okullarina pratik sekilde kullanilabilir bir biitce
ayrilmasinin, mevzuatin acik, anlasilir ve istikrarli hale getirilmesinin, 6zel 6g-
retim kurumlarda yapilan denetimlerin daha acik bir sekilde paydaslarla pay-
lagilmasinin, okul yoneticilerine 6gretmenlere izin yetkisi verilmesinin, mesleki
gelisimi somut sekilde tesvik edilmesinin ve yonetici gorevlendirmelerinde somut
kriterler kullanilmasinin saglanmasinin faydali olacagi sdylenebilir. Bununla bir-
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likte etik ikilemlerle psikolojik degiskenlerin iligkilerini ele alan nicel calismalar
ile farkli egitim kademelerinde yasanan etik ikilemlerin nedenlerini inceleyen
nitel ¢aligmalar alanyazina katki saglayabilir.
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