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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to investigate the level of secondary school teachers’ adherence to ethical
principles in educational assessment with respect to various variables. Descriptive survey design
was adopted as the research design. The study was conducted on 601 teachers who were
selected by simple random sampling from the secondary schools in the central districts of
Diyarbakir in the 2017-2018 educational year. “Adherence to Ethical Principles in Educational
Assessment Scale” which was constructed by Alkharusi (2016) and adapted into Turkish by ilhan,
Guler and Kinay (2017) was used to gather data from the participants. The accuracy of the data
set was checked with descriptive statistics and three participants were found to be extreme
values, resulting in an overall sample of 598. Descriptive statistics was carried out by obtaining
minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation values for the total scores of the individuals
in the data set. After descriptive analyses, one-way analysis of variance and independent samples
t-test were run for comparison of the mean scores. According to the results of the study, it was
concluded that there was highly adherence to the ethical principles in educational assessments
among teachers. Additionally, it was found that teaching specialty areas significantly influenced
the level of teachers’ adherence to ethical principles, but it did not vary as a function of gender
and teaching experience.
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INTRODUCTION

The high-stakes examination system in Turkey has served as the key selection tool for the limited number of
government positions and elite schools. Our education system, thus, has been largely organized around the
preparation for these tests. As high-stakes examinations are considered to be the main determinant of
students’ success, Turkish people have traditionally attached great importance to them. However, it is quiet
important not to underestimate the influence of classroom assessment on students’ achievements. Classroom
assessments have a tremendous impact on students (Crooks, 1988: 439) and consume a significant part of
teachers' professional time (Pope, 2006: 25). Furthermore, Dorr-Bremme and Herman (1986: 104) emphasizes
that classroom assessment practices play at least as an important role in influencing and shaping students'

future educational, professional and social opportunities as standardized tests.

Educational assessment entails sampling student learning in a given domain under certain conditions
(Wickwire, 2003: 352). It is a process of collecting and organizing data from deliberate activities that serve as
evidence whether learning objectives are met by students based on stated criteria (Lamprianou & Athanasou,
2009: 3). Classroom assessment activities include tasks such as teacher-made exams, curriculum-embedded
tests, oral exams and a wide variety of other performance activities that constitute an indispensable part of
students’ learning pathways (Crooks, 1988: 439). The format, administration, scoring method, duration and all

other variables of these assessment tools are designed by the teachers (Dorr-Bremme & Herman, 1986: 65).

With the information gathered through educational assessment, teachers are able to enhance and advance
their teaching and learning experience (Wickwire, 2003: 352), identify children with specific learning difficulties
and determine the nature of the support they need (Atim, 2012: 1). Assessments may also serve to observe
students’ performances and judge the quality of curriculum and instruction (Dorr-Bremme & Herman, 1986:
29), determine the pace of teaching according to students' prior knowledge and make decisions such as
promotion and retention (Rudman, 1989: 1-2). However, teachers' competencies are of great significance for
the effectiveness of the teaching and learning; otherwise, students will not achieve the desired learning

outcomes (Koloi-Keaikitse, 2016: 121).

The majority of teachers’ knowledge and skill levels in the area of measurement and assessment have been
found to be below standards in various studies (Cakan, 2004; Erdemir, 2007; Giil, 2011; Karaca, 2004; Kilmen,
Kosterelioglu & Kosterelioglu, 2007; Sata, 2016; Temel, 1991; Volante & Fazio, 2007). According to Guskey
(2003: 7), few teachers receive adequate formal training related to assessment of students' learning. Stiggins
(2002: 6) also argued that teacher candidates rarely had the opportunity to learn how to utilize assessment as a
tool to promote teaching and learning in teacher training programs. In addition to this, measurement and
assessment courses in teacher education focus on helping teacher candidates understand the function of
assessment for instructional purposes and teacher candidates are expected to be acquainted with only basic

concepts in measurement and evaluation (Koloi-Keaikitse, 2016: 109). It can, therefore, be argued that
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teachers have to improve their assessment skills through in-service courses, the assistance of colleagues or by

trial-and-error (Lamprianou & Athanasou, 2009: 1).

It is broadly seen that teachers are on their own in their classroom assessment practices (Gullickson, 1984:
247). Many studies have shown that the teacher is the one who decides the ethicality of the assessment
practices (Cirlan, 2017: 3). Brookhart (2004) describes this situation by stating that each class has an
assessment character or environment which is shaped by teacher's practices, beliefs and attitudes in their
teaching (Alkharusi, 2008: 245). Dorr-Bremme and Herman (1986:4) also argues that teachers' assessment
practices are shaped according to the practical circumstances of teaching. As a result, it can be said that a

variety of unethical and non-standard behaviour can inevitably arise in assessment processes.

Ethics in classroom assessment address the behaviour or rules that educators are expected to follow during
assessment practices (Johnson, Green, Kim & Pope, 2008: 521). Wickwire (2003: 353) states that these ethical
principles and standards emphasize the integrity of assessments and associates them with concepts such as
quality, competency, need, appropriateness, meaningfulness, authenticity, accuracy, clarity, equity of
opportunity and outcomes. Some important ethical issues associated with assessments are listed as follows:
assessing students properly, grading students equally, not putting students in a disadvantageous position,
making assessment useful for students and respecting their confidentiality or privacy (Lamprianou &

Athanasou, 2009: 9).

Assessment is a process of using certain tasks to provide information that learning has occurred, to document
information about the achievement, skills and abilities of an individual, or even to provide information to
assess the effectiveness of our own teaching and improve our teaching methods (Lamprianou & Athanasou,
2009: 10). Classroom assessment is also an inherently ethical activity (Pope, 2006: 25). As nature of teacher-
student relationship in classrooms places the students in a dependent position, teaching must involve ethical
decision-making (Colnerud, 1997: 627). Assessment results that do not accurately reflect student knowledge
and abilities may cause serious educational harm to the students. The trust between teachers and students can
be weakened due to assessments viewed by the students as unfair or unreasonable (Green, Johnson, Kim &
Pope, 2007: 1009). Mertler (2017: 4) claims that even if you are one of the world’s most creative, engaging and
competent educators, but if you are unable to accurately measure what your students know or have learned,

you are acting unjustly to them.

In recent years, classroom assessment has attracted a lot of attention of the academic communities due to
current concerns about the classroom assessment (Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003: 323). It is also obviously seen
that the importance given to classroom assessment has increased with the requirements of recent educational
regulations in our country and this requires considering the quality of classroom assessments and the ethical
principles in classroom assessment. Some “minor” unethical behaviour considered acceptable by teachers may

have “huge” impacts on students' future educational, professional and social opportunities. Furthermore,
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according to Ulusoy (2019: 214), personality and behaviours of teachers have a significant role in shaping

students’ characters.

As it is crucial to ensure that teachers are well-equipped with the skills and knowledge necessary to assess
students fairly and appropriately, this study aims to investigate to what extent the teachers’ assessment
practices are in line with ethical principles in terms of various variables. Therefore, answers to the following

guestions were sought in this study:

1. What is the level of teachers’ adherence to the ethical principles in educational assessment?
2. Is there a significant difference in levels of adherence to the ethical principles based on gender,

teaching experience and teaching specialty areas?
METHOD
Research Design

Descriptive survey design was adopted as the research design to obtain data from teachers to investigate their
level of adherence to ethical principles in educational assessment. Descriptive survey model aims to describe a
phenomenon that currently exists or existed in the past under its own circumstances (Karasar, 2008: 77). The
current status of teachers’ in educational assessment is investigated in this study and it can, therefore, be said

the design selected is the most suitable one for this study.
Population and Sample

The study population consisted of 4346 teachers who were working in public secondary schools in the central
districts of Diyarbakir in the 2017-2018 educational year. As it was not possible to gather data from the entire
population due to barriers such as time, accessibility and cost, a sample size that would ensure the
representativeness of the sample to the population was selected. The study was conducted on 601 teachers
who were selected by simple random sampling from the secondary schools. The accuracy of the data set was
checked with descriptive statistics. Three participants were found to be extreme values and were not included
in the sample, resulting in an overall sample of 598. Demographic characteristics of the participant teachers are

presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Variables

Variables N %
Female 294 49.16
Gender
Male 304 50.84
Total 598 100
1-5yrs 169 28.26

Teaching Experience
6-10 yrs 187 31.27
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11-15 yrs 150 25.08
16 yrs and above 92 15.38

Total 598 100
Science & Mathematics 221 36.96
Teaching Social Studies 107 17.89
Py AR sl Education 83 1388
Languages 187 31.27

Total 598 100

According to Table 1, 294 (49.16) of the participant teachers were female and 304 (50.84) of them were male.
With regard to number of years in teaching experience, 169 teachers (28.26) had been working as teachers
between 1-5 years; 187 teachers (31.27) had been working as teachers between 6-10 years; 150 teachers
(25.08) had been working as teachers between 11-15 years and 92 of them (15.38) had been working as
teachers 16 years and above. With respect to teaching specialty areas, 221 (36.96) were science & mathematics
teachers; 107 (17.89) were social studies teachers; 83 (13.88) were art, music and physical education teachers

and 187 (31.27) were language teachers.

Data Collection Tool

“Adherence to Ethical Principles in Educational Assessment Scale” which was constructed by Alkharusi (2016)
and adapted into Turkish by ilhan et al. (2017) was used as data collection tool in this study. The scale consists
of 10 items which are supposed to be rated based on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “no adherence” to
“full adherence”. The teachers were required to show the level of their adherence to the principles on the
scale. The high mean score obtained from the scale is considered to be the indicator of high adherence to
ethical principles (ilhan et al., 2017: 788). Data collection tool is also comprised of questions about
demographical characteristics of the respondents which include gender, teaching experience and teaching
specialty areas. Cronbach's alpha value was measured to test the internal consistency of measure and it was

found to be reliable with a value of .729 for this study.

Data Analysis

The aim of this study was to investigate whether or not the level of teachers’ adherence to the ethical
principles varied depending on the variables such as gender, teaching experience and teaching specialty areas.
Firstly, the preliminary analysis was run to ensure the appropriateness of the data for further statistical
analysis. Descriptive statistics were used to check data for data entry errors or missing values and analysis of
the extreme values was performed. The results indicated that there was no data missing in the data set. Three
participants were found to be extreme values and were not included the analyses, resulting in an overall

sample of 598. Descriptive statistics was carried out by obtaining minimum, maximum, mean and standard
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deviation values for the total scores of the individuals in the data set. After descriptive analyses, one-way

analysis of variance and independent samples t-test were intended to be run for comparison of the mean

scores of groups. In order to use parametric tests, samples are necessary to meet various assumptions such as

normal distribution of dataset and homogeneity of the variances (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). The normality

of distribution was checked using graphic methods, the skewness and kurtosis values, hypothesis testing and

the variables were found to be normally distributed. Besides the normality assumption, the assumption of

homogeneity of variance was also examined. Levene's test showed that the homogeneity of variance

assumption was met for each variable. Therefore, it was concluded that it would be appropriate to use

independent samples t-test and analysis of variance for the data analysis process.

FINDINGS

Findings about the Level of Teachers’ Adherence to the Ethical Principles

Table 2. The Level of Teachers’ Adherence to the Ethical Principles

N Min.

Max.

SD

598 29.00

50.00

4.74

According to Table 2, the minimum score was found to be 29.00 and the maximum score was 50.00. The mean

was 44.42 and the standard deviation was found to be 4.74.

Findings about the Teachers' Adherence to the Ethical Principles Regarding Gender Variable

Tablo 3. Results of Independent t Test Results for Gender Variable

N X SD t P
Female 294 44.24 4.84 -.912 596 .362
Male 304 44.60 4.65

(p=.362 > .05)

According to Table 3, it can be seen that the mean scores of male teachers (X = 44.60, SD= 4.65) were slightly

higher than those of female teachers (X = 44.24, SD= 4.84). Independent t-test was used to determine whether

this difference was statistically significant. Analysis results showed there were no significant differences

between the female and male teachers’ mean scores t(598) =-.912, p > .05.

Findings about the Level of Teachers' Adherence to the Ethical Principles Regarding Teaching Experience

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics Regarding Teaching Experience

N X SD SE Min. Max.
1-5yrs 169 44.08 4.90 .38 29.00 50.00
6-10 yrs 187 44.11 4.48 .33 30.00 50.00
11-15yrs 150 44.96 491 .40 30.00 50.00
16 yrs and above 92 44.80 4.65 .48 30.00 50.00
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Total 598 44.42 4.74 .19 29.00 50.00

According to Table 4, it can be observed that the mean scores vary by years of teaching experience. The one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for the statistical significance of differences and the results

are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Results of one-way ANOVA with Respect to Teaching Experience.

Source of Sum of df Mean £
Variation Squares Square P
Between 94.87 3.00 31.62 141 239
Groups
Within 13330.94 594.00 22.44
Groups
Total 1342581  597.00
(p=.239 > .05)

Analysis results showed that teaching experience had no statistically significant influence on teachers'

adherence to ethical principles F(3. 598) = 1.41, p > .05.

Findings about the Level of Teachers' Adherence to the Ethical Principles Regarding Teaching Specialty Areas

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics Regarding Teaching Specialty Areas

N X SD SE Min. Max.
Science & Mathematics 221 43.84 4.75 .32 29.00 50.00
Social Studies 107 4414 4.27 41 32.00 50.00
Music, Art,
Physical Education 83 45.59 5.15 .57 30.00 50.00
Languages 187 44.75 4.71 .34 30.00 50.00
Total 598 44.42 4.74 .19 29.00 50.00

According to Table 6, it can be seen that the mean scores vary by teaching specialty areas. The one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for the statistical significance of differences and the results are

presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Results of one-way ANOVA with Respect to Teaching Specialty Areas

Source of Sum of Mean
. df F P
Variation Squares Square
Between 218.02 300 7267 327  .021%
Groups
Within 13207.79  594.00 22.24
Groups
Total 13425.81  597.00

(*p=.021 < .05)

The results of analyses revealed that teaching specialty areas had a significant influence on the level of
teachers’ adherence to ethical principles F(3. 598) = 3.27, p < .05. The Scheffe test was used to identify pairs of

means which differed significantly. The results revealed that music, art and physical education teachers (X =
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45,59) showed higher levels of adherence to ethical principles than those of mathematics and science (X =

43,84).
DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to investigate the level of secondary school teachers’ adherence to the ethical
principles in educational assessments. According to the findings, it can be concluded that there was highly
adherence to the ethical principles in educational assessments among teachers. This result may be due to the
fact that high-stakes testing has huge impact on our education system and this may lead to assessing students
properly and helping in preventing possible ethical violations. Several studies have likewise shown that
teachers had a high sense of efficacy about their assessment capabilities (Akbas, 2018; Alkharusi, 2016; Celebi
& Akbag, 2012; Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007; Mabagala, Mwisukha, Wanderi, & Muindi, 2012; Toprakgi, Bozpolat
& Buldur, 2010). For instance, according to a study conducted by Acar-Erdol and Yildizli (2018: 2165), a great

majority of teachers were found to believe that they did not see the need for the assessment training.

On the other hand, in some studies, participants were presented with various scenarios in which they were

|H |Ir

asked to rate them as “ethical” or “unethical”. The findings obtained from these studies showed that teachers
held significantly different approaches to educational assessment and they had split opinions regarding their
practices in some scenarios. One example is the study by Green et al. (2007) showed that nearly half of
teachers adopted different approaches for the scenarios presented. Based on the results of this study, Green et
al. (2007) concluded that assessment is a field of practice that is away from common practices. In another
study conducted by Johnson et al. (2008), teachers’ approaches showed diversity in handling with ethical issues
in their assessment practices. Liu, Johnson and Fan (2016) investigated the viewpoints of pre-service teachers
in the United States and China about ethical assessment practices and it was found that there was no global
consensus about the ethical assessment practices. The results obtained from these studies clearly indicate that
there is no wide agreement among teachers about the fair assessment practices. Thus, can it be concluded that
teachers really take ethical principles into consideration in their assessment practices or can it be explained by
other reasons? A study conducted by Turkish Education Association (2009: 58) on “Teacher Competencies”
revealed that teachers were found to feel highly self-efficacious in their abilities, varying from 90 percent to 98

percent. Noting that this result was questionable, it was implied that it might be due to the lack of self-

awareness about their professional developmental needs.

Teachers’ assessment practices and assessment skills are interrelated to each other but both have own
attributes; while the former is used as a general concept to refer to assessment activities, the latter reflects the
perceptions of teachers’ ability to conduct classroom assessment practices. This may explain why, even if they
are incompetent to perform assessment practices properly, they consider their assessment skills as good
(Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003: 326). Wickwire (2003: 350), in this regard, stated that “peer beliefs and
behaviours, and institutional encouragement and enforcement, are influential in decision making, but the final

decision rests with the individual and his or her capacity, nature, and degree of subscribed obligation”. Temel
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(1991: 26) also suggested that the reason why teachers claim that they accurately assess and grade student
work can originate from their lack of knowledge in measurement and evaluation. Gézen (2014: 715) also
claimed that simply being aware of ethical rules does not mean a teacher follows these rules when assessing

students’ performances.

The data analysis did not show significant differences about teachers’ adherence to the ethical principles in
relation to gender variable. Onen (2014: 96) reaching similar findings speculated that teachers spend many
hours in their schools in close contact with their colleagues; therefore, they influence each other's beliefs and
they are likely to develop more similar attitudes over time. Likewise, Colnerud (1997: 630) argues that teachers
have to conform to the norms prescribing what is important and appropriate in their own group, which puts
teachers under pressure to stick to collegial loyalty. Serwinek (1992: 562) has similarly argued that social
forces, in recent years, have a great impact on narrowing perceptual differences between genders in their
ethical conduct. However, conflicting results have been obtained from various studies regarding the role of
gender in ethical decision making. While some studies have found no difference in gender-related responses to
ethical issues (Akbas, 2018; Alkharusi, 2011; Cizek, Fitzgerald & Rachor, 1996; Celebi & Akbag, 2012; Onen,
2014; Toprakgi et al., 2010), others have found that differences are often in favor of women (Alkharusi, 2016;

Callan, 1992; Forte, 2004; Ozyer & Azizoglu, 2010; Sweeney, Arnold & Pierce, 2010).

In relation to teaching experience, results indicated that there were no statistically significant differences about
teachers’ adherence to ethical principles. This finding is in line with previous studies that have indicated that
teaching experience had no significant influence on teachers' adherence to ethical principles (Akbas, 2018;
Cirlan, 2017; Cizek et al., 1996; Celebi & Akbag, 2012; Green et al., 2007; Kaplan, 2007; Onen, 2014; Zhang &
Burry-Stock, 2003). Stiggins (1995: 252) stated that the assessment competency could only be achieved
through professional development. Likewise, Zhang and Burry-Stock (2003: 334) argues that, regardless of
teaching experience, assessment competency of teachers can be improved by measurement and assessment
training. On the other hand, Koloi-Keaikitse (2016: 110) argues that one of the factors that influence the
teachers’ assessment practices is the practice of implementing similar assessment methods used when they
were students. This may limit teachers' assessment capabilities irrespective of their teaching experience.
However, there are also studies which have shown that as teaching experience increases, teachers tend to
behave more ethically (Alkharusi, 2011; Alkharusi, 2016; Erdemir, 2007; Toprak¢l et al., 2010). As Carr
(2006:172) points out there is no doubt that every profession is likely to adopt some moral constraints on their
conduct; however, some professions demand higher ethical standards compared to the others and teaching is
one of those professions. Therefore, teachers are expected to be mindful of their responsibility as a role model
(Elkatmis, 2019: 63). Consequently, it is fair enough to say that experienced teachers’ knowledge of what ethics
is and how to apply it in their classrooms will aid them in making the best decision when ethical dilemmas arise

in daily classroom practices.
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In relation to teaching specialty areas, the results of the study showed that teaching specialty areas had a
significant influence on the level of teachers’ adherence to ethical principles. This result supports the studies
conducted by Alkharusi (2011) and Zhang and Burry-Stock (2003) who drew the conclusion from their studies
that teachers' assessment practices substantially reflects the content area they teach. The result indicated that
teaching specialty areas such as music, art and physical education were reported to have higher levels of
adherence to ethical principles than science and mathematics teachers. However, the previous studies have
found conflicting results. While some studies have found statistically significant differences on the teachers'
adherence to the ethical principles based on teaching specialty areas (Alkharusi, 2016; Cambay & Kazang, 2018;
Gul, 2011; Karaca, 2004; Kilmen et al.,, 2007; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003), other studies have found no
significant difference (Akbas, 2018; Alkharusi, 2011; Celebi & Akbag, 2012; Erdemir, 2007).

RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings of present study showed that teachers’ educational assessment practices were in line with the
ethical principles. However, as discussed before, having the knowledge of ethical principles may not
necessarily mean that a teacher knows how to fairly assess students’ performance. Therefore, it is
recommended to hold in-service trainings to integrate ethical dimensions of assessment into teachers’
professional competence. Furthermore, measurement and evaluation courses in teacher training programs
should address practical issues regarding the ethical principles in educational assessment. Additionally,
different data collection methods such as classroom observation and interviews may be used to gain a broader

insight into teachers’ assessment competence and practices.
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ORTAOKULLARDA GOREV YAPAN OGRETMENLERIN EGITIMSEL
DEGERLENDIRMELERDE ETiK iLKELERE BAGLILIK DUZEYLERiINiIN iNCELENMESi

(0
Bu arastirmanin amaci, ortaokul 6gretmenlerinin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere
baghlk dizeylerini cesitli degiskenlere gore incelemektir. Arastirma yontemi olarak betimsel
tarama modeli benimsenmistir. Arastirma, 2017-2018 egitim-6gretim yilinda Diyarbakir ili merkez
ilcelerindeki ortaokul 6gretmenlerinden basit seckisiz 6rnekleme yoluyla secilen 601 6gretmen ile
gerceklestirilmistir. Alkharusi (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen ve ilhan, Giiler ve Kinay (2017)
tarafindan Tirkceye uyarlanan “Egitimsel Degerlendirmelerde Etik ilkelere Baghlik Olcegi”
katiimcilardan veri toplamak amaciyla kullanilmistir. Veri setinin dogrulugu betimsel istatistiklerle
kontrol edilmis ve Ug¢ katilimci ug¢ deger olarak gozlemlendigi icin veri seti 598 olarak
diizenlenmistir. Veri setinde yer alan bireylerin toplam puanlarina iliskin minimum, maksimum,
aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri elde edilerek betimsel dizeyde incelemeler
yapilmistir. Betimsel dizeydeki incelemelerden sonra ortalama puanlarin karsilastirilmasi
amaciyla tek yonli varyans analizi ve bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi uygulanmistir. Arastirmanin
sonuglarina gore, 6gretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere yiiksek diizeyde bagli
olduklari sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ayrica, 6gretim alanlari 6gretmenlerin etik ilkelere baghlik
dizeylerini anlamh bir bicimde etkilerken cinsiyet ve mesleki kideme bagli olarak baghhk
dizeylerinin farkhlagsmadigi sonucuna ulasiimigtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Degerlendirme yeterlikleri, etik, etik ilkeler, 6gretmenlik meslek etigi.
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Tlrkiye’de merkezi sinav sistemi, sinirli sayidaki kamu gorevine ve nitelikli okullara temel se¢im araci olarak
islev gormektedir. Bu nedenle egitim sistemimiz buyik 6l¢clide bu sinavlara hazirlik ekseninde sekillenmistir.
Merkezi sinavlar 6grencilerin basarilarinin temel belirleyicisi olarak gorildiigiinden, Turk toplumu geleneksel
olarak bu sinavlara biliyik 6nem atfetmektedir. Bununla birlikte sinif ici degerlendirmelerin 6grenci basarisi
Uzerindeki etkisinin hafife alinmamasi olduk¢a énemlidir. Sinif ici degerlendirmeler 6grenciler lizerinde énemli
etkilere sahiptir (Crooks, 1988: 439) ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki zamanlarinin énemli bir kismini tiketmektedir
(Pope, 2006: 25). Buna ek olarak Dorr-Bremme ve Herman (1986: 104) sinif ici degerlendirme uygulamalarinin
ogrencilerin gelecekteki egitimsel, mesleki ve sosyal firsatlarini sekillendirmede ve etkilemede en az merkezi

sinavlar kadar 6nemli bir rol oynadigini vurgulamaktadir.

Egitimsel degerlendirme, belirli kosullar altinda belirli bir konu alanindaki 6grenmenin érneklenmesini gerektirir
(Wickwire, 2003: 352). Ogrencilerin, belirlenen kriterlere gére dgrenme hedeflerine ulasip ulasamadiklarina
dair kanit saglayan kasith faaliyetlerden veri toplama ve organize etme sirecidir (Lamprianou & Athanasou,
2009: 3). Sinif ici degerlendirme etkinlikleri, 6grencilerin 6grenim hayatlarinin ayrilmaz bir pargasini olusturan
O0gretmen yapimi sinavlar, muifredatla iliskili testler, s6zll sinavlar ve ok gesitli diger performans etkinlikleri gibi
gorevleri icerir (Crooks, 1988: 439). Bu degerlendirme araglarinin formati, uygulanmasi, puanlanmasi, siresi ve

diger tiim etkenler 6gretmenler tarafindan tasarlanir (Dorr-Bremme & Herman, 1986: 65).

Ogretmenler, egitimsel degerlendirmeler araciligiyla elde edilen veriler ile 6grenme ve dgretme deneyimlerini
gelistirip ilerletirler (Wickwire, 2003: 352), belirli 6grenme giicliikleri olan gocuklari tanirlar ve onlarin ihtiyag
duyduklari destegin niteliginin belirlerler (Atim, 2012: 1). Degerlendirmeler ayrica 6grencilerin performanslarini
takip etmeye ve egitim programi ile 6gretimin etkililigini degerlendirmeye (Dorr-Bremme & Herman, 1986: 29),
Ogrencilerin 6n bilgilerine gére 6gretimin hizini belirlemeye ve édillendirme ile sinif tekrari gibi kararlar almaya
hizmet eder (Rudman, 1989: 1-2). Ancak 6gretmenlerin yeterlikleri 6grenim ve 6gretimin etkililigi bakimindan
blylk 6nem tasir, aksi durumda 6grenciler istenilen 6grenme ¢iktilarina ulasamayacaktir (Koloi-Keaikitse, 2016:

121).

Cesitli arastirmalarda 6gretmenlerin biyilk ¢ogunlugunun 6lgme ve degerlendirme alanindaki bilgi ve beceri
dizeylerinin standartlarin altinda kaldigi gorilmustir (Cakan, 2004; Erdemir, 2007; Gal, 2011; Karaca, 2004;
Kilmen, Kosterelioglu & Kosterelioglu, 2007; Sata, 2016; Temel, 1991; Volante & Fazio, 2007). Guskey’e (2003:
7) gore ¢ok az 6gretmen 6grenmenin degerlendirilmesine yonelik yeterli bir resmi egitim alir. Stiggins (2002: 5)
de ogretmen adaylarinin, 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinda degerlendirmenin 6grenme ve 06gretmeyi
iyilestirecek bir ara¢ olarak nasil kullanacaklarina iliskin 6grenme firsatina nadiren sahip olduklarini 6ne
sirmustlr. Ayrica, 6gretmen egitimindeki 6lgme ve degerlendirme dersleri, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretimsel
amaglar icin degerlendirmenin islevini anlamalarini saglamaya odaklanmaktadir ve 6gretmen adaylarinin 6lgme

ve degerlendirmede sadece temel kavramlari 6grenmeleri beklenmektedir (Koloi-Keaikitse, 2016: 109).
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Dolayisiyla, 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme becerilerini hizmet i¢i egitim kurslari, meslektaslarinin yardimi veya

deneme yanilma yontemleriyle gelistirmek zorunda olduklari sdylenebilir (Lamprianou & Athanasou, 2009: 1).

Ogretmenlerin sinif i¢i degerlendirme uygulamalarinda kendi baslarina olduklari agikga goériilmektedir
(Gullickson, 1984: 247). Pek cok calisma, 6gretmenlerin, degerlendirme uygulamalarinin etikligine karar veren
kisi oldugunu ortaya c¢ikarmistir (Cirlan, 2017: 3). Brookhart (2004) her sinifin, 6gretmenin 6gretimindeki
uygulama, inang ve tutumlariyla sekillenen bir degerlendirme karakterine ya da ortamina sahip oldugunu ileri
sirerek bu durumu aciklar (Alkharusi, 2008: 245). Dorr-Bremme ve Herman (1986: 4) da 6gretmenlerin
degerlendirme uygulamalarinin, 6gretimin uygulamadaki kosullarina gore sekillendigini ileri strer. Sonug olarak
degerlendirme siireglerinde kaginilmaz olarak gesitli etik disi ve standartlara uygun olmayan davraniglarin

ortaya cikabilecegi sdylenebilir.

Egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik, egitimcilerin degerlendirme uygulamalarinda uymalari beklenen davranislari
veya kurallari irdelemektedir (Johnson, Green, Kim, & Pope, 2008: 521). Wickwire (2003: 353) bu etik ilke ve
standartlarin, degerlendirmelerin bitinlGgini vurguladigini ifade eder ve bunlari nitelik, yeterlilik, ihtiyag,
uygunluk, anlamhlik, otantiklik, dogruluk, aciklik, firsat esitligi ve ciktilar gibi kavramlarla iliskilendirir.
Degerlendirme ile iliskili bazi 6nemli etik durumlar soyle siralanabilir: 6grencileri uygun bir bigimde
degerlendirme, adil bir sekilde puanlama, 6grenciler i¢in bir magduriyet yaratmama, degerlendirmeleri
ogrencilerin faydasina olacak sekilde ele alma ve mahremiyet ile gizliligi saglama (Lamprianou & Athanasou

2009: 9).

Degerlendirme; 6grenmenin gergeklestigine iliskin verileri saglamak, bir bireyin basarisi, becerileri ve
yetenekleri hakkinda veriler elde etmek ve hatta kendi 6gretimimizin etkililigini degerlendirme amaciyla veri
saglamak ve Ogretim yontemlerimizi gelistirmek icin bir takim gorevleri kullanma sirecidir (Lamprianou &
Athanasou, 2009: 10). Ayni zamanda sinif igi degerlendirme dogal olarak etik bir uygulamadir (Pope, 2006: 25).
Sinif ortamindaki 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi dogasi geregi 0grenciyi 6gretmene tabii kildig icin 6gretim etik
kararlar almay gerektirir (Colnerud, 1997: 627). Ogrencilerin bilgi ve becerilerini tam olarak yansitmayan
degerlendirme sonuglari 6grenciler icin potansiyel egitimsel zararlara neden olabilir. Ogretmen ve 6grenci
arasindaki gliven, 6grencilerin haksiz ve mantiksiz olarak algiladigi sinif ici degerlendirmelere bagli olarak zarar
gorebilir (Green, Johnson, Kim, & Pope, 2007: 1009). Mertler (2017: 4) diinyanin en yaratici, sempatik ve
becerikli 6gretmenlerden biri olsaniz bile eger 6grencilerinizin neler bildigini ya da 6grendigini isabetli bir

sekilde 6lgemiyorsaniz 6grencilerinize karsi adaletsizce davranmis olacaginizi ileri sirer.

Sinif ici degerlendirmelere iliskin son zamanlardaki kaygilar sebebiyle bu konu son yillarda akademik
cevrelerden oldukga fazla ilgi gekiyor (Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003: 323). Ulkemizde son zamanlardaki egitimsel
diizenlemelerin geregi olarak sinif i¢i degerlendirmelere verilen 6nemin arttigl da agikga goriilmektedir ve bu
durum sinif ici degerlendirmelerin niteligi ve sinif ici degerlendirmelerde etik ilkeler {izerine kafa yormayi
gerektirmektedir. Ogretmenlerce kabul edilebilir gériilen bazi etik olmayan “kiigiik” davranislar 6grencilerin

gelecekteki egitimsel, mesleki ve sosyal firsatlar lzerinde “muazzam” etkilere sahip olabilir. Ayrica Ulusoy’a
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(2019: 214) gore 6gretmenlerin kisilikleri ve davranislari, 6grencilerin karakterlerini sekillendirmede 6nemli bir

role sahiptir.

Ogretmenlerin 6grencileri adil ve uygun bir sekilde degerlendirmelerini saglayacak gerekli bilgi ve becerilerle
donanmis olduklarindan emin olmak ¢ok 6nemli oldugu icin bu arastirma Ogretmenlerin degerlendirme
uygulamalarinin gesitli degiskenler agisindan etik ilkelerle ne diizeyde uyumlu oldugunun incelenmesini

amaglamaktadir. Bu amag dogrultusunda arastirmada asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir:

1. Ogretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere bagliliklari hangi diizeydedir?
2. Ogretmenlerin etik ilkelere baghlik diizeylerinde cinsiyet, mesleki kidem ve 6gretim alanlarina bagli

olarak anlamh bir farkhlik var midir?
YONTEM
Arastirma Modeli

Ogretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere baghlik diizeylerini incelemek icin veri toplama
amaciyla betimsel tarama modeli arastirma yéntemi olarak kullaniimistir. Tarama modelleri, gegmiste ya da
halen var olan bir durumu, var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyi amaglar (Karasar, 2008: 77). Bu calismada
o0gretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde mevcut durumlari incelenmektedir ve bu sebeple secilen

arastirma modelinin bu arastirma igin uygun oldugu séylenebilir.
Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin evreni 2017-2018 egitim-6gretim yilinda Diyarbakir ili merkez ilgelerindeki ortaokullarda calisan
4346 Ogretmenden olugmaktadir. Evrenin tamamindan veri toplamanin zaman, erisebilirlik ve maliyet gibi
gerekceler sebebiyle mimkin olmadigi icin evreni temsil edebilecek bir 6rneklem buyuklGglu secilmistir.
Arastirma ortaokullardaki 6gretmenlerden basit seckisiz 6rnekleme yoluyla secilen 601 6gretmen ile
gerceklestirilmistir. Betimsel istatistiklerle veri setinin dogrulugu kontrol edilmistir. U¢ katiimcinin ug deger
oldugu gozlemlenmistir ve bu katilimcilar érnekleme dahil edilmeyerek veri seti 598 olarak diizenlenmistir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlere iliskin demografik 6zellikler Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1. Demografik Degiskenlere iliskin Betimsel istatistikler

Degisken N %
Kadin 294 49.16
Cinsiyet
Erkek 304 50.84
Toplam 598 100
1-5yil 169 28.26
Mesleki Kidem
6-10 yil 187 31.27
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11-15 yil 150 25.08

16 ve Uzeri yil 92 15.38
Toplam 598 100

Fen & Matematik 221 36.96

Sosyal Bilgiler 107 17.89
Ogretim Alani P ;

E/élijtzi*’i Resim, Beden 83 13.88

Dil 187 31.27
Toplam 598 100

Tablo 1'e gore katiimci 6gretmenlerin 294G (% 49.16) kadin ve 304’Gnin (% 50.84) erkek oldugu
gorilmektedir. Ogretmenlik hizmetinde gegen yillar incelendiginde, 169 dgretmenin (% 28.26) 1-5 yil arasinda;
187 6gretmenin (% 31.27) 6-10 yil arasinda; 150 6gretmenin (% 25.08) 11-15 yil arasinda ve 92 6gretmenin (%
15.38) ise 16 yil ve lizerinde deneyime sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretim alanlari agisindan incelendiginde
O0gretmenlerin 221’i (% 36.96) fen ve matematik; 107’si (% 17.89) sosyal bilgiler; 83'l (% 13.88) resim, muzik ve

beden egitimi ve 187’sinin (% 31.27) dil alanlarindan oldugu belirlenmistir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Bu arastirmada Alkharusi (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen ve ilhan ve digerleri (2017) tarafindan Tiirkceye
uyarlanan “Egitimsel Degerlendirmelerde Etik ilkelere Baglilik Olgegi” veri toplama araci olarak kullaniimistir.
Olgek, “hi¢ bagh degilim” ile “tamamiyla bagliyim” arasinda uzanan besli Likert tipi bir dereceleme {izerinden
degerlendirilmesi beklenilen 10 maddeden olusmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin 6lcekte yer alan etik ilkelere ne
diizeyde bagl olduklarini belirtmeleri beklenmektedir. Olgekten elde edilen yiiksek puanlar, etik ilkelere yiiksek
baghligin gdstergesi seklinde yorumlanmaktadir (ilhan ve digerleri, 2017: 788). Veri toplama aracinda ayrica
cinsiyet, mesleki kidem ve dgretim alanlarina iliskin sorulara yer verilmistir. Olgme sonuglarinin i¢ tutarlihgini
degerlendirmek icin Cronbach alpha katsayisi hesaplanmistir ve 0.729 degeri ile 6lgegin glvenilir oldugu

belirlenmistir.

Veri Analizi

Bu calismanin amaci 6gretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere baghhk diizeylerinin cinsiyet, alan
ve mesleki kidem degiskenleri bakimindan farklilik gésterip géstermediginin incelenmesidir. Oncelikle, verilerin
istatistiksel analizler icin uygunlugunu temin etmek i¢in 6n analiz yapiimistir. Veriler, veri giris hatalari veya
eksik degerler icin betimsel istatistiklerle kontrol edildi ve ug¢ deger analizi yapildi. Sonuglar veri setinde eksik
veri olmadigini gésterdi. Ug katiimcinin ug deger oldugu gézlemlenmis ve bu bireyler analiz disinda
birakilmistir, bdylelikle 6rneklem 598 olarak dizenlenmistir. Veri setinde yer alan bireylerin toplam puanlarina
iliskin minimum, maksimum, aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri elde edilerek betimsel diizeyde
incelemeler vyapilmistir. Betimsel dizeydeki incelemelerden sonra gruplarin ortalama puanlarinin
karsilastiriimasi icin tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) ve bagimsiz 6rneklemler t- testinin kullaniimasi

amaclanmistir. Parametrik testlerin yuritilebilmesi icin evrenin normal dagilimi ve varyanslarin homojenligi
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gibi varsayimlar saglamasi gerekmektedir (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). Dagilimin normalligi grafiksel
yontemler, carpiklk ve basikhk degerleri, hipotez testleri kullanilarak kontrol edildi ve degiskenlerin normal
dagilim gosterdigi gorilmustir. Normallik varsayimin yani sira varyanslarin homojenligi varsayimina iligkin
inceleme yapilmistir. Levene testi her bir degisken icin varyanslarin homojenligi varsayimini saglandigini ortaya
¢ikarmistir. Bu dogrultuda, bagimsiz 6rneklemler t- testi ve varyans analizi ile veri analizi sirecinin

yuratilmesinin uygun olacagina karar verilmistir.
BULGULAR

Ogretmenlerin Etik ilkelere Baglilik Diizeylerine iliskin Bulgular

Tablo 2. Ogretmenlerin Etik ilkelere Baglilik Diizeyleri

N Min. Max. X Ss
598 29.00 50.00 44.42 4.74

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, minimum puanin 29,00 ve maksimum puanin ise 50,00 bulundugu goriilmektedir. S6z

konusu puanlara iliskin aritmetik ortalamanin 44,42; standart sapmanin ise 4,74 oldugu goéralmustar.

Cinsiyet Degiskeni Agisindan Ogretmenlerin Etik ilkelere Baghlk Diizeylerine iliskin Bulgular

Tablo 3. Cinsiyet Degiskenine iliskin Bagimsiz Orneklemler T-Testi Sonuclari

N X Ss t sd Ortalamalarin  Farkin Standart P

Farki Hatasi
Kadin 294 4424 4.84 -912 596 -.35 .39 .362
Erkek 304 4460 4.65
(p=.362 >.05)

Tablo 3 incelendiginde erkeklerin puan ortalamasinin ( X = 44,60, SS = 4,65) kadinlarin puan ortalamasindan (X
= 44,24, SS = 4.84) biraz yiksek oldugu gérilmektedir. Bu farkliligin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olup olmadigini
belirlemek igin bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi ylrGtilmustir. Analiz sonuglari, kadin ve erkek 6gretmenlerin

ortalama puanlarina iliskin farkliigin anlamh olmadigini géstermistir t(598) =-.912, p > .05.
Mesleki Kidem Agisindan Ogretmenlerin Etik ilkelere Baghlik Diizeylerine iliskin Bulgular

Tablo 4. Mesleki Kideme iliskin Betimsel istatistiksel

N X Ss Standart Max.

Hata
1-5yil 169 44.08 4,90 .38 29.00 50.00
6-10 yil 187 4411 4.48 .33 30.00 50.00
11-15 yil 150 44 .96 491 .40 30.00 50.00
16 ve Uzeri yil 92 44.80 4.65 48 30.00 50.00
Toplam 598 44.42 4.74 .19 29.00 50.00
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Tablo 4 incelendiginde kidem degiskeninin dizeylerine bagh olarak puan ortalamalarinin farklilastig

gorilmektedir. Farklihgin istatistiksel olarak anlamhligini test etmek amaciyla tek yonli varyans analizi yapilmis

olup sonuglar Tablo 5’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Kidem Degiskenine iliskin Tek Yénlii Varyans Analizi Sonuglari

Varyansin Kareler sq Kareler o
Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi
Gruplar Arasi  94.87 3.00 31.62 1.41 .239
Gruplar igi 13330.94 594.00 22.44
Toplam 13425.81 597.00

(p=.239 > .05)

Analiz sonuglari, mesleki kidemin 6gretmenlerin etik ilkelere baghhk dizeyleri lzerinde istatistiksel olarak

anlamli bir farkhhk yaratmadigini gdstermektedir F(3. 598) = 1.41, p > .05.

Ogretim Alani Agisindan Ogretmenlerin Etik ilkelere Baghlik Diizeylerine iliskin Bulgular

Tablo 6. Ogretim Alani Agisindan Betimsel istatistiksel

Standart

N X Ss Min. Max.
Hata

Fen & Matematik 221 43.84 4.75 .32 29.00 50.00
Sosyal Bilgiler 107 44.14 4.27 41 32.00 50.00
Muzik, ~ Resim, Beden o 4559 515 57 30.00  50.00
Egitimi
Dil 187 44.75 471 .34 30.00 50.00
Toplam 598 44.42 4.74 .19 29.00 50.00

Tablo 6 incelendiginde alan degiskenine bagli olarak puan ortalamalarinin farklilastigi gérilmektedir. Farkhligin

istatistiksel olarak anlamliligini test etmek amaciyla tek yonll varyans analizi ylratilmis olup sonuglar Tablo

7’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 7. Ogretim Alanlarina iliskin Tek Y&nli Varyans Analizi Sonuglari

Varyansin Kareler sq Kareler 0
Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi

Gruplar Arasi  218.02 3.00 72.67 3.27 .021*
Gruplar igi 13207.79  594.00 22.24

Toplam 13425.81 597.00

(*p=.021 < .05)

Analiz sonuglari, 6gretim alanlarinin 6gretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere baglilik dizeyleri

Gzerinde anlamli bir etkisi oldugunu gostermistir F(3. 598) = 3.27, p < .05. Diizeyler arasindaki farkhhgin hangi

gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek igin Sheffe testi ylrGtilmustir. Sonuglar mizik, resim ve beden egitimi

alanlarindaki 6gretmenlerin (X = 45,59), fen ve matematik alanindaki 6gretmenlerden (X = 43,84) etik ilkelere

daha yiksek baghhk gosterdiklerini ortaya ¢ikarmistir.
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TARTISMA

Bu arastirmanin amaci, ortaokul 6gretmenlerinin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere baghlik diizeylerinin
incelenmesidir. Elde edilen bulgulara gore, 6gretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkelere yliksek
diizeyde bagli olduklari sonucuna ulasilabilir. Bu sonug¢ merkezi sinavlarin egitim sistemimiz Gzerindeki gticla
etkilerinden kaynaklaniyor olabilir ve bu durum, &grencilerin uygun bir bicimde degerlendiriimesini ve
muhtemel etik ihlallerin engellenmesini saglamis olabilir. Pek ¢ok ¢alismada da benzer sekilde 6gretmenlerin
degerlendirme yeterlikleri bakimindan kendilerini oldukga yetkin gordikleri sonucuna ulasiimistir (Akbas, 2018;
Alkharusi, 2016; Celebi & Akbag, 2012; Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007; Mabagala, Mwisukha, Wanderi, & Muindi,
2012; Toprakgl, Bozpolat & Buldur, 2010). Ornegin Acar-Erdol ve Yildizl'nin (2018: 2160) yaptig bir ¢alismaya
gore 6gretmenlerin blylk cogunlugunun degerlendirmeye yonelik egitim ihtiyaglarinin olmadigi inancina sahip

olduklari gérialmustar.

Obiir taraftan bazi calismalarda ise katiimcilara “etik” veya “etik disi” olarak siniflandirmalar istenilen cesitli
senaryolar sunulmustur. Bu ¢alismalarda elde edilen bulgular, 6gretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirmelerde
oldukga farkh yaklasimlar sergilediklerini ve bazi senaryolardaki uygulamalarinda goris farkhliklarina sahip
olduklarini gbstermistir. Green ve digerleri (2007) tarafindan yapilan ¢alisma, 6gretmenlerin neredeyse yarisinin
sunulan senaryolarda farkli yaklasimlar benimsediklerini ortaya c¢ikarmistir. Green ve digerleri (2007) bu
calismanin sonuglarina istinaden degerlendirmenin ortak kanaatlerden uzak bir uygulama alani oldugu
sonucuna ulasmislardir. Johnson ve digerleri (2008) tarafindan yapilan bir diger calismada, 6gretmenler
degerlendirme uygulamalarini etik agidan ele alirken yaklagimlarinda farkhhklar oldugu gorulmistir. Liu,
Johnson ve Fan (2016) ise Amerika Birlesik Devletleri ile Cin'deki 6gretmen adaylarinin etik degerlendirme
uygulamalari hakkindaki bakis acilarini incelemislerdir ve etik degerlendirme uygulamalari hakkinda kiresel
anlamda bir fikir birligi olmadig sonucuna ulasmislardir. Bu cgalismalarda elde edilen bulgular agik¢a
gostermektedir ki 6gretmenler arasinda adil degerlendirmeye iliskin genis bir mutabakat bulunmamaktadir.
Oyleyse, 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme uygulamalarinda etik ilkeleri gercekten gbz éniinde bulundurduklari
sonucuna ulasilabilir mi ya da bu durum baska nedenlerle agiklanabilir mi? Tirk Egitim Dernegi (2009: 58)
tarafindan “Ogretmen Yeterlikleri” ile ilgili yapilan calisma, dgretmenlerin yiizde 90 ile 98 arasinda degisen
oranlarda yetenekleri konusunda kendilerini oldukga yeterli hissettiklerini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Bu sonucun bazi
soru isaretleri uyandirdigi ifade edilerek bu durumun 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisim ihtiyaclari konusundaki 6z

farkindalk diizeylerinin diisiik olmasindan kaynaklanabilecegi ifade edilmistir.

Ogretmenlerin degerlendirme uygulamalari ve degerlendirme becerileri birbiriyle iliskili olmakla beraber
birbirinden farkli yonleri de vardir. Degerlendirme uygulamalari, yapilan degerlendirme etkinlikleri ile ilgili genel
bir kavram olarak kullanilirken degerlendirme becerisi, 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i degerlendirme uygulamalarini
yuritme becerilerine iliskin algilarini yansitir. Bu durum 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme uygulamalarini geregince
gerceklestirecek kadar yeterli olmasalar bile, kendi degerlendirme becerilerinin neden daha iyi olarak

degerlendirdiklerini aciklayabilir (Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003: 326). Bu baglamda, Wickwire (2003: 350)
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“meslektas inang ve davranislari ile kurumsal 6zendirme ve yaptirimlarin, kararlar almada etkili oldugunu, ancak
nihai kararin kisinin kapasitesi, tabiati ve yiukimlalik altina girme diizeyi ile ilgili oldugunu” ifade etmistir.
Temel (1991: 26) ise 6gretmenlerin, 6grencileri isabetli bir sekilde degerlendirip puanlama yaptiklarini ileri
sirmelerinin 6lcme ve degerlendirme alanindaki bilgi eksikliklerinden kaynaklanabilecegini ileri stirmustar.
GoOzen (2014: 715) de sadece etik kurallarin farkinda olmanin, bir 6gretmenin &6grenci performansini

degerlendirirken bu kurallara uyacagi anlamina gelmeyecegini 6ne stirmistur.

Veri analizleri cinsiyete bagh olarak 6gretmenlerin etik ilkelere baglilik dizeylerinde anlamli bir farklihk
olmadigini ortaya cikarmistir. Calismasinda benzer sonuglara ulasan Onen (2014: 96) &gretmenlerin
meslektaslari ile okullarda yakin iliskiler icinde uzun zaman harcadiklarini ve boylece birbirilerinin inanglarini
etkileyip zamanla benzer tutumlar gelistirmelerinin muhtemel oldugunu 6ne sirmistir. Colnerud (1997: 630)
o6gretmenlerin kendi aralarinda neyin 6nemli ve uygun oldugunu belirleyen normlara uymak zorunda olduklarini
ve bu durumun 6gretmenleri meslektas sadakatine bagli olma konusunda baski altinda tutacagini 6ne surer.
Serwinek (1992: 562) de benzer sekilde toplumsal giglerin, son yillarda cinsiyetin etik davranislar Gizerindeki
algisal farkhhklarini sinirlamasi Gzerinde glicli bir etkisinin oldugunu o6ne siirmektedir. Bununla birlikte
cinsiyetin etik karar alma Uzerindeki roline iliskin yapilan gesitli ¢alismalarda tutarli olmayan sonuglar elde
edilmistir. Bazi ¢alismalarda etik durumlara yonelik yanitlarda cinsiyete iliskin bir farklihk goérilmezken (Akbas,
2018; Alkharusi, 2011; Cizek, Fitzgerald & Rachor, 1996; Celebi & Akbag, 2012; Onen, 2014; Toprak¢l ve
digerleri, 2010) bazi ¢alismalarda ise ¢cogunlukla kadinlar lehine cinsiyetten etkilendigi gérilmustir (Alkharusi,

2016; Callan, 1992; Forte, 2004; Ozyer & Azizoglu, 2010; Sweeney, Arnold & Pierce, 2010).

Ogretmenlerin etik ilkelere baglilik diizeylerinde, mesleki kideme bagli olarak istatistiksel olarak anlamh bir
farkhlik olmadigr gorilmistir. Bu bulgu 6gretmenlik deneyiminin, 6gretmenlerin etik ilkelere baghliklar
Uzerinde anlamli bir etkisi olmadigl sonucuna ulasan 6nceki galismalarla 6rtistiglu soylenebilir (Akbas, 2018;
Cirlan, 2017; Cizek ve digerleri, 1996; Celebi & Akbag, 2012; Green ve digerleri, 2007; Kaplan, 2007; Onen,
2014; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003). Stiggins (1995: 252) degerlendirme yetkinligine yalnizca mesleki gelisim
yoluyla ulasilacagini ifade etmistir. Benzer sekilde Zhang ve Burry-Stock (2003: 334) da 0Ogretmenlik
tecriibesinden bagimsiz olarak 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme yeterliklerinin 6lgme ve degerlendirme egitimi ile
gelistirilebilecegini savunur. Obiir taraftan Koloi-Keaikitse (2016: 110) o&gretmenlerin degerlendirme
uygulamalarini etkileyen etkenlerden birisinin 6grenci olduklari dénemde kullanilan benzer degerlendirme
yontemlerini benimsemelerinin oldugunu 6ne sirer. Bu, 6gretmenlik tecriibeleri ne diizeyde olursa olsun
ogretmenlerin degerlendirme yeteneklerini sinirlayabilir. Bununla birlikte 6gretmenlik deneyimi artik¢a
ogretmenlerin daha etik yaklasimlarinda bulunduklari sonucuna ulasan calismalar da mevcuttur (Alkharusi,
2011; Alkharusi, 2016; Erdemir, 2007; Toprakgi ve digerleri, 2010). Carr (2006: 172) stphesiz ki her meslekte
davranissal olarak ahlaki agidan bazi kisitlamalarin benimsenmesinin olasi oldugunu ancak bazi mesleklerin
digerlerine oranla daha Ust dizeyde etik ilkeler gerektirdigini ve 6gretmenligin de bu mesleklerden biri
oldugunu belirtir. Bu yizden, 6gretmenlerin bir rol model olarak sorumluluklarinin farkinda olmalari beklenir

(Elkatmis, 2019: 63). Sonug olarak, gunlik sinif i¢i uygulamalarda etik ikilemler ortaya ciktiginda, deneyimli
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ogretmenlerin etigin ne oldugunu ve bunun siniflarinda nasil uygulanacagina dair bilgileri en dogru kararlari

vermelerine yardimci olacagini séylemek mimkuinddr.

Calismanin sonuglari, 6gretim alanlarinin 6gretmenlerin etik ilkelere baghlik dizeyleri Gzerinde anlamli bir etkisi
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu sonug, calismalarinda 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme uygulamalarinin 6nemli 6l¢lide
Ogrettikleri alani yansitacagl sonucuna ulagsan Alkharusi (2011) ve Zhang ve Burry-Stock’un (2003) ¢alismalarini
destekler niteliktedir. Sonuglar muzik, resim ve beden egitimi gibi 6gretim alanlarinin, fen ve matematik
alanlarina gore etik ilkelere daha ¢ok bagl olduklarini bildirdiklerini géstermistir. Bununla birlikte, dnceki
calismalarda birbiriyle tutarli olmayan sonuglara ulasilmistir. Bazi ¢alismalarda 6gretim alanlarina bagl olarak
o6gretmenlerin etik ilkelere bagllklarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkhhklar bulurken (Alkharusi, 2016;
Cambay & Kazang, 2018; Gul, 2011; Karaca, 2004; Kilmen ve digerleri, 2007; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003) diger
bazi arastirmalarda ise anlamh bir farkhlik bulunmamistir (Akbas, 2018; Alkharusi, 2011; Celebi & Akbag, 2012;
Erdemir, 2007).

ONERILER

Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari, 6gretmenlerin egitimsel degerlendirme uygulamalarinin etik ilkelerle uyumlu oldugunu
gostermistir. Bununla birlikte daha 6nce bahsedildigi tzere etik ilkelerin bilgisine sahip olmak, bir 6gretmenin
ogrenci performansini adil bir sekilde nasil degerlendirilecegini bilecegi anlamina gelmeyebilir. Bu ylzden,
degerlendirmenin etik boyutlarini, 6gretmenlerin mesleki yeterlikleri ile batinlestirmek i¢in hizmet ici
egitimlerin dlizenlemesi 6nerilmektedir. Ayrica, 6gretmen yetistirme programlarindaki 6lcme ve degerlendirme
dersleri, egitimsel degerlendirmelerde etik ilkeler konusuna iligkin uygulamadaki durumlarin tizerine egilmelidir.
Buna ek olarak 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme yeterlikleri ve uygulamalarina yénelik daha kapsamli bir bakis agisi

elde etmek igin sinif ici gozlem ve gorisme gibi farkli veri toplama teknikleri kullanilabilir.
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