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ABSTRACT

TURKISH PRESCHOOL TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ABOUT CHILDREN’S
CONCEPTION ABOUT SOCIAL CONVENTIONAL AND MORAL EVENTS

Karaduman, Muhammet Ali
Ph.D., Department of Early Childhood Education

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Feyza Erden

August 2018, 175 pages

This phenomenological study investigates the beliefs of Turkish preschool teachers
regarding young children’s conception of moral and social conventional events. To serve for
this purpose, participants’ definitions and categorizations of young children’s in-class
behaviors have been identified first and then participant teachers own conceptions
have been examined before analyzing their beliefs. The data has been conducted from
26 Turkish preschool teachers working in 5 different provinces in Turkey. Primary
method for data collection is three-interview-series which is a type of in-depth
interview. Findings suggests that participants categorize in-class behaviors into two
groups: desired and undesired behaviors. Findings also reveals that participants
categorize events or transgressions into three categories: Moral, Social conventional
and Mixed, which are also mentioned in previous social domain research. Teachers’

beliefs about children’s conceptions provide similar results for social conventional and

v



mixed domain events. However, in terms of moral events, findings are totally different
from both the teachers’ own conceptions and previous social domain research.
Participants emphasized social conventional influences, especially obedience to
authority, when they mention children’s conceptions for moral events. A conclusion
to be drawn based on the findings is that participant teachers of the current study can
differentiate social conventions from morality but they lack sufficient understanding
of the moral capabilities of children. Given that the findings of the current study
indicate that both pre-service and in-service trainings are required to help teachers
understand moral development of children and its application to the classroom

settings, recommendations are offered for the CHE and MoNE.

Keywords: Early Childhood Education, Social Domain Theory, Moral Reasoning,

Social Understanding, Teachers’ Beliefs



0z

TURK OKUL ONCEST OGRETMENLERININ COCUKLARIN TOPLUMSAL-
GELENEKSEL VE AHLAKI OLAYLARI KAVRAYIS BIiCIMLERINE ILISKIN
INANISLARI

Karaduman, Muhammet Ali
Doktora, Okul Oncesi Egitim Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Feyza Erden

Agustos 2018, 175 sayfa

Bu fenomenolojik ¢alisma, okul dncesi 6gretmen inanislarini kii¢iik cocuklarin
ahlaki ve toplumsal/geleneksel olaylar1 kavrayiglarina baglaminda aragtirmaktadir. Bu
amaca hizmet etmek i¢in Ogretmen inanislarindan oOnce katilimcilarin kiigiik
cocuklarin smif i¢i davranislart tanimlamalar1 ve siniflandirmalart istenmis ve
katilimer 0gretmenlerin kavrayislart incelenmistir. Veriler, Ankara'da ve Karadeniz
kiyisindaki 4 farkli ilde ¢alisan 26 Tiirk okul 6ncesi 6gretmeni ile yiiriitiilmiistiir. Veri
toplama yontemi olarak, bir tiir derinlemesine gorligme yontemi olan {iglii goriisme
dizisi kullanilmigtir. Bulgular, katilime1 6gretmenlerin sinif ici davraniglar: iki gruba
ayirdigim  gostermektedir: Istendik ve istenmedik davramislar. Bulgular ayrica
katilmer 6gretmenlerin olaylart veya ihlal durumlarmi ii¢ kategori cergevesinde

degerlendirdiklerini ortaya koymaktadir: (1) Ahlaki, (2) Toplumsal/geleneksel ve (3)

vi



Karma.  Ogretmenlerin  ¢ocuklarm  kavrayislar1  hakkindaki  inanislari,
toplumsal/geleneksel ve karma alan i¢in benzer sonuglar vermistir. Ancak ahlaki
olaylar agisindan bulgular hem 6gretmenlerin kendi kavrayislarindan hem de 6nceki
sosyal alan aragtirmalarindan tamamen farklidir. Ogretmenlerin toplumsal-geleneksel
davraniglar ve karma davranislar ile ilgili inanislar1 kendi kavrayislariyla paralellik
gostermektedir fakat ahlaki davraniglara yonelik inaniglarinda farkli sonuglara
ulasiimistir. Ogretmenler cocuklarin ahlaki davramslara dair kavrayislarinin otorite
etkisiyle degisebilecegini belirtmislerdir. Bu sosyal alan kuraminin bulgulariyla
celismektedir. Bulgulardan yola ¢ikarak katilimer 6gretmenlerin ahlaki olan ile
toplumsal/geleneksel olan davraniglari birbirinden ayirabildigini sdyleyebiliriz. Ancak
katillmer  6gretmenlerin  ¢ocuklarin  ahlaki yargi  yeteneklerini  yeterince
anlamadiklarindan s6z etmek yerinde olacaktir. Mevcut ¢alismanin bulgulart okul
oncesi Ogretmenlerinin ¢ocuklarin ahlaki gelisimini anlamalar1 ve okul Oncesi
siiflarina uygun ahlak egitim yontemleri gelistirmelerine yardimci olmak i¢in hem
hizmet Oncesi hem de hizmet i¢i egitimlerin gerekli oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu
baglamda Yiiksekdgretim Kurumu ve Milli Egitim Bakanligi igin Oneriler

sunulmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Okul Oncesi Egitimi, Sosyal Alan Kurami, Ahlaki Yargi,

Toplumsal Kavrayis, Ogretmen Inanislart
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Educational institutions all over the world play a vital role in not only
educating the youth, but also in imparting social, moral, and cultural values to them,
which may sometimes contribute to processes of social change (Velea & Farca, 2013).
Since the known history of human development, learning and the accompanying moral
values have two distinct perspectives, i.e., external and internal perspectives (Wren,
2014). The external view of moral values is contextualized as a method or standard to
interact with others, while moral values are also regarded as methods of interactions
for one's own self, if perceived internally. It can also be considered that moral
education is significant for controlling the social interaction process among individuals
and the necessary tool for self-communication and acknowledgment (Wren, 2014).

Berkowitz (2012) emphasized that the initial stage of schooling is a significant
source of influencing the youth and thus requires the assessment of its actual role in
imparting moral values to children. Although the school is the primary means by which
children are educated and taught knowledge, its contribution to the efficiency of
children’s moral development is considered more important. Nucci and Turiel (2009)
described the application of morality-oriented knowledge on the development of youth
in the respective education and learning system at school or elsewhere.

In the paradigm of school education, there are diverse viewpoints on imparting
moral values to children during their education. Similar disparities prevail in the
scholar’s perspective of expected educational results in terms of social and personal
moralities along with the role of educational institutions imparting such moralities

(Berkowitz, 2011; Berkowitz & Bier, 2007; Catalano et al., 2002; Davin, 2007; Flay,



Berkowitz, & Bier, 2009; Hester et al., 2004; Martin & Martin, 2007; Klem & Connell,
2004; Snell, Berlin, Voorhees, Stanton-Chapman, & Hadden, 2012; Stone & Dyal,
1997; Veugelers, 2010). It is pertinent to mention, as debated by Harecker (2012), that
the active and supporting actors in the education sector, like teachers, do not really
model the expected social and moral values through their behaviors to children.
Instead, all teachers expect children to equip themselves with the prevailing social
norms and apply these norms by means of interactive social and political participation.

Harecker (2012) urged that imparting moral values and social norms in
education must be done in an interactive fashion while encouraging students to apply
the moral values themselves instead of imposing them on them. Additionally, schools
are considered another highly influential factor in educating pupils in terms of moral
values. For children, schools initially play the role of being an interactive place where
they face the larger society while possessing a membership within. Parents and
teachers are thus expected to facilitate children in their process of learning moral
values within the schooling system (Berkowitz, 2012; Harecker, 2012; Nucci &
Powers, 2014). Moral education at school or at a higher level of institution generally
adopts such a mode of education which not only delivers the lessons of morality but
also includes the socially desired and undesired behaviors. In other words, moral
education stands on the primary foundation of differentiating the rights and wrongs in
a society and for individuals themselves (Fenstermacher, Osguthorpe, & Sanger,
2009).

However, perspectives and understandings of morality vary among scholars.
There is no single paradigm utilized to psychologically determine the meaning and
context of morality (Smetana, 2006; Richardson, Mulvey, & Killen, 2012; Turiel,
2015). For instance, according to Smetana (2006), morality may be considered as the
behaviors and actions of individuals while interacting and socializing with others,
despite the existing varieties in the meanings of the word morality. This term is used
among people in everyday life, portraying the actions of individuals as moral or
immoral in general. The current study is structured on the basis of the above-
mentioned theoretical framework pertaining to the Social Domain Theory (Nucci,

1981; Nucci & Turiel, 1976; Smetana, 1981; 2006; Turiel, 1983a; 1983b; 2015). The



theory was basically founded on the psychological and developmental theories of
Piaget (1932/1966) and Kohlberg (1969; 1971) and philosophical perspectives of
judgments and reasoning (Gewirth, 1978), social conventions (Durkheim, 1925/1961;
Freud, 1923; 1930/1961; Skinner, 1971; Watson, 1924) and justice and fairness
(Rawls, 1971). The main psychological components of the theory addressed the
reasoning and judgment within different domains (Turiel, 2015). The domains in the
social domain theory are twofold: moral domain and social conventional domain.

Social domain researchers, like Turiel (2015), Smetana (2006) and Nucci and
Powers (2014) have provided a general framework to understand the domains. The
moral domain is generally focused on the actions and the contextualization of harm,
justice, rights, and fairness in the actions of human beings and the society in which
they live. The underlying aspects of morality are given universal significance and are
adapted by not only societies and legislations but also by individuals themselves,
irrespective of influences from the prevailing authority (Nucci & Turiel, 1976; Turiel,
2015). Consequently, moral issues derive their internal influence from the motivation
of “avoiding harm, promoting people’s welfare ensuring fairness, and protecting
rights” (Turiel, 2008, p.137). They are universal and could be applied across various
cultural contexts regardless of the existence of authority and/or social rules because
they are independent of personal preferences, cultural influences or power of authority.
Hitting, stealing and cheating are some of many transgressions of moral domain.

The social conventional domain is related to understanding appropriate
behaviors within a cultural context (Nucci & Turiel, 1976; Turiel, 2015). Conventional
issues derive their influence from external sources, like authority and rules. Social
conventions involve customs and traditions and rules that define the behavioral
frameworks and common agreements of a social organization. In this regard, it is quite
evident that conventions can only be practical for people within a particular social
organization in which a common agreement exists regarding authority and rules: Any
rule to maintain social order in a particular social organization, like not calling teachers
by their first names, and standing up when teacher gets in the classroom.

In order to distinguish conceptions of morality and social conventions, social

domain researchers observed children in playground and school settings (Crane &



Tisak, 1995; Nucci & Nucci, 1982a; 1982b; Nucci & Turiel, 1978; Smetana, 1981;
Smetana & Bregaes, 1990) while playing in their normal routines and then
administered interviews with those whose behaviors researchers witnessed a
transgression in. Additionally, conducting interviews about hypothetical
transgressions were used to determine people’s categorization of events (for reviews
see Nucci & Powers, 2014; Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015). To draw a theoretical
framework, two dimensions of judgments have been used to describe participants’
domain distinctions: (Turiel, 2015) (1) criterion judgments and (2) justifications. To
assess criterion judgments, participants are asked to respond to some hypothetical
questions that encourage them to reconsider whether a behavior would be right or
wrong under different circumstances. Smetana (2006) and Jambon (2016) argue that
there are four most common dimensions although there a few more. These are: (a)
generalizability, (b) rule independence, (c) authority independence and (d) rule
alterability. The justifications are defined by Turiel (2015, p.508) as “the ways
individuals reason about courses of action.”

Another crucial phenomenon for the current research is teachers’ beliefs.
Although beliefs have been studied for a long time, there is as yet no common
agreement on its definition (Galvis, 2012). Modern psychology delimits them as
probably the most influential mental processes underlying our observable actions
(Galanter, 1989). Nevertheless, Pajares (1992) states that beliefs are one of the most
confusing constructs of human understanding because of the difficulty in making a
distinction among beliefs, knowledge and cognition (p.308). Consequently, in order to
set the limits, in the current study, beliefs are defined as consciously or unconsciously
held personal understandings and conceptions accepted as true (Galvin, 2012). They
are also founded on individuals’ subjective understandings and experiences (McLeod
& McLeod, 2002).

Likewise, there are a number of different definitions of educational beliefs;
however, most educational researchers agree on the importance of teachers’ beliefs
since understanding teachers’ beliefs enable researcher to understand teachers’ way of
teaching (Clark, 1998; Galvin, 2012; Richards & Lockhard, 1994; Tondeur, Hermans,
Braak, & Valcke’s, 2008). Haser (2006) defines teachers’ beliefs as invisible mental



processes that lead to observable teacher actions and behaviors occurring within a
classroom. Pajares (1992) maintains that teachers’ beliefs are universal and broad.
Thus, they are not dependent on any context because teachers’ subjective
understanding of their experiences has an impact on their beliefs about the act of
teaching and student characteristics. Hence, there is a generally recognized notion
among educational researchers that beliefs are major elements influential in shaping
teachers’ instructional practices (Clark, 1998; Davis & Wilson, 1999; Richards &
Lockhard, 1994).

In educational research, it is maintained that teachers have specific beliefs
about each subject matter they teach (Borg, 2001; Richardson, 1968). Since their
beliefs are shaped by not only their teaching experiences but also their previous
experiences. Those experiences create particular mindsets about a subject matter
within teachers’ repertoire of beliefs. In classroom, teachers’ instructional practices
are influenced by their beliefs because they filter both new knowledge and
understanding (Galvin, 2012). Additionally, decision making processes and lesson
planning are also influenced by beliefs.

Research suggest that teachers’ beliefs influence their instructional practices
(Galvis, 2012). As discussed by Haser (2006; 2016), teachers’ beliefs have an intrinsic
impact on their pedagogical decisions. Teachers’ decisions within a classroom
regarding social and moral development of children are not different from other
pedagogical content areas. As a result, there is a need to examine teachers’ beliefs in
order to determine how they teach social conventions and morality in a classroom
context. In the current research, teachers’ beliefs about children’s conceptions of moral
and social conventional behaviors were assessed to understand how they infer
children’s development from the perspective of social domain theory. Ertmer (2005)
advocates that beliefs should be studied to find out misconceptions, if there are any.
Defining teachers’ beliefs would not lead to change (Rokeach, 1968) but being aware

of them helps researchers and policy makers develop action plans (Galvis, 2012).



1.1. Purpose of the Study

As mentioned above, this research is based on the social domain theory.
Despite having a multifaceted approach and various cognitive components, debate still
persists on the prioritization of these components in different situations and
environments. It is also yet to be clarified whether the differences in the perspectives
of morality are based on variations of the environment, context and/or social system,
or whether these are spread over the social as well as physical borders across the
countries while having an impact of universality (Mithra, 2001). In this regard, the
social domain theory helps clarify the morality and social convention concepts and
broadens the study of moral development, especially in children by positioning that
their thinking process for the outer world depends on the approach of heterogeneity
along with other orientations of social nature (Kohlberg, 1987).

Based on the evidence that has been provided by social domain research over
the last 40 years, it can be said that people can differentiate morality from social
conventions starting from as early as early childhood. It provides fruitful source for
developmental research; however, its role in educational research necessitates further
research. As Nucci and Turiel (2009) state, one of the major problems of educational
researchers is applying findings of developmental research to educational settings.
Besides, it is identified during the literature review that there is lack of literature in
relation to beliefs of preschool teachers regarding children’s conceptions about social
conventional and moral events. What teachers believe is significant because beliefs
are the mental processes that maintain a connection between not only professional
experiences of teachers but also personal ones and their current pedagogical decisions
(Galvis, 2012; Haser, 2016). Teachers, just like other professionals, cannot control
what they believe because all their life experiences shape their beliefs. Beliefs are
different from knowledge since they include subjectivity and emotion (Pajares, 1992).
Thus, teachers’ beliefs describe how they spend their time and energy with children in
a classroom.

In the light of the research, the purpose of the current study is to identify the

current beliefs of preschool teachers regarding children’s way of thinking about



morality and social conventions. To this end, the current study aimed to investigate
and describe early childhood teachers’ conceptions of morality and social conventions
and their beliefs about children’s conceptions of moral and social conventional events
occurring within their classrooms. The experiences of teachers were associated with
not only the way they reason about social conventional and moral events, but their
beliefs regarding children’s social and moral judgments. The researcher of the present
study chose early childhood education teachers’ beliefs as a paradigm and early
childhood education as a context because the literature shows that children can
distinguish social conventions and morality (Nucci & Powers, 2014; Turiel, 2015).
Moreover, the review of the research suggests that children and adults have some
differences in their judgments of social conventional and moral events (Smetana,
2006; Turiel, 2015). Additionally, research suggests that teachers’ beliefs are one of
the major determiners of their in-class behaviors and attitudes. Hence, in the current
study the beliefs of preschool teachers are examined from the perspective of the social

domain theory.
1.2. Research Questions

In the current study, one research question accompanied with two sub-
questions has been formulated.
1. What do Turkish preschool teachers believe about young children’s conceptions
of moral and social conventional events?
1.1. How do Turkish preschool teachers define and categorize young children’s in-
class behaviors?
1.2. How do Turkish preschool teachers distinguish between social conventional

and moral events?
1.3. Significance of the Study

The traditional schools usually play a predefined role in establishing the
education environment which may contribute to the moral training of the students.

These schools can even play a more significant role while formulating and



implementing an action plan for fostering the reward based moral education
influencing the societal foundations (White & Warfa, 2011). Different studies suggest
that interventions made in the school for moral and social development have yielded
significant results (DeRosier & Lloyd, 2010; DeRosier & Mercer, 2007; Flay,
Berkowitz, & Bier, 2009; Marshall, Caldwell, & Foster, 2011; Royal & Baker, 2005;
Skaggs & Bodenhorn, 2006; White & Warfa, 2011). Because teachers spend
significant amount of time with children and they are professionals of early childhood
pedagogy, understanding teachers’ beliefs is important to contribute to the moral
development and education of students in the schools. Contextualizing the beliefs and
moral judgments of teachers will contribute to highlighting the significance of this
research, especially in moral and social development. It may also help scholars and
researchers in the analysis of mental processes including cognition of social events
underlying the attitudes of children (Jambon, 2016).

Moreover, social domain literature provides strong evidence for domain
distinction. It is clear that children as young as 3-year-olds (Smetana & Braeges, 1990;
Davidson, Turiel & Black, 1983) and even children with autistic spectrum disorder
(Blair, 1996) can differentiate morality from social conventions. However, there is not
enough research on what teachers believe about children’s moral judgments. As
explained earlier, teachers’ beliefs have an intrinsic impact on their in-class decisions
and behaviors. From this perspective, this study might be the first of its kind to
investigate teachers’ beliefs about children’s moral judgments from the perspective of
the social domain theory. There is a gap in the research field, which needs to be filled
with relevant research, like the present study, in order to address and explore teachers’
beliefs on the moral reasoning of children in the context of the social domain theory.

Additionally, this study may provide evidence for the social domain research
literature to extend its cultural variability. A number of research studies have been
conducted in different countries with different cultural groups (Ardila-Rey & Killen,
2001; Bersoff & Miller, 1993; Carey & Ford, 1983; Hollos, Leis, & Turiel, 1986;
Madden, 1992; Miller & Bersoff, 1992; Nucci, Camino, & Milnitsky-Sapiro, 1996;
Song, Smetana, & Kim, 1987; Yau & Smetana, 2003; Zimba, 1987) although most of

the research regarding the social domain theory have been conducted in the United



States. All of these studies show that people differentiate morality, i.e. welfare, justice
and harm, from social conventions. Thus, the current study is one of the first studies
conducted in Turkey.

Lastly, most of the social domain research studies have used hypothetical
stories or witnessed events (for reviews see Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015) to assess
people’s moral judgments and reasoning. However, in the current study, we initially
identified desired and undesired classroom behaviors with our participant teachers.
After identifying classroom behaviors, we asked teachers to make judgments and
justifications for these behaviors. Subsequently, we asked them what they believed
about children’s moral judgments. Thus, it can be said that teachers were interviewed
about what they experienced in their own classrooms. Asking about their own
experiences made the interviewing process more realistic for the participants. It may

help participants to access their memories more easily.
1.4. Personal Motivation

In Turkey, there seems to be a misconception regarding the real aim of
education. A common fact about education in Turkey is that the measurement and
assessment system, rather than the education itself, have been determining the
behavior of students (Berberoglu & Tansel, 2014). Schools define their goals as being
successful in national examinations because success indicators are based on academic
achievement (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005). People consider education as a tool to equip
children with proper academic skills that help them to surpass other people. Therefore,
all the stakeholders of education, undeniably, focus on the core content areas to be
tested in the examinations. Even so, preschools keep up with the latest fashion of
education and most of them advertise their services based on the academic content,
like the mathematics and science they offer. Bassok, Latham and Rorem (2016)
suggest that due to accountability concerns kindergartens have emphasized academic
skills and reduced play opportunities.

Nothing may be wrong with having a utilitarian perspective towards education;

however, this perspective provides an incomplete picture. The sole aim of education



is not to instruct academic content, nor to promote intelligence. It also has a social
function; as Martin Luther King Jr. (1948) mentioned, “we must remember that
intelligence is not enough”. Therefore, another function of education should be to help
children become more competent social and moral agents. One of his famous sayings,
reflects the motive underlying the current study:

Intelligence plus character--that is the goal of true education. The complete
education gives one not only power of concentration, but worthy objectives upon
which to concentrate. The broad education will, therefore, transmit to one not only the
accumulated knowledge of the race but also the accumulated experience of social
living.

As the researcher of the current study, my interest in the topic of the study
derives from more than one simple motive. First, my interest in social and moral
development is based on my father’s influence on me. Like any other child, when I
was asked what job I wanted to do in the future, my answers would always undergo
changes throughout the years; however, my father’s response would always be the
same: be a good person first! I do not think I really understood what he meant at the
time, but now as a researcher I realize how important it is to understand the context of
social interactions and act accordingly. Secondly, my maternal grandmother placed
great emphasis on friendship and kindness. She always prayed for me as “May god
bless you to have good people around you all the time!” She never asked me if I had
successful people around me; rather, she always asked if I had good friends. I have
good people around me who make me feel comfortable regardless of the context and
setting. I understood the importance of having good people around particularly when
I went to the U.S.A. for academic purposes and left my family members behind.
Thirdly, I am a former-boarder who is familiar with the feeling of ‘infinite loneliness.
I left home when I was 12 and for seven years I spent most of my time with people
who were not a part of my family. Actually, my parents believed it was a gift because
I was a successful student. My father told me that I was clever enough to survive. What
he did not tell me was that [ would be alone with tens of people around me. [ managed
to survive but it was not about being clever; instead, it was about being socially skillful.

I was just an easy-going boy who could get along with anyone. Life was easier for me
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because I obeyed almost all the rules, like a soldier in Turkey would do, without asking
questions. It is clear to me now that I could get along with the masters of the school
dormitory, the authority figures. Not every child was lucky like me. The life in the
dormitory was not easy because the masters made it clear that they were not our parents
who tolerated our childish behaviors. Therefore, we were not allowed to be children
anymore. There was a number of rules we should follow. They believed our academic
success was a result of the authoritarian regime they applied. Now when I look back
to those days I see that it was not a matter of commitment to follow the orders, but a
matter of making the masters believe we did. It was both fun and stressful to hide some
things from the masters or do some things behind their back. I always wondered how
we could act in a particular way while we thought it was totally wrong. Besides the
authoritarian regime in boarding schools, I met a number of people and realized that
people prefer to be around respectful and responsible people without considering their
academic success. Additionally, although academic topics are important, the level of
its importance varies among people. For example, it does not really matter to me
whether or not I have successful physicists or mathematicians around. I prefer being
with people who understand me and respect my decisions and life style. In other words,
academic content loses its importance at some point; however, social and moral skills
have lifelong importance. Hence, my personal kinship to the topic is connected to not
only my family’s perspective to life, but also my personality and my experiences as a
former boarder.

Additionally, I owe everything I have now to the Republic of Turkey and the
fathers of the republic. Ataturk, the first president of the republic, was highly interested
in education. He once said he had wanted to be the secretary of education if he could.
He saw education as the only tool to help our nation to survive and rise. He believed
that unless a nation had an army of wisdom, the brilliant victories in battlefields would
not lead to lasting results. Therefore, he asked teachers to be public figures in order to
show the public that they were not there just to teach the alphabet to their children.
Rather, they were there to educate positive, honest, considerate, and strong children
capable of accomplishing the tasks they started and could overcome the obstacles they

encountered. He believed school had the responsibility to train honorable and
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knowledgeable professionals. I share his perspective on education. Also, I know how
important early childhood education is to foster fundamental life skills. Consequently,
I am interested in studying social and moral development of young children.

As a teacher trainer, I have chosen to study teachers’ beliefs because beliefs
are the most important mental constructs that influence their attitudes, values and
behaviors. I am interested in gaining insight into what teachers believe so that I can
understand the way they think and act. If I can understand what the way they think and
act, I can explain the foundations of their intentions, behaviors and attitudes towards

children’s social and moral development.
1.5. Delimitations of the Study

Turiel’s (2015) conceptualization of social conventions and morality based on
judgments and justifications was used for the study. In fact, four dimensions of moral
judgment have drawn the frame of the study. Those dimensions are generalizability,
rule independence, authority independence and rule alterability. Interview questions
addressing teachers’ both judgments and beliefs regarding children’s judgments were
prepared in line with the social domain conceptualization. Additionally, Seidman’s
(2006) three interview series method was adapted for the current study. All the

participants are preschool teachers, consequently scope is limited to their beliefs.
1.6. Definition of Important Terms

Belief: Consciously or unconsciously held personal understandings and
conceptions accepted as true (Galvin, 2012).

Conception: “The way in which something is perceived or regarded”
(OxfordDictionaries.com, 2017).

Domain: a conceptual sphere of understanding.

Preschool Teacher: In Turkey, they are teachers who work with young
children from 18 to 66 months.

Justification: the act of providing reasonable explanations about what has been
told.
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Moral development: the process of developing ability to differentiate moral,
social and personal concepts (Turiel, 2015).

Moral Judgment: the ability to make decisions about social and moral events
(Kohlberg, 1969).

Social Conventions: Boundaries set up by most members of a society for
behaviors to cope with daily life issues.

Transgression: an act that violate a rule or code of conduct (Turiel, 1977;
2015).

Young Children: Children aged between 24 to 66-months-old.

13



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The following chapter involves a summary of the related research that has
maintained a theoretical background for the current study. There are three different
parts of this chapter. The first part is a review of the literature about moral reasoning
and judgment. Piaget’s theory of moral development, Kohlberg’s stage-based moral
development theory and Social domain theory will be mentioned. In the second part,
there will be a review about teachers’ beliefs and at the end there will be a summary

of related literature about obedience to authority.
2.1. Piaget’s Theory of Moral Development

2.1.1. Shift from heteronomy to autonomy

In his initial theoretical work, Jean Piaget (1932/1965) emphasised on the
moral and ethical lives of pupils through analysing the way they use to play games
which also helped him to know in depth the belief system of the students regarding
what is wrong and what is right. He claimed that any sort of development and change
occurs on the basis of actions; the concept which can lead to suggest that the
production and reconstruction of knowledge among individuals rely on their
interactions with and within the environment. The visual observation of Piaget for the
game playing children stimulated him to think that the rules applied by the children on
their games can prove that the morality can also be included as a process developed
through actions and learning in that case (DeVries, 1997; 1998; Piaget, 1932/1966).

In addition, Piaget (1932/1966), during his examination of children, asked

them about lying and stealing things. Most of the respondents who were children and
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adults responded that these two words show negativity and badness and should not be
done with others because these are not supposed to be good. These sorts of responses
compelled Piaget to conclude that children started their initial years of life in the
condition of heteronomy, which means that they use to construct the meanings and
understanding of a particular concept based on moral and social influential reasoning
while being obedient to learned rules.

Thus Piaget (1932/1966) concluded that the children and adults are mostly
oriented by the heteronomous thinking style within morality domain, in which they
are bound to perceive things and concepts based on the set rules, and moral
imagination which they learn from parents and society which in their age considered
as flawless. The moral obligation and obedience are considered to be the only choice
which the young children have to adapt. By doing so, they do not and even wish not
to disagree or oppose those who were considered through heteronomy as flawless

(Lerner, Liben & Mueller, 2015).
2.1.2. The shift towards autonomy

Piaget (1932/1966) later in his approach experimented the children in a game
where there were no prior or known rules and children were to play as per their own
convenience and setting the modality of the game. In this scenario, children were
unexpectedly seemed to have difficulties with their adhered approach towards
heteronomy and were not feeling comfortable in playing the game in which everything
was allowed to them. Piaget reiterated that these challenging and new situations can
serve as a changing element for the children to divert and shift their approach from
heteronomy to autonomy. In this approach, they are blessed with the freedom to not
just adapting the rules, as they were, but to assess these rules through the paradigm of
requirements and objectives of the prevailing situation, without damaging any other’s
respect.

According to Piaget (1995), this shift of approach can impact the cognitive
thinking practices and transform it into a paradigm of perspective oriented
consideration. These characteristics of behaviorsled Piaget develop his views that the

development of morality in individuals is formed on the basis of interpersonal
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interactions of a person with others to develop the consensus on the resolutions of
matters and the particular thoughts. Turiel (2006) added that the comparative analysis
of the two approaches may come up as the fair view of morality through autonomy
may lead to ensure the persistence in the behaviors of the individuals than the

orientation approach explored in the children based on heteronomy.
2.1.3. Application in classrooms by teachers

Jean Piaget made some recommendations based on his conclusion from his
social experiments on school children regarding the shift of cognitive behavior from
heteronomy to the autonomy of thinking and perceiving. He suggested that the
educational institutes for children must encourage and impact the capabilities in
children for collaboratively making the decisions after exploring fairness based new
rules through consensus. This perspective of Piaget apparently got contradictory with
the one of a sociologist Emile Durkheim (Turiel, 2002).

The view of Durkheim was same regarding moral development as a product of
social interaction but the primary difference between Durkheim’s view and Piaget’s
view was that Durkheim believed that the moral development of children is based on
the characteristics of a group to which an individual is attached (Durkhaim,
1925/1961), while on contrary, Piaget (1997) believed that moral development can be
a two process and individual are free to contribute to the group with their particular
thoughts and viewpoints and hence can even affect the characteristics of the group in
reciprocal. Turiel (2006) explained that why Piaget (1997) suggested that in order to
let the children become more confident and freer in expressing their thoughts, the
classroom teacher should encourage and implement such an atmosphere in the
classroom in which every child should be given equal freedom to participate in the
learning process instead of being the only listener.

Based on the above recommendation to encourage free social interactions in
the classrooms among students and between student and teachers, DeVries and Zan
(1994) stressed that it is easy to predict or expect possible conflicts in the classrooms.
Most of the schools especially the primary schools do not like the conflicts to take

place within their premises as they perceive it as a negative act of social interaction

16



which may lead to serious consequences. Their viewpoint is certainly acceptable and
rather appreciable, however the concept of Piaget to promote the conflict resolution
mechanism among children needs certain conflicts to raise in their settings and the
students must be trained and given the opportunities to work on the resolution of these

particular conflict, no matter real or hypothetical (DeVries and Zan, 1994).
2.2. Stage Based Moral Development

Piaget’s theory of moral development was agreed by another scholar Lawrence
Kohlberg in his doctoral dissertation in 1958. He presented a revolutionary idea for
the moral education and formulation through stages. Morality was focused on him as
the primary force in psychology. He used to perceive all the children up to the age of
adulthood as the agent or developers of moral philosophy who are also competent
enough to form and revise their self-paradigms. Snarey and Samuelson (2014)
discussed in their work that Kohlberg presented three models of moral development
including types of moral development, stages of moral development and atmosphere
for the development of morality. He also developed his methods to be imparted in the
moral education including dilemma discussions on moral development, exemplars of
moral development and the community schools as the agent of moral development.

Kohlberg like many other researchers got inspired and derived his theoretical
work from those who earlier presented their arguments in favour or in a critique of the
moral development approaches. He drew his research work on the basis of Jean Piaget
and Emile Durkheim’s approaches toward moral development through education. In
his persistent approach with the work of Piaget, Kohlberg suggested that the thinking
opportunities are designed for children through the experience they face in multiple
environments and at multiple locations. According to Turiel (2006), these thinking
experiences also contribute to developing the social concepts in the brains of children
including human rights, equality, justice, and other welfare oriented causes and
concepts. He also added that the process of moral development among individuals is
spread over longer stages of life in contrast to the maximum stage of adulthood

suggested by Piaget in his theory of moral development.
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Mithra (2001) debated that Kohlberg was of the view that the moral
development is a process spread over six different but connected stages which
contribute in the structuring the judgment capabilities among individuals for moral
development and reasoning. He argued that the rightness or wrongness of moral
thinking leads the formation of moral development. Individuals only perceive the
environment as per their existing mechanism and structures of developed thoughts.
These structures are refined only when the process of visualising or perceiving the
environment fails or comes up with undesirable results (Mithra, 2001).

The six stages of moral development as suggested by Kohlberg are grouped by
him in three consecutive levels while having two stages in each level. These three
levels are categorised as pre-conventional level; conventional level; and post-
conventional level of moral development. These six stages of moral development were
not supposed to be skipped before going to the next stage. Following are the brief
description of each level of moral development along with the possessing stages

within.
2.2.1. Pre-conventional level

This is the level at which the child is able enough to respond to the societal and
cultural norms and perceive the labels of what is negative and what is positive. Most
of these perceptions are based on the basis of comfort or discomfort to the child or the
serious outcomes as articulated by those who are considered flawless (Kohlberg, 1958;
1969; Snarey & Samuelson, 2014).

The pre-conventional level of moral development constitutes two sub stages as
follows:

Stage-1: Orientation of obedience and punishment

At this stage (from 3 to 7 years of age) children are taught at school or at home
about the basics of morality encompassing the following and complying with the rules
for the sake of obedience and to evade damaging or hurting the people and their
belongings (Kohlberg, 1958; 1969; Snarey & Samuelson, 2014). At this stage, children
learn through the self-evident role of morality associated with certain things or

concepts which do not require explanation or justification. However, at this stage, the
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differences of interests among individuals are not understood by children. This stage
also explains the understanding of justice as a morality to obey the infallibles (Turiel,
2006).

Stage-2: Exchange and instrumental purpose

Through this stage (from 8 to 11 years), the individuals go through the moral
development phase while learning to perform the obedience of rule in matters in which
their interest of immediate nature compels them to obey the rule. This is a kind of
exchange of good or bad deeds to fulfil the interests (Turiel, 2006). At this stage,
individuals come up with the understanding that the interest of every other person may
be different. Through the exchange of good or bad deeds, but the individuals use to
protect their self-interests. Justice at this stage is perceived to the individuals as the

protection of everyone’s interests (Kohlberg, 1958; 1969; Snarey & Samuelson, 2014).
2.2.2. Conventional level

The moral development framework is widened at this stage. To meet the
expectations and moral desires of peers, family, social group or the country are
imparted as the indicators of moral development to the individuals. Students also learn
that moral development is not just to meet the expectation level of the societal players,
but also to become loyal to these expectations and acts of morality (Kohlberg, 1958;
1969; Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977; Snarey & Samuelson, 2014). The conventional level
again has further two stages in its scope which is as follows:

Stage-3: Good relations and mutual interpersonal expectations

Most of the scholars use to perceive this stage (from 12 to 17 years) of moral
development as the most important one in learning the cycle of an individual. At this
stage, the youth demonstrates the ability to consider and understand the perspectives,
thinking style and intentions of the other individuals (Turiel, 2006). The boundaries of
understanding justice are wider in this stage while considering not to harm or to
damage the rights of others by protecting the rights of self. The morality at this stage
tends to be developed through peer circle which can be effective for even the socially
deviant people. This stage of morality also defines the good or bad behaviors to the

youth by portraying that the behavior can be good or bad only if the other person
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perceives it as good or bad (Kohlberg, 1958; 1969; Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977; Snarey
& Samuelson, 2014; Turiel, 2006).

Stage-4: Maintenance of conscience and social system

This stage (from 18 to 25 years) of moral development demonstrates the virtues
of being a citizen of good faith and practices as per the prevailing law and social order
in order to maintain the social system in the society. The morality is referred at this
stage as the effective performance of the set obligations and duties on oneself. The
legislative order in the given region is to be obeyed in any case until it contradicts with
the performance of duties which are already prevailed and popular in a societal
context. In general, the individuals are supposed to enlarge their duties from
interpersonal to societal level (Kohlberg, 1958; 1969; Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977;
Snarey & Samuelson, 2014).

2.2.3. Conventional level of moral development

This is the level at which the moral development emerges by putting an
emphasis towards defining the principles and social values and norms in a particular
form. This form includes the one which is validated and can be applied in addition to
those rules and instructions that the individuals get from their peers and the
authoritarian infallible (Mithra, 2001; Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977).

The last two stages of moral development fall under the third level of
Kohlberg’s moralities are discussed below.

Stage-5: Social contract and individual rights

This stage suggests that after 25 years of age, individuals learn for the larger
interests of the society, i.e., every entity and individual has equal human rights, which
need to be protected and respected by every single individual. It does not matter that
how much extended are the provisions in the prevailing law regarding these rights and
interests on human grounds (Kohlberg, 1958; 1969; Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977; Snarey
& Samuelson, 2014).

Stage-6: Principles based on universal ethics

Snarey and Samuelson (2014) discussed that as per Lawrence Kohlberg, this

stage of moral development is not limited, started or ended into a certain age group;
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rather it always serves very specific or few individuals in a society. According to him,
during the stage of moral development, certain individuals used to follow the norms
and values and principles that were set by universal organisation pertaining to human
rights.

Turiel (2006) highlighted this aspect by stating that good citizens always abide
the prevailing law of the country, but at this stage of moral development, these citizens
learn to follow the universal ethical rules which are somehow violated by the country
at where they live. In these cases, the prevailing human rights regulations and
orientation areadapted by these individuals who depict that every human has equal
rights, which is to be protected not only by the government but also by the society and
the individuals (Turiel, 2006).

According to Kohlberg (1976), there were some in-stage variations in
participants’ responses that stages did not explain alone. To describe these variations
Kohlberg and colleagues (Schrader, Tappan, Kohlberg & Armon, 1987; Tappan et al.
1978) combined Piaget’s two forms of morality and Weber’s ideal types (Snarey &
Samuelson, 2014). They defined two sub types as Type A and Type B as a reflection
of heteronomy and autonomy, respectively. These moral types emphasize the content
of the interviewees’ moral reasoning rather than cognitive structure of moral
development. They developed nine coding criteria based on Piaget’s and Kant’s
theoretical explanations (Snarey & Samuelson, 2014) which are summarized below in
Table 2.1.

According to Snarey and Samuelson (2014), moral types are useful tools to
understand how moral reasoning are related with moral action. For example, it has
been found that Type B people tended to act more likely based on their moral
judgments even when they are not in accordance with the current rule or the authority.
Additionally, there is a positive relationship between Type B (i.e. autonomous)
reasoning and moral stage development, like Piaget suggests. They also found that
there is shift from Type A to Type B reasoning (for reviews see Kohlberg, 1984;
Logan, Snarey & Schrader, 1990; Snarey & Samuelson, 2014).
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Table 2.1 Kohlberg’s Distinction between Type A and Type B Moral Orientations

Criteria Type A (Heteronomous) Type B (Autonomous)
Hierarchy No clear moral hierarchy, reliance  Clear hierarchy of moral values;
on pragmatic and other concerns prescriptive duties are primary
Instrinsicality Instrumental view of persons Persons as ends in themselves;
respect for autonomy, dignity
Prescriptivity Moral duty as instrumental or Moral duty as moral obligation
hypothetical
Universality Judgments uncritically assumed to ~ Generalized view; applies to
be held by everyone or based on everyone in same situation
self-interest
Freedom External bases validate judgments ~ No reliance on external
authority or tradition
Mutual Respect  Unilateral obedience Cooperation among equals
Reversibility Views the dilemma from only one ~ Understanding of the other’s
point of view perspective; reciprocity
Constructivism  Rigid view of rules and laws as Flexible view of rules and laws
fixed as adaptable
Choice Does not choose or justify choice in  Chooses solution generally seen

terms of fairness or justice

as just or fair

Source: Logan, Snarey & Schrader (1990), p.75 (As cited in Snarey & Samuelson,

2014, p.70)

The third model Kohlberg (1980) developed to understand moral development

is moral atmosphere. Snarey and Samuelson (2014, p.71) define moral atmosphere as

“a community’s shared expectations and normative values.” Kohlberg focused on

moral education as well as moral development. While studying on moral development,

he found out that social organization in which an individual took part has a major

impact on moral development. As mentioned before, Kohlberg had influenced by

Durkheim’s ideas on moral education (Durkheim used the term ‘character education’)

that drawn a framework about society’s influence on individuals’ moral development.

However, Kohlberg’s ideas differentiated from Durkheim’s, as he mentioned justice,
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fairness and wellbeing of other members of the society. He believed that

democratically governed societies promote moral reasoning.
2.3. Social Cognitive Domain Theory

2.3.1. Morality among individuals

This theory of social cognitive domain or the social domain theory is based on
the principle and basic ingredient of morality, which is defined in multiple dimensions
by multiple authors and researchers (Nucci, 2001; Smetana, 2006; 2013; Turiel, 1978;
1983; 2006; 2015). According to Smetana (2006), morality may be considered as the
behavior and actions of individuals while interacting and socialising with others,
despite the versatility in the meanings of the word morality. This term is used in
everyday life among people portraying the actions of individuals as moral or immoral
in general. The perspective of understanding the morality, however, differs among
scholars and psychological experts. Single paradigm is never used psychologically to
determine the meaning and context of morality (Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2006; 2015).

Despite the having multifaceted approach and various cognitive components
debate still persists on the prioritisation of these components in different situations and
environments. It is also yet to be clarified that whether the differences in the
perspectives of morality are based on the variations of environment, contexts and/or
social system, or these are spread over the social as well as physical borders across the
countries while having an impact of universality (Turiel, 2006: 2015). In this regard,
social domain theory helps in clarifying the morality concept and broadens the
research regarding moral development, especially in children by positioning that their
thinking process for the outer world depends on the approach of heterogeneity along
with other orientation of social nature (Smetana, 2006).

Social domain theory basically serves as a framework used to assess the
behaviors of individuals in how they interpret, evaluate, prioritise and understand the
world in its social context. This theory proposed three different psychological
dimensions to construct or to perceive the knowledge of social norms and moral

development. Scholars like Turiel (1977; 1978; 2006; 2015), Smetana (2006) and
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Nucci (1982a; 1982b; 2001; Nucci & Powers, 2014) have rationalised in their works
the empirical evidence of the last many decades to summarise that the learning of
individual children up to adulthood is perceived through moral practices of other
individuals; prevailing social norms; and the psychological cognitions.

Based on the basic principles of Jean Piaget’s on moral development, among
children, the social domain theory argues that production of knowledge among
individuals is based on their learning from different and continuous experiences in life
right from the early stage. Nucci (2001) had stressed that the moral development and
the judgment of moral values can be considered as the primary or natural capabilities
among childhood.

The moral concerns in social domain theory including rights of individuals
prevail with the subjects of traditions, societal values, authority, personal privacy,
body control and integrity, and the preferences patterns of individuals (Turiel, 2015).
Furthermore, the social conventions, personalisedissues, and moral domain contribute
in building the organisation and structure of knowledge based on a social domain
which is developed through a process of experiencing multiple and prevailing social
regularities in different environments (Turiel, 2015).

The development of social and moral domain among children is considered
crucial because it expects that the children be clear in their approach regarding
different rules of the social system, interactive relationships among individuals, and
the settings required to build these relationships. Children are found to learn the moral
and social concepts from their experiences of judging whether a particular thing or
situation is fair enough or it may harm in anticipation. Smetana (2006) focused on the
understanding that the social interaction with other individuals certainly helps the
children in developing their understanding of not only the outer psychological moral
learning but also in knowing their own self-traits.

Different studies explained that there could be differences even among the
moral domains and contexts. The differences are either highlighted or managed by the
individuals while being concerned with the social indicators including moral values,

cautiousness or other issues of personal nature (Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2006). The
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differences within moral values may be understood by the fact that privileges of
freedom and autonomy are exercised more among males than in females.

This issue is generally perceived differently among individuals of different
mental paradigms. Some individuals are of the view that the grant of more freedom to
males is based on the necessities or practicalities required to perform certain actions.
On the contrary, many people perceive it as the issue of inequality. Still, there are some
people with different approach who consider this issue as the outcome of moral and
social values based on the principles of equal fairness or harm within the concept

(Turiel, 2015).
2.3.2. Domain differences through social experiences

Discussing the social experiences, Turiel (2015) highlighted that there are
some theoretical perspectives on reasons for differences in the construction of different
kinds of social domain knowledge. These reasons could be understood initially
through the sense of feeling which serves as the primary mode of learning for new
born babies as they tend to be sensitive towards the pains and grief of others starting
from the relationship of parents.

Evidence from contemporary researches shows that those toddlers under the
age of one year showed significant responses in the psychological examinations which
prove that they are potential enough to respond with the feeling of care for others in
the prevailing environment (Hamlin, 2013). These finding also served in the
development of social knowledge pertaining to justice, harm and fairness.

Contradictions and differences prevail in the association of moral development
with children’s behaviors. Researchers like Turiel (2015) and Killen (2005) argued
that the early development of the judgment of wrong and right and the feeling of care
for others, among toddlers, are not due to any biological or physical instincts. Instead
of it, these developments are due to the interactions of the child with the other
individuals. The more children interact with others, the more and quick they learn the
prevailing social domains of the given society (Turiel, 2006).

Research studies conducted to highlight the social experiences of kids

proposed that the influence of social interaction is significant on the developing social
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moralities in a child. Moreover, it is also important to know that the child’s interaction
as per the learning of justice, fairness, badness, rightness or wrongness up to the
middle childhood period is happened to be only one way in which either positive or
negative responses are rare from the peer circle on the transgressions of the child
during school timings (Nucci & Powers, 2014).

The different school of thought Schmidt, Rakoczy, and Tomasello (2012)
argues that the children even before the school have shown positive results during
research in responding to disorders in the prevailing social domain environment and
the factors pertaining to badness. Schmidt et al (2012) stressed on the findings that
irrespective of differences in the perception and learning of children regarding the
moral development of social domains, the response of relatives and peer circle on the
violation of social system has a direct effect on the learning and even actions of the
young children, which they adopt in a particular environment.

There is another perspective of differences in social experiences, which
highlights the significance of emotions in the context of child’s learning experiences.
According to Arsenio, Adams and Gold (2009), young children at their earlier ages
expressed their clear and noticeable emotions on the moral construction of events
happening around them. For example, children showed their deep concern and
sympathy through their negative emotions towards the subject which was hit by
transgression during the research. Similarly, they showed their likeness and happiness
through their greetings oriented emotions towards experimental events containing
good deeds including help or appreciation for others (Arsenio et al., 2009).

Enormous research studies are also conducted on the topic of individual
differences in the moral development of social domain. Many of these studies discuss
that child’s behavior is derived through a cognitive process which is derived by the
influencing social interactions and emotions in general. Few similar research studies
highlight that the apart from the differences in the social domain, the individual’s
perspective and learning modalities have itself a lot of differences towards social

experiences (Olson & Dweck, 2008).
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2.3.3. Social conventions

Social norms and rules are also called the social conventions and have been
emerged in society while helping and facilitating in the resolutions in complex
situations arose due to certain conflicts. Olson and Dweck (2008) highlighted in the
study that the social conventions are considered to be the dedicated social norm for
restricting the behavior of individuals regarding particular action, a set of action or a
strategy.

Moreover, a social convention is, in fact, the regulation and control of the
individuals’ behaviors which also serves as a resolving mechanism to a coordination
oriented problem which is or may arise during the social interaction of the individuals.
This is how the benefits of adopting the social conventions by individuals are that they
can save themselves from indulging into conflicting situations by practicing those
actions which are commonly and unanimously considered as acts of fairness and
justice (Turiel, 2006).

There is a difference between the morality and the social conventions, later of
which can be understood as the norms which define the mode and control of
interactions among the members of a certain social organisation or group. Turiel
(2006) argued that the tools and concepts of social conventions are defined through
the understanding of the significance of the prevailing social and cultural norms in
order to form a predefined social organisation. In addition, the social domain theory
also suggests that conceptual social systems are in fact formed the basis of our
understanding of the social conventions and the moral development (Smetana, 2006).

Although the social domain theory is based on the moral development grounds
which were earlier discussed by Jeans Piaget and Lawrence Kohlberg, there is a
contradiction on the understanding of moral development through social convention
between the domain theory and the work of Piaget and Kohlberg (Snarey &
Samuelson, 2014).

The earlier work on the understanding of moral development illustrated that
the social learning of moral development is a process which takes place in various

stages spread over the whole life span of individuals. It also suggested that children
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use to learn the moralities of the prevailing social system at later ages near adulthood.
On the contrary, the domain theory persists, that the learning of social norms in the
context of social conventions is a process which is started even at the age of fewer than
three years of age, as suggested by various research studies in the last four decades
(Davidson, Turiel & Black, 1983; Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2006).

Turiel (2015) explained in his work that the morality and social conventions
are different i.e., they are the parallel frameworks in psychology instead of being a
single approach that was perceived by Kohlberg in 1969. However, it is pertinent that
due to the existence of social and moral events in society, the position of an individual
in choosing a particular mode of action in a given environment may probably force the
individual to opt a certain perspective for only one of these two frameworks. Even one
can choose certain actions while being in both of these two frameworks of morality
and social convention. For instance, like letting the women first in the queue or in
other matters of preferences, make this action as moral and also following the social
convention.

Studies presented by Smetana (2006) and Nucci and Powers (2014) shows that
the social domain theory iterates the fact that the children are not only capable enough
to develop the morality in their knowledge and behaviors but also they use to adapt
the prevailing social conventions in their environment. This can be depicted by looking
at a funeral ceremony in which all people including children use to wear black clothes.
The development of social conventions among children happens in their social settings
like their homes, parents, peer group, teachers at school and other such environments
in which the child started to learn the patterns and trends in norms and behaviors of
the other individuals while interacting with them.

In the same context, Smetana (2006) argues that numerous different social
experiences are interlinked with the violations of social conventions and the moral
development. The case can be relevant to any age and even the very young children
who may still be at the stage of learning and stacking the differences of social domains
and morality inside their cognitive thinking and brain. He emphasised more on the
subject that the social domain theory clearly signifies the extraction of rules among

children of even three years old, from the surrounding of their flawless during the stage
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of heteronomy based learning as suggested by Piaget in his earlier works (Turiel,
2015).

There is a need to understand that social conventions have significance in the
society and the development of morality among individuals. The relevant matters and
actions under social conventions are not considered and known as having or provoking
serious consequences of interpersonal nature, if not adopted by the individuals
(Smetana, 2006). This can be understood by the example of calling the teacher in an
institute with a prefix of the professor. In this way, students pay due respect to the
teacher, which is already prevailed in the society; however, the students are still free
to call the teacher with the prefixes of Mr. or Ms. and even they can call the teacher
without any prefix. These ways of calling the teacher do not make differences in the
practice of education, but certainly, affect the social respect which is privileged by the
teachers in almost all over the world.

A research study was conducted in order to highlight whether the practice of
morality is dependent on the prevailing social conventions (Nucci & Turiel, 1993).
The study used religious tradition as the tool for judging the respondents’ orientation
of morality and social convention. Children from two different religions were asked
questions regarding some violated acts in society in the religious perspective. All the
children in the survey showed that they would not have any objections on acts which
are against the religious social conventions like marrying of the Catholic priests.
However, the all the students responded their due concerns against all sort of bad acts
which are against the prevailing moral values of not only the society but the humanity.
These acts were supposed to be like stealing, hurting or hitting someone or damaging
any other’s personal interest. Children argued that these acts would consistently be
considered as violent acts no matter whether the religion is quite against addressing
them in the divine books. Thus, the dominance and significance of morality have been
vitally depicted from that research study that moral values are perceived by the
individuals as the dominating force irrespective of any social convention (Nucci &
Turiel, 1993).

There is another example highlighting the distinction between the morality and

the social convention. People can be judged while they use to be in a queue for either
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paying a bill, buying a ticket or to enter into certain premises. The lining up of the
individuals for a certain cause can depict their adaptation of a particular social
convention that making the queue is a sign of not only obeying the rules but a sign of
being civilised and moral (Nucci, 1984). Although at least in civilized countries, where
this practice is established as a social convention, but this sort of actions may not be
spread over cultures in broader term and may differ in other parts of the world. On the
contrary, in any civilized country, the line breaking practice or the violation of queue
in any given environment is considered seriously as a violence of social system and
social norm which is prevailed by the people to be just and practice the fairness in the

society.
2.4. Moral Development and Education

There has been a continuous debate and issue of how to capitalise the
knowledge of developmental stages of children on their educational and learning
oriented system (Kamii & Joseph, 2004). This issue gets more highlighted when it
comes applying the knowledge of morality and moral development in the education
system. The theoretical work of Kohlberg regarding the stage based moral
development somehow contributed in formulating the goals and prioritisation in the
education of morality among students (Nucci, 2001).

According to the theory of stages, the morality is developed among children
based on the principles of universal morality and goodness. This approach started to
be adapted after the emergence of Kohlberg’s theory and teachers applied it through
imparting the morality within the coursework discussions and assignments in the
classrooms according to the level of students’ class and grade. Despite its significance
alone, this approach was perceived as very difficult to change the normal and
traditional practices in the classroom environments; even it is successful in its delivery,
the desired moral conduct in children’s behaviors (Nucci, 2001).

According to Durlak and his collegues (2011), it has become a common
practice that the low performance and grades of the school children are blamed to the

three parties including parents, teachers and certainly the students. Dissatisfactory
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educational performance at school level has also been researched critically by the
scholar and expert stakeholders. Durlak et al. (2011) argued that normally the causing
point for low-grade educational performance is either the lack of devotion and
motivation in studies by the student, lack of competency in teachers to let the students
give desired results, or the insufficient support and supervision by the parents.

It is also observed in many cases that school authorities use to criticise the
state, government level policies and the legitimate educational standards because most
of the time these regulations become a hindrance in developing and implementing an
innovative educational curriculum for a consistent period. Some gaps are highlighted
on part of decreasing taxpaying community due to which the necessary funding serves
as an obstacle for bringing some innovation especially regarding moral development
in education. One of such innovations can be to promote and support the moral
development in students in their knowledge learning and behaviors during their
education (Durlak et al., 2011).

The discussion of education based moral development generally dominates
with the changes in the age. These changes and issues may be logic, language,
mathematics, number, morality, relationship, understandings of psychological
concepts, or the attitudinal emotions. It is worked out by Nucci and Turiel, (2009) that
the education of moral development is spread over all the stages of moral development
as proposed by Lawrence Kohlberg. Moreover, younger children even under the age
of five years are found differentiating between the social conventions and morality
based on the moral education they learn through social interactions right from the

beginning (Nucci, 2001).
2.4.1. Approaches to social and moral education

One of the primary objectives of moral development among schools, children
is their character building. The traditional mode of building character among students
is through the education itself at large. The term of character education is widely used
as one of the significant methods of moral development. However, the studies are
limited illustrating the educational approaches of character to the school going

children. Arthur (2014) discussed that the character of an individual is constituted with
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the blend of nurtured factors that form differentiation among the individuals from one
another. The main player identified by him in constructing or shaping the character of
school children is no one else than their teacher. Teachers are thus considered as the
changing agents who can impart the fairness in the characters of the students with or

without depending on certain curriculum to teach in the classroom (Arthur, 2014).
2.4.2. Application of social domain theory on moral education

There is a need to understand that the application of social domain theory
regarding the education of morality in students still persists and has rather been
broadened on the basis of constructive and developmental paradigms in education
(Nucci & Powers, 2014). That application of theory addresses three basic points which
must be covered during the character building process of children including the
dedicated structure of the classroom with the focus on the objective of character
building; responding to the behavior and attitude of the pupils in an organized and
purposeful manner; and the integration of morality and character development into the
prevailing or intervened course curriculum.

Nucci and Powers (2014) further extended the explaining of the application of
domain theory on character education as suggesting best practices for developing the
environment of classrooms more social based on mutual trust and care for each other.
These characteristics of a classroom may certainly lead to the emergence of the moral
domain among students and especially from teachers’ side in the response of the
possible misconducts of the children.

Spread over numerous research studies, it is widely recognised by the
educators of morality and character that the development of morality is basically
hidden in the curriculum but not the course curriculum. This sort of curriculum as
discussed by Watson (20006) is rather hidden virtually in the discipline of teachers and
the management system of the classroom. Such curriculum often relies on the reward
and punishment methods in order to control and mold the behaviors of the students
leading them to own a high moral character.

Watson (2006; 2014) discussed in his work about the developmental discipline

of character development among students which is aimed at devising the alternative
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source of imparting the mortality among children through reflection, explanation, and
teaching of emotional, moral and social competencies instead of rewards and
punishment approach in the classrooms and schools. The power and authority granted
under the developmental discipline are rooted not from a single domain like the teacher
or the students but from the mutual relationship of these two domains based on caring

(Watson, 2006).
2.4.3. Moral education and associated implications

Studies on the topic of developing morality among individuals contributed
significantly the debate of moral education, through separately clarifying the context
and understanding of the morality domain and discussing the perspective of students
towards social convention (Turiel, 2006). Those research based approaches helped in
suggesting the guidelines for implementing an innovative strategy in classrooms for
better educating the morality to students.

Moreover, the research on moral development opened the opportunity for the
personal or traditional issues in the existing curriculum and education system to be
highlighted. It is recommended by the researchers like Nucci (2014) that any policy
level or educational modifications regarding the inclusion of moral education must be
implemented within the prevailing curriculum and be delivered by teachers during the
routine classroom education instead of designing a separate schedule for a dedicated
moral education class. Recommendations by Nucci (2014) were based on two
principles as follows:

e The educational reform of imparting the moral development should be
based on the cognitive domains prevailed in the society and certain
events on specific issues.

e The moral education must not be for the sake of education only, rather
it must ensure the developmental outcomes among the students
gradually.

Another implication suggested by Berkowitz (2012) that must be considered
in the education of moral development is that the education and training of moral

character must also possess the basic of how to build the character first. This is because
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it is evident that the character building approach on the basis of incentives,
punishment, and rewards, idealisation of popular people and the power oriented
authority in the prevailing society has been failed and did not come up with flourishing
results. The imaginations of ideals among children are based on the reflections of the
cultural and societal norms prevail in their institutes (Berkowitz, 2012; Berkowitz &
Bier, 2007; Durlak et al., 2011; Lickona, 1991).

Regretfully, it is observed in studies that the children learn even during their
school education that overall pattern of social players is to consider the value of
success and victory instead of recognising and empowering the adaptation of virtue
practices in any given environment. Berkowitz (2012) emphasised on the fact that
children observe that the high grades in examinations win the moral rewards of
teachers instead of being honest. Similarly, the social circle or group of friends always
demand the loyalty and stickiness to that particular group instead of being neutral and
kind to those who either left the group or are not yet become part of the group.

There are some more implications in the education of moral development in
many parts of the world. It is observed through many surveys that people, or
particularly the parents use to express their support and liking when asked of brining
interventions in the prevailing education system at the school level, but most of them
oppose the proposal of moral education designed on a community level. Such parents
form the basis of their opposition on the basis of following concerns (Berkowitz &
Bier, 2007).

e The fear of parents could be on the basis that they equalise the moral
education as sex education and want to avoid that for their children.

e Some parents consider the moral education in schools as the religious
education and thus do not feel comfortable with it.

e On contrary, other parents fear the moral education will not be based
on any religious thought.

e The rest of the parents appeared in the survey opposed the moral
education as they fear that it will be imparted for brain storming and

the mind controlling of their children.
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2.4.4. Moral development in contemporary education

The contemporary understanding and orientation of moral education have been
modified and transformed in many parts of the world. It is rather overcome by the
development of citizenship. The citizenship concept has not been perceived any long
as of political in nature rather it is considered more as social and interpersonal and, in
many cases, even at intrapersonal. They generally focus on the modes individuals
adopts to live their lives. Durlak et al. (2011) argue that there is a relationship between
the development of citizenship and identity. they urge that the building of the nation
and the identification of a citizen in the context of civil society are basically the
rationale supporting the education of citizenship on a level that is more political.

Cohesion within society and the behavior of citizens are usually considered to
be societal. The education of citizenship at both political as well as social level depends
directly on the self-regulations which an individual implement on his own self at
intrapersonal and interpersonal levels. These four levels of the education of citizenship
are interconnected with the narratives, values, practices and the competencies of
individuals. Education on a particular level such as political level can be self-
contradictory because leaving the other three levels from the process on the grounds
of being personal for the students, proves wrong the interconnectedness of these four
levels (Berkowitz & Bier, 2007).

The development of citizenship may focus on the various social and political
actions while discussing the social obedience in behaviors; discussing individualism
oriented autonomous approach for individual citizens; or a discussing a democratic
blend of both autonomous and individualistic approach for a citizen (Durlak et al.,
2011). There are therefore a lot of research work already undertook on the topic of
democracy and its significance. It is pertinent that the strengthening of a democratic
society can only be possible by gaining enough knowledge pertaining to democracy
and having the expertise of required to act in a democratic way. The more important
part of being a democratic citizen is to impart in faith the values of democracy. The

contemporary education of development of citizenship in the democracy prevailing
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societies considers the democratic lifestyle of people as one of the necessary academic

objectives (Durlak et al., 2011).
2.5. Behaviors in the Paradigm of Moral Reasoning

According to Hamlin (2013), the recent results of some contemporary
researches showed acceptance of the claim that the morality in individuals owns at
least few inborn characteristics including the judgment of behaviors and actions. The
statistics of those researches depict that expression of morality and the moral
motivations were recorded among young children and even in infants and toddlers.
Hamlin (2013) further explains that the moral learning among infants was also
observed as flexible, urbane and unexpectedly in line with the moral motivations and
practices of their peer adults. This is how the infants use to incorporate the fairness
and the morality of evaluation and response, therefore; he suggested that the morality
is one of the primary components of human nature.

Harman (2012) debates that our inside moral judgment for an individual
depends on the fact that he/she is able enough to be motivated by the particular
considerations on morality. Similarly, the process of our inner moral judgments
continues even for those whom we consider incapable enough for those motivations.
The judgment can be understood as the process of developing a thought for someone
regarding his/her goodness/badness or the mode of how he/she undertakes a task as
good or bad.

As per Harman (2012), there is a need to understand that the inner judgments
are different with the spoken or outer judgment of an individual or a group of
individuals. Because calling someone as brutal, betrayer, evil or the enemy is not
included in the inner judgment process for someone. This means that the spoken
judgment may not necessarily mean what we really think of a particular person
because our inner thought provoking process compels us to consider the reality of
emotions and deeds of the next person to whom we are passing comments verbally.

It was proposed by Gibbs and his colleagues (2007) that there is a need for a

variable, which can intervene between the stages of moral judgment and social
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behavior. Individuals should rely on that variable in one of these stages and
conceptualizes the specific and relative given action. The situation based influences
value and require due attention and importance as the effects of regression on social
behaviors on occasional situations like the conditions of prison has been observed
since long.

Numerous scholars and researchers tried to link the emotions of individuals
with their moral judgment practices, as rationalized by Prinz (2006) that without
utilizing the sentiments factors in one’s feelings, he/she cannot actually construct a
moral thought for anybody else. The author questioned about what really happens
inside our thoughts when we verbally say the terminologies of good, bad, wrong or
right. Some majority of empirical evidence of the surveys aimed to find the answer to
those questions reveals that in general, the moral judgments are based on emotions by
default. There is also a possibility that the negativity of emotions hardly derives our
focus towards the positive aspects of a situation or a person. Precisely, it can be
considered that bad or negative emotions serve as the derive force even alone for
establishing negative judgments on morality in a specific situation despite lacking any
other concrete reasons for associating negativity with someone or something (Prinz,
2006).

Pizarro (2000) argued with the example of a jury whose members are given
straight instructions by the judges to avoid the sympathetic feelings or emotions which
may influence the judgments in their cases. These instructions also serve as the
fundamental basis of the legal system in most of the countries all over the world. This
is because the role of emotional feels can certainly put the impact on the unbiased, fair
and accurate judgment based on the principles of morality. It is also evident
historically that a significant number of theorists agreed on the debate that emotions
are the influencing factor for developing moral judgment and reasoning (Pizarro,
2000).

Conclusively, it can be understood that the process of moral judgment is
certainly influenced by the emotional intuitional practices. Despite the fact it is also
observed in many cases that emotions can easily host the strategies and regulations

through which individuals use to restrain adequate reactions based on again certain
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emotions when they are depicted with a concerning element. It can be understood by
letting two individuals are put in a situation for providing moral judgments in the end,
while one of those individuals is not able to experience the feelings of emotions. The
end results of moral judgments from both of these individuals are most likely to be the
same as suggested by Pizarro (2000); however, the normal emotions oriented a person
in likely to be advantageous in his/her daily events of moral judgments with or without

depending on the emotional feelings aspect.
2.6. Moral Reasoning in Turkey

In Turkey, moral development and education had been one of the major topics
just after multi-party period began in 1945. There was some weak efforts before about
moral development and education, however they were mostly leaded by policy makers
such as introducing a class named moral conversations (Turkish: Musabahat-1
Ahlakiye) for primary grade students in 1924, however, there were a few individual
academic efforts. Kanad (1930; 1934; 1942; 1947) Evrenol (1926; as cited in Aladag,
2016) wrote a number of books about child development and education that mentioned
about moral development and education. However, these books did not explain moral
development and moral education in detail. Another individual effort made by Ziya
Gokalp. Gokalp, who was a follower of Durkheim (Nefes, 2013), defined Turkish
morality in his book, Principles of Turkism (1923; Turkish: Tiirkg¢iiliiglin esaslar1).

According to Gokalp (1923) there are 5 types of morality: (1) homeland ethics,
(2) professional ethics, (3) family ethics, (4) civil ethics and (5) international ethics.
He defines homeland ethics as the morality of Turkish culture which involves family
ethics and professional ethics. He describes family ethics as the tissues and
professional ethics as the organs of homeland ethics (p.139). He defines professional
ethics as the guiding principles of a profession like medical doctors and lawyers. He
suggests there should be a guild as a control mechanism (p.141). Gokalp uses
Durkheim’s methodology to define the family. Durkheim define five types family
from the evolutionary perspective (Lamanna, 2002), however, Gokalp mentions just

two of them in his book. Gokalp makes a comparison between two family types.
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Although they are not clear, they probably are the Germanic paternal family and the
Roman patriarchal family, defined by Durkheim (Lamanna, 2002). His definition of
family is based on roles and responsibilities rather than rights. Additionally, he
underlines that ancient Turkish communities had a democratic and feminist
perspective. He defines civil ethics from the perspective of Durkheim, too. The society
means more than the sum of its individual members. For the sake of the society, the
members should compromise their individual rights. There is freedom but its borders
are set by the community. He defines international ethics as the code of conduct that
regulates international relations. According to Gokalp, moral action is a result of a
conscience moral decision making. He was one of the first researchers that emphasize
moral development. Additionally, like Durkheim, Gokalp shows signs of moral
reasoning in his book because he accepts people as moral decision makers who
evaluate the moral context and social setting before acting.

After the individual efforts made by the researchers mentioned above, there
was a vacuum for almost 20 years in moral development field until the second national
education council. Just before multi-party period began, second national education
council was held. One of the key themes took part on the agenda of the council (1943)
was developing moral education in schools. The most remarkable goal for moral
education was mentioned as a subtitle: ‘to define social and personal principles of
Turkish morality’ (Yinilmez-Akagiindiiz, 2017). The council encouraged individuals
to take part and contribute to foster moral education. As a result, Taskiran published
his book defining the principles of Turkish morality (Turkish: Tiirk ahlakinin ilkeleri)
in 1943.

Multi-party system resulted a democratic evolution. Terms like change of
power, political participation, political opposition, democracy and citizenship had
been emphasized more than before (Sahin, 2012). To maintain stability of multi-party
system, government had to ensure the freedom of choice and a diplomatic change of
political power (Kamer & Alabas, 2017). Consequently, the primary education
program developed in 1948 has emphasized the terms of democracy, justice, fairness,
tolerance, respect, freedom and citizenship (MoNE, 1949). Furthermore, in 1951, the
Congress of Moral Education (Turkish: Ahlak terbiyesi kongresi) was held in Ankara
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University Campus in Ankara. The main aims of this congress were written as to define
morality and moral education (TODMB, 1951). The purpose of the congress was
defined as to analyze and evaluate moral and social events in order to provide a basis
for an effective moral education (TODMB, 1951).

Media coverage suggested that the congress could not reach its goals (Kamer
& Alabas, 2017). In fact, the congress caused an intense debate about moral education,
especially about dress code and co-education. This ongoing debate encouraged
researchers to study on morality, moral development, moral education and moral
reasoning. As a result, in 1952, the first post-Piagetian study conducted by a Turkish
researcher: Refia Ugurel-Semin. Ugurel-Semin (1952) conducted a laboratory study
with 291 children aged 4-16, in Istanbul. The children were asked to distribute an
uneven number of nuts between themselves and another child from the same
classroom, and then they were interviewed about their behavior. She categorized
children’s sharing behaviors into 7 codes: (1) Egocentrism, (2) sociocentrism, (3)
awareness of social reaction, (4) superficial reciprocity, (5) deeper and enlarged
reciprocity and cooperation, (6) altruism and (7) justice. She suggested that younger
children were egocentric that is, they reasoned based on their selfish needs. Around 9
years of age, they tended to reason based on obedience to the society and shame. By
the increase in age, they emphasized on interpersonal relationships, empathy, altruism
and justice and fairness. For the following 25 years, there had been around 30 studies
regarding moral reasoning conducted by Semin’s undergraduate students. However,
the researcher could not have access to them because they are not available online.

In 1978, three well-known researchers in the field of moral reasoning, Turiel,
Edwards and Kohlberg (1978) studied development of moral judgements in Turkish
children, adolescents and young adults. They interviewed a total of 113 male subjects
from Turkey in 1964, 1966 and 1970. Interviews took place in a village of Manisa,
and province capitals (city centers) of izmir and Ankara. Participants were asked to
respond given moral dilemmas. The results were similar to the previous studies
conducted by Kohlberg and colleagues in other countries. However, they found some

differences about stage sequences between groups. They found Turkish men reached
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4th stage around the age of 20, which totally different from other studies but sequence
was still the same.

After Turiel et al. (1978) mostly unpublished dissertational studies and thesis
have been conducted until 2009. For instance, Cileli (1981) found that there was not
any significant difference, in moral reasoning, between school, sex and age. However,
in 1987, Koca studied whether sex, education level of mothers, number of sibling(s)
and nursery school attendance influence moral judgments for her dissertation.
Findings suggested that all the factors had influenced children’s moral judgments.
Likewise, Ozkaynak (1982) found that there was a relationship between age and
development of moral reasoning. Like Cileli, Ozkaynak also found that sex and
development of moral reasoning was not related. Moreover, Koyuncu (1983) studied
the relationship between moral development and gender role and moral development
and sex. She found that moral development is related with neither sex nor gender role.
Ilgar (1996) and Kurt (1996) studied the relationship between locus of control and
moral development. Ilgar (1996) suggested that there was a difference between people
who had internal locus and people who had external locus. However, there were not
any relationship between sex and moral reasoning. Likewise, Kurt (1996) found no
relation between sex and moral reasoning. Ersoy (1997), also, reached similar results
for sex and moral reasoning. Oktay (2001) compared MBA students’ and managers’
moral judgments. He suggested that there were some significant gender differences
that caused by different value structures of the participants.

Akkoyun (1987) studied the relationship between moral reasoning and
empathy. According to the findings there were not a significant difference between
empathy and moral reasoning. However, the researcher suggested that the results are
not reliable and valid due to the limitations of the scale. Ciftci-Aridag and Yuksel
(2010) conducted a study with 129 undergraduate students in Bursa. They studied the
relationship between the same variables and they either found a relationship between
empathy and moral reasoning. Yet, they found a negative correlation between personal
discomfort and moral reasoning. Ozséz (1990) studied the relationship between
conviction and moral development stages in adolescents aged 14-18. Findings

suggested that age, similar to Ozkaynak (1982) sex and conviction status did not
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influence moral reasoning. Additionally, convicts and other adolescents did not vary
in terms of moral development stage sequence.

In another study, Ozeri (1994) studied the relationship between moral
development and maternal attitudes in early childhood period. She found that
protective maternal attitude, sex and birth order had impact on moral development of
young children. Eyyam, Menevis and Dogruer (2012) found that education level of
mother was very important for development of moral reasoning. Another study done
by Karakavak-Cinar (2006) suggested that there was a significant relationship between
parents’ education level and moral reasoning. However, Tola (2003) conducted a study
with 5th grade students to investigate the relationship between students’ moral
judgment and their attitudes towards their parents’ parenting types. Findings suggested
that there was not any difference in sex, children’s attitudes towards parents’ parenting
type, SES, and parents’ education level.

Ciftei (2001) conducted a study comparing Turkish high school students live
in Turkey and Germany in terms of moral development levels. She found that there
was a negative correlation between moral development level and families’ tendency
to force their children to obey religious rules. Students in Germany had higher moral
reasoning scores than those in Turkey. In addition, boys had better moral reasoning
scores than girls. Kuyel and Glover (2010) found similar results. They studied 396
undergraduate students from the USA and Turkey in terms of moral reasoning and
justice and care orientation. According to the results, female students had significantly
higher scores on justice and care orientations than male students. Yet, Ozgulec (2001)
studied moral judgments of children aged 7-11 and she found that birth order and sex
is not related with moral reasoning however, there were a significant relationship

between age and moral reasoning.
2.7. Teachers Beliefs on Social Domain and Morality

It is identified in a research study of Haser (2006) that the teachers at all levels
in a school have some specific beliefs about their subject matter and its teaching

methods in the classroom. Teachers hold these beliefs, which were developed and
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influenced on the basis of their teaching experiences in the classrooms and other
training programs (Haser, 2006). There is usually formed a relationship which
influences teachers’ instructions methods through their beliefs and students’ learning

methods through teachers’ instructions.
2.7.1. Definition and nature of teachers’ beliefs and characteristics

In a study by Haser (2006), attention was brought to the research gap that still
needs to be filled that a certain definition of belief is yet to be on consensus and
different researchers define beliefs in different dimensions as per the requirement of
their studies. Haser (2006) argued in her study that the behavior of a teacher is
influenced by many personal mental constructs including their beliefs. However,
teachers’ beliefs are not supposed to be easy to be observed and measured. Teachers
of same subjects and teaching style can still hold different beliefs regarding their
teaching and learning of students. It is also pertinent that beliefs are not possible to be
defined in a way acceptable for certain people (Furinghetti & Pehkonen, 2002). As the
nature of beliefs is found complex and having differing perceptions among different
teachers, therefore, the relationship of teachers’ beliefs with their instructions methods
for students is still a complicated research problem to be solved (Galvis, 2012).

Unlike other psychological concepts, teachers’ beliefs are very much
complicated to reveal the personality or perceptions of the teachers. According to a
viewpoint of Rokeach as referred in the studies of Galvin (2012) and Haser (2006),
the beliefs of a person, say a teacher, regarding something or someone may not
necessarily represent his/her real thoughts and beliefs for the same subject. This is
because of several societal and moral reasons which compel the teachers to express
the actual inner thoughts. The environment of classrooms and the presence of peers in
the schools may and certainly hinder the teachers to truly express and claim their
beliefs.

Haser (2006) argued in his study that due to being subjective in nature the
beliefs systems differentiate with the knowledge system at large. The belief systems
may vary in certainty, irrespective of relevant knowledge can be evaluated on the basis

of evidential norms and rational investigations. This is how beliefs are different from
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knowledge because of lacking any evidence based judgment and evaluation criteria

which may lead certain mutual agreement among scholars.
2.7.2. Importance of teachers’ beliefs and its impact on their teaching

Teachers are generally found holding various but interlinked beliefs related to
what they teach as subject matter. They also have beliefs regarding the mode of
instructing the subject, students learning level from these instructions, responsibilities
of students as well as teachers in the classrooms and other general objectives of
education in the school etc. It is believed that the modes of teaching the concepts to
the students are influenced by the belief system of teachers regarding the knowledge
of the matter, required skill sets, and the rationale of the content to be delivered.
Pertinently, the belief system of teachers also plays a role in developing or influencing
the belief system of the students in the classroom (Flores & Day, 2006; Galvin, 2012;
Haser, 2006).

It is believed all over the world with the mutual consensus of all acting agents
within the society that the role of the teacher is always significant in developing not
only the children but the agents of change and pillars of society in the future. This
value and dignified position of teacher is based on moral principles including his/her
honesty, fairness, compassion, integrity, respect, patience, care, impartiality and
dedication etc. Campbell (2008) highlighted that the fact that these moral virtues of
teachers are likely to be more strengthen when they try to impart these values to the
students and encourage them to learn, adapt and practice these virtues in their life
within and outside classrooms. Successful teachers as per Campbell (2008) are those
who are aware of the fact that their moral virtues in classrooms are only successful if
these virtues are also reflected in their actions, emotions, intuitions, practice,
philosophy, and experiments in front of classroom students.

Buzzelli and Johnston (2002) stated in their work that the profession of teach
is based on moralities and virtues which inherit several aspects of ethics hidden in its
exercise and scope. In the profession of teaching the knowledge base of the profession
is itself the knowledge base of morality and ethics, in contrast to other professions like

a medical profession or the practice of legal affairs, in which morality is applied to
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popular knowledge of these particular professions. Pertinently, educating the youth is
itself completely an ethical profession based on moral grounds. It is also suggested by
Campbell (2008) that despite the moral grounds associated with the profession of
teaching, the lack of ethical and moral language is still there with the help of which
teachers may correspond mutually about their moral education practices in the

classroom with other teachers.
2.7.3. Orientation and organization of moral classrooms

The development of a moral or ethical classroom is based on not only the
respect for the teacher but primarily on the respect of children by the teacher in valuing
their interests, ideas and especially their emotional feelings which are normally at an
earlier stage. The respect factor should not be prevailing in the brain process of
teachers but it must also be reflected in the group activities and exercises to be
facilitated by the teacher in the classroom. Frei (2013) insisted that teachers must
ensure the organisation of the classroom the way in which the needs and necessities of
the students are addressed also encompassing their mental, physical and emotional
needs.

There is a need to understand that the moral development as per the research
supports the teachers to develop their understanding regarding the moral reasoning of
children. Teachers are also supposed to avoid giving innocent remarks or moral
expressions to younger students on their childish talks or behavior; instead, they
should encourage the children on this move by expressing the emotions as if these
behaviors were real. In other words, teachers are supposed to impart moral
development among students by realizing that the level of their learned level on the
basis of which children use to response with innocent replies to normal questions (Frei,
2013).

DeVries and Zan (1994) argued in their work that the teachers should design
and implement strategies for the effective management of classrooms to ensure the
avoidance of cooperation breakdowns but also to preach the moral education as a

primary objective. Researchers believe that the teachers with the constructivist
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approach are always found active in strengthening their efforts for promoting and
encouraging the self-regulation paradigm among students.

It is explored by Bullough (2011) in his work that as per the consensus of the
majority of researchers and scholars, the profession of teaching is more than just a
profession but a moral and ethical enterprise. Many of the authors believe that the
relationship between the teachers and the students may elaborate the efficiency of the
teachers through their organization of the classroom and the modes and medium of
delivering the lessons. The caring aspect is always highlighted on teacher’s part when
it comes to treat the students in the class, especially the younger students.

Fenstermacher et al. (2009) contributed to their research illustrating that
teachers can develop the moral character of school children by either presenting
various examples and let the children extract the positivity from these examples or by
delivering direct/indirect lectures to the students while teaching them the lessons of
morality and ethics. They (2009) believed that teachers can adapt teaching the morality
to students through the content of delivery. They argue that the content for teaching
morality to students should comprise matters of ethical importance for the students to
focus and consider them as the primary object of learning at school.

In a study by Lumkin (2008), it has been emphasized that teachers with their
own moral character may be served as a role model in front of their students in the
classroom while demonstrating the characteristics of respect, truth, responsibility,
fairness, trust and above all the morality. Teachers impart moral education to their
students while emphasizing them that the moral and ethical decisions by the
individuals are based on the process of moral reasoning. Teachers are generally the
most effective agents of bringing or developing the change and moral education into
the behaviors and attitude of the students especially during the activities of the
classroom (Lumkin, 2008).

Moreover, it was concluded in the study of Lumkin (2008) that all the lessons
should be based on the moral ground and virtues whether they are learned within the
classroom or outside the classroom, through lectures or through written content.
Therefore, teachers should be careful in their approach to teaching which must possess

the characteristics and attributes of respect, fairness, honesty, responsibility, and
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integrity along with any other trait representing the moral values supporting the moral

development of the students.
2.8. Obedience to authority

2.8.1. Overview of obedience

Obedience to authority is an explicit phenomenon intervening different aspects
of cultural and social practices throughout the globe. Obedience to authority has been
identified as a basic concept characterizing the functioning of the communities and is
associated with a positive and negative chain of events modifying human relations
(Southard, 2014). Obedience emerges during the early childhood developmental
stages. Socialization helps the children to learn and adapt to comply with obedience
by respecting the orders from the elders either to gain a reward or avoid punishment.
Different scientists underpinned obedience to authority by carrying out experimental
studies. Of these, Milgram, Raz and Zimbardo studies and Montessori’s writings have
gained much significance in the field of social psychology and early childhood

education.
2.8.2. Milgram’s behavioral study of obedience

Milgram, in 1962, conducted the most controversial yet unethical experiment
to analyses the positivity of obedience among the individuals (Milgram, 1963).
Milgram was of the opinion that humans exhibited operational behavior on two
distinctive levels; as an autonomous entity, aware of the consequences of their attitude
and conscientious and as agentic individuals who are no longer in control of their
actions (Robinson, 2014). Participants were requested to bring along a friend where
one would act as a learner and the other as the teacher. The aim of the study was to
assess the willingness of the learners to obey the authority while reacting to impending
electric shocks (Russell, 2014; Stanley, 1974). The electric shocks were administered
beginning from 15-V to 450-V with a 15-V increment every time the learner failed to
recall the phrase learned previously (Haslam & Reicher 2012).

Key findings of the study were to determine the extreme readiness of the

teachers in commanding authority by inflicting potentially lethal electric shocks on
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innocent individuals. A partial replication of the Milgram experiment was recently
conducted by Burger in 2009 by ensuring the participant’s welfare while sustaining
the original aspects of the experiment. Burger, Girgis, and Manning (2011) discussed
that Burger halted the experiment at 150-V when the participants started to complain
of pain and discomfort. However, the response rate of the Burger experiment was no

different than the Milgram’s rate recorded four decades ago.
2.8.3. Zimbardo’s prison experiment

In contrast to Milgram experiment, Zimbardo’s Prison Experiment took forth
the idea of destructive behavior by randomly selecting students as prison guards in a
mock prison at Stanford. On contrary to the Milgram’s analysis, the aim of Zimbardo
was to examine the interactive behavior between the prisoners and guards in the
absence of malevolent authority (McLeod, 2008). Shockingly, the results
demonstrated massive prisoner’s meted abuse by the guards that resulted in the
termination of the experiment within a week’s time. Haslam and Reicher (2012)
signified that brutality was identified as a natural consequence exhibiting power and
autonomy to the individuals.

Gray (2013) critiqued the findings of Zimbardo on the fact that the study was
conceived in a poor manner with inadequate interpretations (Griggs, 2014). Gray
conducted an open-ended survey of the students designated the role of prison guards.
Out of 150 respondents, 80% of the students pictured prison guards as hostile,
aggressive, and oppressive towards the needs of the prisoners. The plausible results
indicated that the students behaved in the similar manner as they conceived the
behavior of the guards with the assumption that Zimbardo’s experiment demanded

role similarity.
2.8.4. Raz’s theory of authority

The perception of authority is bifurcated into theoretical authority and practical
authority. Ehrenberg (2011a) described theoretical authority as the power held by
individuals with greater knowledge. As opposed, practical authority is accounted for

inducing behavioral changes in others by leading the way (Raz, 2003). Raz paired the
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notion of practical authority with a legitimate authority to analyze the behavior and
autonomous actions of the individuals. The aim of Raz’s cumulative assessment was
to determine a relation between behavioral reasoning while respecting the individual
values and perception (Wallace et al., 2004).

Raz defended the theory of law by aligning it with the practical authority to
explain the nature of the law (Raz, 2009). Raz offered a robust analysis of the right to
authority. Ehrenberg (2011b) criticized Raz’s theory in terms of limited right to control
the attitude and behavior of the individuals on the basis of theoretical knowledge.
Practical authority is usually exhibited by parents, employers, political and religious

leaders, and commanders who may lack additional knowledge or subject expertise.
2.8.5. Montessori’s the absorbent mind

Maria Montessori, in 1949, proposed a new pedagogy in relation to
contemporary modes of scientific learning, teaching, and education. Montessori
signified child as an absorbent mind endowed with the immense power to offer
guidance for a luminous future (Montessori, 1949). Montessori criticized that
education, by no means should be considered as the provision of information, yet,
education should be linked to the personality development of a young child. The aim
of the Montessori analysis was to envisage the role of education in the rise of humanity
from early developmental stages of the cognitive system.

Montessori principles on educational theory are still in practice that has offered
a new approach to cultural diversity, active engagement of the children, and self-
directed methods to help the students learn in a welcoming environment (Thayer-
Bacon, 2012). As opposed, conservative Darwinism concepts proposed by Spencer
and Sumner argued that cognitive development and behavioral characteristics were
predetermined by hereditary (Montessori, 2009). Moreover, education had a limited
role in modifying the attitude and behaviors of the young children. Kayili and Ari
(2011) assessed the impact of the readiness to education in the preschool students and
concluded that Montessori Method was more efficient than contemporary educational

methods in enhancing the learning and cognitive development of preschool children.
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2.9. Summary

So far in this chapter, an overview of existing research regarding ‘moral
reasoning from the perspective of Domain theory’, ‘teachers’ beliefs’ and ‘obedience
to authority’ have been given in order to ascertain relevant literature. The objective
was to purposefully document, evaluate, and summarize related literature on which
the research questions have been formulated.

Domain theory basically studies children’s conception of autonomy from
social conventional perspective. Its basic statement is that morality and social
conventions are two different but interrelated aspects of human development.
Individuals’ reasoning about an event is founded on their understandings of social
situations. The moral domain is generally focused on the actions and the
contextualization of harm, justice, rights, and fairness in the actions of human beings
and the society in which they live. The underlying aspects of morality are given
universal significance and are adapted by not only societies and legislations but also
by individuals themselves, irrespective of influences from the prevailing authority.
They are universal and could be applied across various cultural contexts regardless of
the existence of authority and/or social rules because they are independent of personal
preferences, cultural influences or power of authority. The social conventional domain
is related to understanding appropriate behaviors within a cultural context.
Conventional issues derive their influence from external sources, like authority and
rules. Social conventions involve customs and traditions and rules that define the
behavioral frameworks and common agreements of a social organization.

Another important term for the research problem of the current study was
teachers’ beliefs. Beliefs are one of the most significant mental processes behind a
person’s behaviors and actions. They are originated from the goals, values and
conceptions of teachers. Teachers’ previous daily life and teaching experiences,
personality, and professional training shape their beliefs which influence their in-class
behaviors, lesson plans, attitudes towards learners and teaching, and wvalues.

According to Pajares (1992) teachers’ beliefs are universal and broad.
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In view of the opposing theories and experimental studies, it has been analyzed
that obedience to authority is controlled by the situational analysis in addition to the
natural conformity to the authority delegated to the individuals. Milgram and
Zimbardo's experiments offered a provocative analysis indicating that emotional
reactions were less likely correlated with destructive obedience. As opposed, Raz
theory complied with the practical authority and change in behavior as a direct result
of observation and analysis. Lastly, Montessori offered an advanced pedagogy system
to improve the cognitive growth, learning, and behavioral development of children at

early stages of life.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

So far, this study has given attention to the literature addressing the social
domain theory, social and moral development and teachers’ beliefs. The previous
chapters have focused particularly on ECE teachers’ beliefs regarding children’s way
of thinking about morality and social conventions. The present chapter describes the
procedures and methodological considerations used to conduct the current study. It
includes the following sections: the research design, data collection procedures, data
analysis, trustworthiness, and ethical issues. The first section identifies the overall
design of the study. The research approach and the strengths of using this approach
are described. Next, the selection of participants and the role of the researcher are
defined. In the third section, data collection procedures and their appropriateness are
discussed. Then, data analysis, trustworthiness and ethical issues are examined in

detail.
3.1 Research Design

The present study is descriptive in nature. The purpose of the current study is
to identify the current beliefs of ECE teachers regarding children’s conception of
morality and social conventions.

In the study, the interpretivist paradigm is employed. This paradigm suggests
that knowledge is socially constructed through interaction and that it is subject to
change; knowledge is based on interpretation and reinterpretation rather than
measurement; moreover, knowledge is context specific (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007;

Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Willis, 2007). It tends to change based on individuals’
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characteristics, attitudes, perceptions and beliefs. In this respect, the aim of a research
project from an interpretivist’s perspective is to gain a greater understanding of a topic
and/or a context. Meanwhile, the researcher does his best to grasp a greater and deeper
understanding of a phenomenon through social interaction (Bryman, 2012). The
methodology of this paradigm “contains the investigator's assumptions ... about the
manner in which an investigation should be performed” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; as
cited in Plack, 2005, p. 224). In this study, I try to understand the morality and social
conventions highlighted from the beliefs of teachers within the ECE context. Hence,
considering the nature of the findings expected from the current study, a research

project based on the interpretivist paradigm was considered to be the most suitable.
3.1.1. Phenomenological approach

There is a variety of different approaches in the interpretivist paradigm and the
purpose and the design of the study led the researcher to employ one of them. Four
approaches might be suitable for the current research: Ethnography, case study,
grounded theory and phenomenology. In this study, the phenomenological approach
was employed because as previously mentioned the current study is descriptive in
nature, aiming to describe the current beliefs of preschool teachers about children’s
judgments of social and moral development. Although data are gained from a
particular group, the snowball sampling method was used since it allowed the
recruitment of new participants with the help of the existing ones. Cultural identities
were not defined and the only criterion that was established was for the teacher to be
an PRESCHOOL teacher within the Turkish education system. Furthermore, the
phenomenon is not examined in a predefined setting or case; thus, this study is neither
ethnographic nor a case study (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Bryman, 2012; Hammersley
& Atkinson, 2007). Likewise, the grounded theory approach is not preferred as the
research design because the intention is not to develop a theory or introduce a model
(Charmaz, 2006) about PRESCHOOL teachers’ beliefs, nor about the social and moral
development of children. Consequently, the phenomenological approach was

considered to be the best fit for the current study.
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Phenomenology is described by Oxford English Dictionary (n.d.) as “[a]n
approach that concentrates on the study of consciousness and the objects of direct
experience.” In spite of the philosophical moorings of the discipline, which is often
limited to the characterization of sensory qualities, from the beginning of the 20th
century, Husserl and his successors have advocated phenomenology as the proper
foundation of all philosophy and have expanded its range (Mohanty, 2008; Smith,
2016) by suggesting that all the experiences, surrounding things and occurances are
richer in content than mere senses and have a significant meaning for the individual
(Smith, 2016). As a result, the discipline may be characterized as the study of
phenomena, that is, interpretations of experience from individuals’ very own
perspective (Moran, 2000). It studies experience that is consciously reconstructed
rather than remembered or recalled as experienced by an individual.

A phenomenological study tries to portray participated people’s lived
experiences regarding a phenomenon. According to Moustakas (1994), description is
one of the key terms; he defines phenomenology as a description of what and how
individuals experience a phenomenon. Another important term may be interpretation.
Interpretation is the analysis of a lived experience by relating it to a relevant context
(Smith, 2016). Because each and every individual experiences the things, events, etc.
naturally, researchers can only reach social reality by means of description and
interpretation (Moerman, Qualitative Research lecture, 2016). Husserl defines this as
combining natural knowledge and personal understanding of an individual regarding
a phenomenon to grasp the essence (Silverman, 2015).

The phenomenon in the current study is moral reasoning of children. The aim
is to study PRESCHOOL teachers’ beliefs regarding the phenomenon which has been
shaped based on their personal experiences. The point of interest lies in the
descriptions of participants’ experiences (Seidman, 2006), which is indicated in the
research question:

1. What do Turkish preschool teachers believe about young children’s conceptions
of social and moral judgments about given in-class behaviors?
1.1. How do Turkish preschool teachers categorize young children’s in-class

behaviors?
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1.2. How do Turkish preschool teachers distinguish between social conventional

and moral events?
3.1.2. Researcher’s role

The purpose of a phenomenological study is to understand a phenomenon
better through the experiences of individuals (Moustakas, 1994). Phenomenological
research is founded on the researcher’s motive to comprehend a subject, problem
and/or topic (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Bryman, 2012; Flick, 2009; Heidegger, 2005;
Smith, 2016). Like any other person, my motive is to understand and gain insight into
the world around me. I have been in the field of early childhood education for more
than a decade and I am a father. Therefore, as a researcher, an educator and a father, 1
have a curiosity in how children develop. In fact, I am interested in social and moral
development more than any other topic related to child development and education. I
spend a substantial amount of time with both pre-service and in-service PRESCHOOL
teachers and I believe teachers play a significant role in child development. I am
curious about what PRESCHOOL teachers believe regarding social and moral
development because I think what they believe is related to how they behave within
the classroom.

As Moustakas (1994) states, phenomenological studies are subject to
researchers' preconceptions and related experiences. The first step in a
phenomenological study is to become aware of pre-conceptions regarding the topic
and then set them apart. Phenomenological research requires researchers to be aware
of their role as well as their biases (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). As phenomenological

13

researchers, we should use epoche to “...set aside our prejudgments, biases and
preconceived ideas about things” (Moustakas, 1994, p.85). It is hard, generally
impossible, to achieve epoche; however, the efforts of researchers -to reflect their
positions and to take a step back to see the whole picture- limit the influence of
preconceived thoughts and biases significantly (Moustakas, 1994).

The role of the researcher may change throughout the course of the research
study. I have mostly assumed the role of an actor while defining the research topic,

and developing and conducting interviews. I have been a facilitator, a listener and an
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observer during the interviews (Flick, 2009). Since I have been involved in every step
of the study, I was required to be careful about my biases and experiences, i.e. my
personal connection, in the topic. I realized that my perceptions of the importance of
social and moral development and the importance of teachers in the social and moral
development of children are the ones that that I need to set aside. Being aware of these,
I tried not to let my personal judgments and experiences have an influential impact
before and during the development of the interview questions, while conducting the
interviews and while analyzing the data.

As mentioned above, I was an interviewer and a facilitator in the current study.
I was not a member of the schools where I met with the interviewee teachers and I did
not know any of the teachers before the study. I reached them via snowball sampling.
Considering that my role as a teacher educator might have a negative influence on my
instant perception during the interviews, I ensured that I strictly kept to the script to
prevent these negative influences. Additionally, completing the pilot study with 8
PRESCHOOL teachers helped me to construct the framework of my study. It also
helped me to direct my focus onto the beliefs of PRESCHOOL teachers about social
and moral development of children. Working on this topic made me feel I was making

a favorable contribution to myself and the field of child development and education.
3.1.3. Participants

As above-mentioned, a phenomoneological study is a description of the
experiences of the participants of a study. By means of these descriptions, researchers
seek answers for their research questions. Thus, the researcher gathers data from
individuals who are familiar with a phenomenon, and make a broad description based
on those individuals’ experiences (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). In a phenomenological
research study, gathering data from individuals who are appropriate for the purposes
of the study and who can provide wealthy and useful information is crucial (Bogdan
& Biklen, 2007; Bryman, 2012; Silverman, 2000).

The selection of participants is related to generalizability; however, in
qualitative research, proper selection of participants who can provide fruitful

information about the topic and the central phenomenon is more crucial than
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generalizability (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Bryman, 2012; Flick, 2009; Irving, 2006;
Silverman, 2000; Smith, 2016; Willis, 2007). Hence, to gather sufficient data,
purposeful sampling was mainly employed in the current study. The data were
gathered from a particular group of people via snowballing. No cultural identities had
been defined before the study but willingness and being an PRESCHOOL teacher in
Turkey were the initial criteria. However, after conducting the pilot study, one more
criterion was added: working as a PRESCHOOL teacher for more than 5 years. The
rationale behind this criterion was based on the statements of 5 participants from the
pilot study. They said it took two years for them to feel like teachers and only then
could they start to pay attention to the grounds of in-class behaviors.

After establishing guidelines for participant selection, I visited a local public
preschool and expressed my intention to them. Starting form that school, I reached 81
teachers. 38 of them accepted to become involved; unfortunately, four of them
withdrew from the study because of personal issues. As a result, the study was
conducted with 34 participant teachers. There were 20 teachers from private schools
(6 of them were included in the pilot study) and 14 teachers from public schools (2 of
them were included in the pilot study). The teachers were from 5 different provinces,
namely Samsun (14), Ankara (12), Trabzon (4), Artvin (2) and Rize (2). 27 teachers
held a degree in ECE and 7 teachers had graduated from child development and
education department (CDE). Six teachers held an MS degree in ECE and one of them
was a PhD student in the same field (See Table 3.1 for teachers’ demographics). Data
gathered from eight of the participants were used as pilot data. Based on the data, the
interview procedures and research questions were finalized. For the main study, the

data of the other 26 PRESCHOOL teachers were used.
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Table 3.1 Participant preschool teachers’ demographics

Department

ECE
CDE

\9}
-

Degree

BA/BS
MS
PhD

N

Hometown

Kirikkale
Artvin
Erzurum
[zmir
Diyarbakir
Trabzon
Giresun
Konya
Denizli
Sivas

Graduation

Burdur MAE University
Erzurum Ataturk University
Gazi University

Hacettepe University

Trakya University

Dokuz Eylul University
Karadeniz Technical University
METU

Cukurova University

Samsun 19 Mayis University

— = NN W WWERAREADOUDWUIFEF~RNDNDDNDDNDOOO Q[— DN

Number of children No child 2
1 child 8
2+ children 14
Working school type Public School 20
Private School 14
Where they work Samsun 14
Ankara 12
Trabzon 4
Artvin 2
Rize 2
Teaching experience Max. 2lyears
Min. 5 years
Average ~8.5 years

58



3.2 Data Collection Procedures

By nature, the interpretivist paradigm is linked with the qualitative data
collection procedures. There are a number of data collection procedures in qualitative
research, such as individual interviews, focus group interviews, observations or visual
or textual document analysis; however, the individual interview is the most frequently
used data collection procedure (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Legard, Keegan, Ward, 2003;
Silverman, 2000). Interviews could be preferred to examine perspectives, beliefs and
attitudes of interviewees as well as to dig into related experiences of those people. In
the current study, individual interviews were used as the primary instrument to gather
data. Moreover, written documents about social and moral development, the social

domain theory and teachers’ beliefs were employed.
3.2.1 Pilot interviews

Interviews in qualitative research methods provide fruitful data to capture
individuals’ personal experiences from their own perspective. However, it is not easy
to measure individuals’ subjective experiences with in-person interviews as defining
the process. Consequently, qualitative research methods require serious preparation
before beginning to collect data. For the current study, a pilot study was conducted to
ensure the interview questions are understandable and to define appropriate participant
characteristics. Once the interview protocols and data collection procedures had been
defined based on both the related literature and experts’ opinion, pilot study were
conducted with eight preschool teachers. All the participants were located in Ankara.
They have teaching experience between 6 to 14 years with an average of 10 years. The
interviews were conducted at administrators’ rooms and were recorded by digital
recorders. They ranged in time between 71-108 minutes. Verbatim was transcribed
after each individual interview was completed.

Before the main study, data collection process was divided into three separate
interviews and they were modified based on Seidman’s (2006) instructions because
they used to take a lot of time. Based on the findings of pilot study, research questions

finalized and purpose of the study was clarified. Additionally, pilot interviews
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facilitated clarity by modifying wording of the questions and enhancing probes.
Because the participants found them irrelevant or unnecessary, some of the questions
were removed before the main study, such as

o  What is morality?

e How do you define a person of character?
Moreover, participants had changed some phrases like “what do you think” (Turkish:
ne diislinliyorsunuz?) into “according to you” (Turkish: sizce) because they thought it
was clearer in that way.

After working on wording, I worked on developing three interview series.

Three separate interviews were organized based on Seidman’s (2006) instructions. The
three-interview-series procedure will be discussed in detail below. Two experts

reviewed the questions and the interviews were finalized.
3.2.2 Interviews

Interviewing is an effective technique to recognize individuals’ beliefs
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Bryman, 2012). Because it is interactive, it is a beneficial
data gathering instrument. There are a number of interviewing techniques developed
based on the nature of the research and/or the intentions of the researcher. As a primary
instrument to gather data, the three-interview series introduced by Seidman (2006)
was used for the current study to understand “the process by which people construct
meaning and to describe what those meanings are” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p.43).
Interviews were developed based on Seidman’s instructions. A series of three separate
interviews have helped break the contextual ice between the researcher and the
participant teachers while exploring the topic within the scope of teaching experience.
In this way, we had the chance to be within the same research frame and understand
each other’s perspectives.

Each of the interviews was semi-structured which provides enough space for
having the participants reveal their beliefs freely. Before each interview I briefly
present the topic and introduce myself to let them think about the topic one more time.
Interviews took 20-60 minutes. Sessions started with an ice-breaker session. After

each interview session, I asked them if they had any further comments or questions
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regarding the topic. It was "...an informal, interactive process” and utilized “open-
ended comments and questions” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 114).

A flexible approach was employed to let the participant teachers schedule the
sessions. I informed them before and let them schedule each of the three sessions.
There were 2-to-10-day intervals between the interviews although Seidman (2006)
suggests 2-to-5-day intervals. In fact, there were 2-4 days between the first and the
second interview. However, there were 8-10 day-intervals between the second and the
third interview because the third interview was related to the findings of the second
interview. Hence, I had to transcribe the findings of the second interview and to define
the patterns of findings. I let the participants prepare their own timetable. The
interviews were mostly conducted at the school the teacher worked at. Based on the
participants’ decision, the interviews were conducted just after school hours in the
preschool each teacher working at. All the sessions were audio-recorded by a cell
phone and a portable audio recorder.

As stated above, each participant was interviewed three times. All three are
discussed below in detail (See Appendix B: Interview Protocols).

First interview

The first part of the three-interview practice was about the participants’ life
histories in terms of social and moral development. The questions used in this part
were prepared in a descriptive manner. In fact, they were broad and starter questions
that triggered reconstructing their life experiences up to the moment of the interview.
Thus, background demographics were sought during the first interview. It was also
used as a conversation starter or small talk to break the conceptual ice between the
researcher and the participant. Snowballing was employed as the sampling method.
Therefore, before the first interview, data were gathered about the participant and the
questions were organized accordingly. For instance, one of the participants was
interested in knitting. I did my own research on knitting, and then talked to her about
her knitting products. Another interviewee was a motorcycle rider; thus, I told her
about my motorcycles and asked her about her riding experiences as a starter. After 5-

10 minutes of small talk I started to ask my questions. I tried to be conversational but
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I was aware of my role as a researcher; therefore, I did not let the small talk last long
in the interviews except for one of them.

Consequently, the aim of the first set of questions was twofold: (1) to help the
participants to reconstruct their childhood memories about morality and the rules and
the norms of the community they belong to; (2) to break the ice between the researcher
and the interviewee.

Second interview

The second interview concentrated on the participant teachers’ in-class
experiences regarding the phenomenon. The details of their experiences were the main
target. The aim of this part was to encourage participant teachers to reconstruct —not
remember- (Seidman, 2006) the concrete details of their experiences in the context of
social and moral development.

Additionally, this interview was used to describe how participant teachers
define and classify children’s behaviors and in-class transgressions in light of both
their studentship and teaching experiences. I asked the participants to name the
behaviors they defined as desired or undesired, or to use whatever name they wanted
to name them. Then, I asked them to describe how they had made those classifications.

Third interview

In the third interview, I tried to encourage participant teachers to draw a
reflection of their own experiences. During the first two interviews, I tried to support
them on their reconstruction of their memories and experiences in the context of social
and moral development. Thus, I can say that the third interview was like drawing
conclusions while focusing on the participant teachers’ understandings of the
phenomenon. Indeed, it was used to maintain connection between the past and the
present. It functioned as a tool for meaning making and drawing reflections of what
they had experienced.

Therefore, the third interview was used to find out how they conceptualized
moral and social conventional events and what they believed about children’s
conceptions regarding the behaviors they named during the second interview. Briefly,
the questions were centered around PRESCHOOL teachers’ understandings of

children’s moral and social conventional behaviors.
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Generally, I used probes to encourage the participants to talk more. In order to
make the questions more encouraging, I had taken suggestions from two experts who
were experienced in qualitative research and the social domain theory. Moreover, eight
pilot interviews helped me adjust the questions. Sometimes I used different phrases to
change the participants’ focus and asked them to elaborate on their answers. Further,
I tried to observe the participants’ body language and facial expressions as well as take

notes when they paused or nodded their heads.
3.3 Data Analysis Procedure

Analyzing the data may be the most challenging part of a qualitative research
project, especially for an extensive one including three-interview series, because a
three-interview series provides extensive amount of data. The data analysis procedure
started with the transcription of all the interviews. After the transcription was
completed, the written text was read several times to become familiarized with the
data. Based on the interview data and the relevant literature, the findings were divided
into two different sections: definitions and classification of in-class behaviors and
PRESCHOOL teachers’ conceptions and their beliefs about children’s conceptions.
The data analysis procedure followed the suggestions of Moustakas (1994).

1. First of all, all the relevant quotations regarding the defined phenomenon were
marked and every relevant expression was listed (horizonalization).

2. Each and every expression was tested to see if it was necessary and sufficient, and
if it was possible to be labeled. Expressions that did not meet the criteria were
eliminated (reduction).

3. After assignment of the expressions, clusters and themes were built based on the
similarity among them and the relevant literature (clustering and thematizing).

4. A final identification of the themes was made by ensuring if they were explicitly
expressed within the transcripts and if they were compatible. In other words, a
validation check was made in order to ensure if the themes were clean, correct and

useful.
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5. Individual textural descriptions for each participant was written to construct
individual structures.
6. A composite textural description, which is a synthesis of all individual textural and

structural descriptions, was written.

The first two interviews were transcribed immediately. Based on the findings
of these two procedures, the in-class behaviors of the children as expressed by teachers
were categorized. The third interview was created based on these behaviors. During
the pilot study, it was realized that using all the behaviors teachers mentioned in the
second interview might be overloading; still, there were 25 behaviors mentioned. In
the third interview, there were 10 questions for each behavior. Hence, after discussing
the issue with the participant teachers in the pilot study and co-coders, I decided to add
a question to the second interview asking about the most unaccepted behaviors
emerging within participant teachers’ classrooms. The ten most unaccepted behaviors
listed by the teachers were used in the third interview procedure. It took a week to
analyze the data from the first two interviews. Then, based on their findings, the third
interview was constructed. The very same procedure defined above (Moustakas, 1994)

was also applied for the third interview.

Table 3.2 Characteristics of the behaviors provide a basis for conceptions

Categories Codes f N
Harm Physical Harm 35
Psychological Harm 94
129
Abuse Fairness 79
Welfare 72
151
Social Conventions Context dependency 124
Authority obedience 162
Rule obedience 133
419

As aresult of the data analysis procedure seven codes were created within three
categories which provided a basis for conceptions of social conventional and moral

events. The categories were Harm, Abuse and Social Conventions. Harm category
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involved the codes of Physical Harm and Psychological Harm; Abuse involved
Fairness and Welfare; and Social Conventions involved Context Dependency,

Authority Obedience and Rule Obedience (See Table 3.2).

3.4 Trustworthiness

In quantitative research, it can be said that ensuring validity and reliability is
referred to as trustworthiness. Because the instruments do not provide metrics for
defining validity and reliability and, generally, the concept is more obscure, the term
‘trustworthiness’ is used for the process of ensuring that the data in a qualitative study
are valid and reliable (Creswell, 2007). In other words, it is a process to support that
the research findings “worth paying attention to” (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p.290).
Therefore, it is a different process from that in the quantitative (positivist) research.
Guba and Lincoln (1981; Lincoln, 1995, p. 277) defines four criteria about ensuring
trustworthiness for a qualitative researcher: credibility, transferability, dependability

and conformability.
3.3.1 Credibility

Credibility, which is related to internal validity concerns (Guba & Lincoln,
1981), is one of the most essential criteria defined for qualitative research. It is used
to make certain if the research methods and researcher’s intentions regarding the
phenomenon correspond. The following practices were used to contribute to the
credibility of the current study.

First of all, to ensure honesty in participants, the participants were told that
they had every right to refuse to answer any question without hesitation and they could
withdraw from the study any time without explanation. Additionally, they were asked
repetitive questions to ensure greater transparency over data; however, no
discrepancies were found within the transcripts. Furthermore, during the process of
thematizing, findings from both previous research and the current study were
compared to consider if there was consistency between them.

Frequent debriefing sessions were held with an expert on the topic of the study

to test my interpretations. Then, the data and my interpretations were tested with the
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participant teachers (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). After each transcription was ready, it
was sent to the participant teacher to review and check the accuracy of the text. They
were asked if their thoughts were revealed accurately and if they had anything else to
add. Moreover, they were provided with explanations about how the findings were
interpreted based on the theories and the transcriptions. They were given two weeks
to review the transcripts. All of the participants were willing to review their transcripts
but none of them requested a change.

Finally, triangulation was done through investigator triangulation (Archibald,
2016; Denzin, 1970), which means using multiple researchers during data gathering
and interpretation of the data, to increase the credibility of the findings (Archibald,
2016). There were two other researchers who were involved in the transcription of the
participants’ interviews and in the establishment of clusters (coding). One of the co-
coders had a PhD degree in Elementary Education and his research focus was values
education. The other co-coder had a PhD degree in Psychological Counselling and
Guidance and his research focus was classroom management and undesired behaviors
of elementary grade children. In fact, the second coder was a researcher familiar with
moral education and the social domain theory and the third coder was familiar with

guidance and classroom management in ECE settings.
3.3.2 Transferability

Transferability indicates that the findings of a study can be replicated at other
settings or contexts (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). Creswell (2007) implies qualitative
research findings can be generalizable within a framework of a theory. Likewise, Yin
(2009) suggests findings can be generalizable based on theories, not populations. In
contrast, van Manen (1997) suggests that findings of a qualitative study, especially
those of phenomenology, are context specific that completely rely on individuals; as a
result, they are not applicable to other settings and contexts unless their characteristics
completely fit. Additionally, according to van Manen (1997), a qualitative study could
be considered to be significant without being concerned about generalizability or
transferability, if the researcher could get into the ‘world’ of the participants and their

experiences through their stories, understand the meanings beyond the text as
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expressed by the participants, and examine deeply in order to undermine the real
intentions of the participants. Consequently, the findings of the current study cannot
represent all teachers or even PRESCHOOL teachers but readers could find
similarities between their experiences and the expressions of the participants of the
current study. This could be attributed to the orientation, strength, richness and depth
of the findings of the current study (van Manen, 1997) or the framework developed

based on previous research on social domain theory (Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015).
3.3.3 Dependability

“Dependability corresponds to the reliability criterion of positivism and
addresses how the findings and interpretations could be determined to be an outcome
of a consistent and dependable process” (Lincoln & Guba, 2013, p.105). Qualitative
researchers use dependability to indicate stability of the findings over time and within
various contexts and settings (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). To ensure dependability, the
inter-rater reliability technique was used. A second and a third coder independently
coded the data before each theme and the codes were compared and agreed upon after

discussing them.
3.3.4 Confirmability

Confirmability refers to the objectivity of the instruments and the researcher.
As mentioned previously in the ‘Researcher’s Role’ section, phenomenological
studies are subject to researchers' preconceptions and related experiences (Moustakas,
1994). 1 was aware of my biases about teachers’ beliefs and social and moral

13

development and I tried hard to “...set aside [my] prejudgments, biases and
preconceived ideas” (Moustakas, 1994, p.85). Additionally, I detailed every step of
the current study in this chapter to allow readers to be aware of the research

procedures.
3.5 Ethical Issues

Before collecting data, the current study was submitted for an independent

review by Human Subjects Ethics Committee (HSEC) of Middle East Technical
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University and was approved by HSEC (See Appendix C: Human Subjects Ethics
Committee Approval). Additionally, ethical standards defined by Creswell (2007)
were used, such as using aliases instead of the real names of the participants because
of privacy issues, making clear descriptions of the purpose of the study, the
researcher’s role, participants’ role and the methods and the procedures before
informed consent. I sought for willingness; hence, I reached 81 PRESCHOOL teachers
and 34 of them were involved. Additionally, I sent the transcripts to the participants

after each interview session so that they could review them.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

The findings of the current study are presented in the following section. As
mentioned above, the research questions were as follows:
1. What do Turkish preschool teachers believe about young children’s conception of
moral and social conventional events?
1.1. How do Turkish preschool teachers define and categorize young children’s in-
class behaviors?
1.2. How do Turkish preschool teachers distinguish between social conventional
and moral events?
Thus, the main focus of this chapter is threefold: (1) to describe Turkish preschool
teachers’ categorization and definitions of young children’s in-class behaviors; (2) to
describe Turkish preschool teachers’ conception of social conventional and moral
events; and (3) to describe what PRESCHOOL teachers believe about children’s
conception of social conventional and moral events. In the first section, some examples
are given of the participant teachers’ responses about their categorizations of
classroom behaviors. Two categories of classroom behaviors, namely desired (See
Table 4.1) and undesired behaviors (See Table 4.2) emerged based on the teachers’
definitions. The second section describes teachers’ conceptions of classroom
behaviors based on the codes and the categories which were generated from the
participant teachers’ responses. The categories that emerged were similar but not the
same as the dimensions used in previous social domain research. The final section
defines what teachers believe about children’s conceptions of classroom behaviors

using the same codes and the categories. We, as three co-coders, have categorized
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participant teachers’ responses into three categories: harm, abuse, social conventions
(See Table 4.4). Harm includes two codes, which are physical harm and psychological
harm. Abuse involves two codes: fairness and welfare. In this category, we decided to
include the responses about fairness and justice into the fairness code. The final
category is social conventions. This category involves three codes: context
dependency, authority obedience and rule obedience. Previous social domain research
has been using rule dependency and rule alterability as two distinct dimensions
(Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015); however, in the current study, we have coded related
responses under the code of rule obedience. The following sections will present the

findings of the current study.

4.1. Categories of Classroom Behaviors based on Preschool Teachers’

Definitions

The participants of the current study have categorized classroom behaviors of
ECE children into two groups: ‘Desired Behaviors’ and ‘Undesired Behaviors or
Misbehaviors’. Some of them also defined a third category named °Acceptable
behaviors’; however, this definition is not included in the current study because only
two participants mentioned this term and both of them used different terms like normal
behavior and acceptable behavior. There was unanimous agreement among the co-
coders that this term should not be included into the study. In brief, acceptable
behavior is like an intersection set of desired and undesired behaviors. They are “any
kind of behavior that neither interrupt the learning process nor promote it (P-17)”. In
other words, “They are negative behaviors which are the ones that not prevent teacher
to teach or positive behaviors that do not promote the learning process anyhow (P-
07).”

The current study mainly focused on the misbehaviors, i.e. transgressions, yet
both definitions of desired and undesired behaviors were included. As can be seen in
Table 4.1, desired behaviors are what is regarded as the most appropriate to the context

13

and the setting. In other words, they are “...desired and approved actions of the
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children within the classroom (P-09),” and “...they are to help ensure the continuity

of the learning process (P-05).”

Table 4.1: List of desired in-class behaviors

The most The most
. Number of

Behavior responses  common unacceptable

P behavior behavior
Maintaining eye contact 26 0 0
Raising hands before talking 26 0 1
Using manners like, please,

26 0 0
thank you, excuse me, sorry
Following directions 24 0 1
Working co-operatively 22 2 1
Pgr‘qmpatmg Im  activities 18 0 0
willingly
Getting in line 18 0 2
Washing hands 14 0 0
Sub-total 174 2 5

Therefore, they are the “DOs of the classroom (P-17)” because “...every child
should exhibit his own learning and social environment and behaviors that will not

13

affect the environment of others (P-08).” These behaviors “...neither retard the
efficiency of learning and teaching process nor threaten the physical and psychological
well-being of the children and teacher (P-21).” Some of the behaviors in this category
were defined by the participants as high level prosocial behaviors, which are “shaped
by the expectations and the value judgements of the society (P-04).” These are “...the
behaviors that will help ensure a regular, peaceful and safe environment for learning
(P-01).” Thus, “...they are non-problematic behaviors (P-08)”” which “...are approved
by the society (P-05).” Correspondingly, the desired behaviors under the opinion of

the historical experiences of the teachers could be defined as “...helpful behaviors for

teachers to maintain order within the classroom (P-09)” (See Table 4.1).
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Table 4.2: List of undesired in-class behaviors

The most The most
Behavior T::;(l:s;ezf common  unacceptabl

behavior e behavior
Hitting 26 26 26
Inappropriate language 26 6 4
];i;erfsspectful behaviors to 26 0 1
Elz?;?igailng a toy or classroom 24 14 ]
Name-calling 24 5 13
\Tva/llglilr:gal Skii)l‘[ghers’ belongings 73 3 ]
Eating with fingers 21 5 2
Spitting 21 1 4
Leaving seat w/out permission 20 7 2
Inappropriate dress 18 0 2
Off task 16 0 1
Interrupting others 16 9 1
Not paying attention 14 0 1
Incomplete class work 11 0 0
Chattering 9 0 0
Temper tantrums 4 0 0
Passing gas 3 0 0
Sub-total 302 76 73

On the other hand, undesired behaviors (or misbehaviors) were summarized by
teachers as any annoying and disturbing action which threaten the learning process
and mental and physical well-being of others within the learning environment. One of

the participants defined undesired behavior as “any action that threatens the physical,
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psychological and emotional well-being of children themselves and/or other children
around them. And, of course, any behavior that would affect learning, teaching and

9 ¢¢

development processes adversely (P-03),” “such as, hitting, swearing, and breaking
the toys (P-05).” Similarly, another teacher defined undesired behavior as “...any
behavior that threatens safety or affects the learning environment of other children (P-
02)” and “...creates an offensive atmosphere involving humiliating, intimidating and
hostile actions (P-26).”

As can be seen in Table 4.2, ““...an undesired behavior could be anything which
is accepted as annoying by the recipient (P-13).” Therefore, participant teachers have

13

considered undesired behaviors as “...a safety-threatening behavior, behavior that
prevents self-learning, and behaviors that prevent friends from learning (P-21)”, such
as “...actions, speech and/or gestures that could cause other individuals’ suffering or
discomfort (P-17).” Hence, they are “...behaviors which are the ones that prevent me
(teacher) from teaching (P-07)”.

Consequently, they are “...the DON’Ts of the classroom (P-17).” Sometimes,
they are “...children’s actions which are unrelated to the learning process (P-17)” or
“...crucial disciplinary problems and adversely affects the learning process (P-03)."

To sum up, the undesired behaviors with respect to the opinion of the interview
participants could be categorized as stealing, hitting, spitting, damaging the objects
and/or toys in the classroom, leaving the seat without the permission of the teacher,
using inappropriate language, calling out to others using offensive names, unsuitable
clothing (See Table 4.3 for the full list of classroom behaviors mentioned by the
participant teachers).

During the interview, it was observed that most of the teachers believed
children learned not only social norms and rules but also moral conduct while
interacting with their peers in the classroom environments. The participants signified
that the teachers played a significant role in developing the ethical and desired
behaviors in the children during their early childhood years. One of the participants
defined the role her teachers in terms of her social and moral development. The

following quotation is an example depicting her perspective.
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learn how to behave in social environments: not touching other students’ lunch
boxes/toys without their permission, sharing their belongings with their peers during
class activities, not sitting on other students’ chairs and listening to the teacher’s

instructions. This promotes children’s social and moral development. To illustrate, one

I belonged to a strict family in which my parents used to
punish me when I didn’t listen to them. Consequently, I used
to behave opposite at school and used to snatch the toys from
other children and did not share any of my books/toys/lunch
with any other student. But, I am thankful to my teacher who
helped me out with adopting the desirable behavior at school
and also informed my parents regarding my undesirable
behavior. This helped in cultivating my behaviors (P-17).

The teachers are of the opinion that during interaction with their peers, children

of the participants said as follows:

[ consider my father as the most caring person in my life, who
never got angry at me. But, I got spoilt and used to show my
aggressive behavior at school but my teacher helped me to see
how wrong my attitude was. I used to open the lunch boxes of
my friends and used to push other children and sit on their
chair. But, my teacher used to handle such acts carefully and
made me realize the consequences of my behaviors (P-09).

Table 4.3: List of all in-class behaviors

The most The most
Category  Behavior T;?Eg;e(;f common unaccepjtable
behavior behavior
Maintaining eye contact 26 0 0
Raising hands before talking 26 0 1
.§ Using polite manners 26 0 0
5
E Following directions 24 0 1
'q'é Working co-operatively 22 2 1
g Participating willingly 18 0 0
Getting in line 18 0 2
Washing hands 14 0 0
Sub-total 174 2 5
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Table 4.3. (cont.) List of all in-class behaviors

The most The most
. Number of
Category  Behavior common unacceptable
responses . .
behavior behavior
Hitting 26 26 26
Inappropriate language 26 6 4
Disrespectful behaviors to 26 0 1
others
Damaging a toy or 24 14 8
classroom material
Name-calling 24 5 13
Taking others’ belongings 23 3 8
= .
.g w/out asking
%s Eating with fingers 21 5 2
M
'q'é Spitting 21 1 4
_ﬂg Leaving seat w/out 20 7 2
5 permission
Inappropriate dress 18 0 2
Off task 16 0 1
Interrupting others 16 9 1
Not paying attention 14 0 1
Incomplete class work 11 0 0
Chattering 9 0 0
Temper tantrums 4 0 0
Passing gas 3 0 0
Sub-total 302 76 73
Total 476 78 78
responses
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4.2. Teacher’s Conceptions of Social Conventional and Moral Events

In order to describe the participant teachers’ conceptions of social conventional
and moral behaviors, similar question used in prior research on social domains were
asked. The questions were used to define participant teachers’ judgements of
classroom behaviors based on four dimensions, i.e. generalizability, rule
independence, authority independence and rule alterability. Questions about
judgments were simple yes/no questions; however, just after these questions I tried to
gain more profound insight to understand their justifications by asking why questions
and probing into their answers. Using the responses as justifications, seven codes
within three categories were created. Table 4.4 illustrates the codes and the categories

that were drawn from the framework of the current study, with their frequencies.

Table 4.4 Characteristics of the behaviors provide a basis for conceptions

Categories Codes f N
Harm Physical Harm 35
Psychological Harm 94
129
Abuse Fairness 79
Welfare 72
151
Conventions Context dependency 124
Authority obedience 162
Rule obedience 133
419

There were twenty-five behaviors defined by the teachers. In the pilot study, 3
of the participants said it was time-consuming and boring to answer the same questions
25 times. As aresult, I decided to ask the teachers to name the three most unacceptable
behaviors, and 10 unaccepted behaviors were selected based on the frequencies. The

behaviors are listed in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5 The 10 most unaccepted in-class behaviors

Domains Behaviors f N

Moral 55 26
Hitting 26
Name-calling 13
Damaging property 8
Taking others' belongings without asking 8

Social Conventional

—_
(e

26

Spitting
Leaving seat without permission
Eating with fingers

Inappropriate clothing

Mixed 26

Not getting in line
Inappropriate language

NN DN

Teachers’ responses have been evaluated based on the categories. Both
judgments and justifications of participant teachers were considered while analyzing
the findings. The definitions about moral and social conventional events have
previously been provided. However, people are not always able to make a clear
distinction between morality and social convention because some events “...are
multifaceted and entail overlapping concerns with morality, social conventions,
prudence, pragmatics, or personal issues, sometimes in conflict with one another and
sometimes in synchrony” (Smetana, 2006, p.123). As a result, this section was
organized considering the categorization of social domain research; as seen in Table
4.5, data yielded three types of conceptions about events which were parallel to the
social domain approach: (1) moral, (2) social conventional and (3) mixed-domain.

There are three categories created based on teachers’ responses. The categories
of harm and abuse are related to morality; the third category is related to social
conventions and it was named as such. The following section has been organized

accordingly.
4.2.1. Moral domain

Social domain researchers have clearly defined what moral domain consists of.

The focus of moral domain is considered as contextualization of harm, justice, rights
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and fairness in actions. Morality is accepted as a global phenomenon irrespective of
cultural influences. Similarly, the participants of the current study have focused on
harm (N=78) and abuse (N=90) for some events while ignoring the influence of social
conventions (N=47). Based on the responses of the participant teachers, four behaviors
were defined as moral: Hitting, damaging property, taking others’ belongings and
name-calling. Table 4.6 illustrates the frequency of codes mentioned during the

interview sessions.

Table 4.6 Participant teachers’ conceptions of moral events

Categories  Behaviors Codes f N
Harm Physical Harm  Psychological Harm 78
Hitting 26 11 37
Damaging property 0 0 0
Taking others' belongings 0 18 18
Name-calling 0 23 23
Abuse Fairness Welfare 90
Hitting 1 11 12
Damaging property 14 14 28
Taking others' belongings 14 0 14
Name-calling 18 18 36
S(())ri\ililn tions Context  Authority Rule 47
Hitting 2 1 2 5
Damaging property 5 7 8 20
Taking others' belongings 8 3 7 18
Name-calling 1 1 2 4

Detailed explanations are given respectively below for moral behaviors.

4.2.1.1. Hitting

As can be seen in Table 4.6, physical harm emerges as the most frequently
mentioned response among teachers’ responses. All twenty-six teachers reported that
hitting includes physical harm. It is seen that it also includes psychological harm
(N=11). Additionally, 11 teachers stated that hitting is a threat to the welfare of people.
Below are some quotations from the interviews:

It is an abuse, both physical and emotional (P-09).
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1t could cause serious injuries (P-18).

It hurts the victim’s self-confidence and friendship between
the victim and the violent children (P-07).

Hitting injuries the welfare of the community. People get
hostile to each other (P-17).

Children could develop a feeling that stronger ones can hit
weaker ones (P-01).

As manifested in the quotations, participants pointed out that hitting includes
harm and could hurt children not only physically but also psychologically. It is also a
threat to the welfare of the society. Moreover, it is mentioned that it could encourage
children to use anger to solve social problems which cripple the healthy environment
of the classroom. However, not all the participant teachers provided detailed
explanations for this question. Some others mentioned that it was just not acceptable
to hit others and each participant mentioned that hitting was wrong.

Furthermore, teachers reported the social conventional aspect of hitting. They
stated that there is a rule against hitting and it could be generalizable to another

context:

A harmful behavior is always bad regardless of where it
happens (P-24).

We can harm people neither in school nor outside school (P-
01).

Similar to the context dependency, almost all participants find hitting as an
unacceptable behavior. Some answers of the participants are listed below:

An action is wrong if it involves violence. There's no need for
be someone around us to tell it is wrong (P-09).

Hitting people is bad. It's bad even if there is no-one checking
us (P-01).

Teachers’ responses were also examined by asking about acceptability of a

behavior considering its rule dependency. Again, teachers reported that not having a
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rule or changing the rule does not make hitting an acceptable act. Some quotations
from participants’ answers are presented below:

Although people hit each other from time to time, they are
aware that violence is not okay and we don’t tolerate violent
behaviors (P-02).

[ think it is engraved in our DNA. We all know hitting, like
other violent behaviors, is wrong. I mean whether there is a
rule or not, we know it is wrong. It is universal (P-08).

In my opinion, there is this rule because human kind has an
intrinsic motivation to survive. So, I believe this rule derived
from survival needs. This rule could not be changed (P-11).

However, there were two teachers who mentioned that hitting could be
acceptable in some kind of circumstances like martial arts. They added that in martial
arts there would be a rule to hit the opponent. The quotations of these teachers can be

seen below:

Hitting each other in some kind of sports is a rule, like boxing.
I think it is against the rule that a boxer does not hit his
opponent. This boxer would probably be disqualified. So, in
certain circumstances there can be a rule to hit (P-06).

In martial arts, you can hit each other (P-15).

4.2.1.2. Breaking toys/classroom materials

Again, all the teachers said damaging school property is unacceptable.
Teachers’ responses showed that they consider damaging property as a behavior that
is a threat to fairness (N=14) and the welfare of the people (N=14). There are some
examples listed below:

All the materials inside the classroom belongs to all the
children. They all have rights to use them. When somebody

damages classroom materials, no one else can use it anymore
(P-19).

If children break classroom material none of them use it
anymore. Likewise, damaging goods outside school affects

80



our daily life. For example, if someone damages a bus, we
cannot get where we want to be (P-08).

Children know that if they break a toy, they can no longer play
with that toy (P-006).

Teachers did not mention anything about harm; however, some of their
responses included the argument that damaging property was an act of violence. For
example, one of the participants said,

The nature of the behavior is more important than where it
happens. Damaging public property is a harmful behavior (P-
18).

But she did not say how harmful it was. There were some examples similar to this one,
but they could not be coded under harm category since with my co-coders, we could
not decide whether to code these as physical or psychological.

Similar to hitting, the conception of damaging property is regarded as free from
social conventional influences. When teachers were asked about the social
conventional aspect of behavior, teachers mostly said it is neither an acceptable
behavior nor dependent on social norms, rules or standards. They said there was no
need for an applicable rule (N=8) to prevent people from damaging public property or
an authority (N=7) figure to forbid them from doing the act. Additionally, almost all
of them said it was an unacceptable behavior in any circumstance (N=5). Some of the
examples can be seen below:

The only authority for me to do the right thing is an
individual’s inner conscience (P-08).

Normal people do not need any authority around to prevent
them from acting bad behaviors, like damaging public

property (P-11).

Damaging property is not right regardless of a rule that
prevents people from doing the act. These properties belong
to the public (P-16).
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Some goods belong to the society. They are for everyone. No
one has the right to damage public property no matter where
it happens (P-26).

4.2.1.3. Taking others' belongings

Participant teachers did not mention anything about physical harm; however,
18 of them stated that taking others’ belongings without asking was psychologically
harmful. Some examples are below:

We cannot take others’ belongings without asking. This causes
them to feel sorry (P-11).

It makes the owner upset and even angry (P-14).

...because I would not want to live in such a world where
stealing is okay (P-09).

Imagine a world where everybody gets what they want when
they want without asking for the permission of the owners. It
would be a chaotic world. No one wants to live in such a world

(P-08).
They added that taking others’ belongings was also a threat to justice and

fairness among the children in the classroom.

There is justice, and stealing is against justice. We have to
respect others’ rights (P-22).

Others’ belongings, as it is mentioned in the phrase, belongs
to others. I am not sure if there is a life scenario without a rule
about this act (P-08).

It would not be acceptable to encourage people to take what
does not belong to them. Don’t you think it is an abuse of
personal rights? (P-05).

Like hitting and damaging property, teachers reported that social conventions
had no influence on their conceptions of the behavior as the following examples

tllustrate:
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If you asked me if people stole [things] when others were
around, I would say yes. But if you asked me if it were wrong,
ves, it is wrong. It is always wrong (P-04).

I cannot imagine that. In every classroom, there are some
materials that every child has the right to use anytime, and
also there are some materials that children are required to
have permission for before using them (P-19).

1t is not about where the behavior takes place; it is about the
behavior itself (P-20).

You shall steal. Say it loudly. You can see how ridiculous it is
(P-18).
4.2.14. Name-calling
It is revealed that name-calling is accepted as a psychologically harmful
behavior by almost all the teachers, yet they did not mention anything about physical
harm. Some of the quotations can be seen below:

1t is a kind of bullying (P-16).

It makes people upset (P-10; P-13; P23).

People are emotionally hurt by name-calling (P-06).
We should not hurt people’s feelings (P-03).

Still, two of the teachers stated that name-calling is not a harmful behavior.
They said:
It is harmless (P-02).

Children might use some sort of nicknames to call their
friends. Mostly, it is just a joke. No big deal (P-01).

Teachers’ responses showed that they considered name-calling not only against
fairness and justice, but also a threat to the welfare of other people. Some quotations

are as follows:
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1t is unfair to allow children to tease each other. They would

be upset if name calling was a common act in the classroom.
They would hate each other (P-25).

1t is about getting along with other people. People do not need
an authority to understand name-calling is bad (P-19).

Rules are for our welfare. If changing a rule is a threat to the
welfare of other children, you cannot make that change (P-
18).

Similar to other behaviors within the moral domain, teachers also regard name calling
as free from social conventional influences, as illustrated in the following quotations:

It is bad in any context because it is humiliating (P-08).

1t is unacceptable for children to tease their friends. It is not
about the context (P-26).

Bad behavior is always bad. It is not possible for a bad
behavior in school to be called good behavior outside (P-12).

People do not let others tease them. The authority here might
be the person who is teased (P-18).

4.2.2. Social conventional domain

Social conventions, as mentioned by social domain researchers, are social
norms, standards and rules to set boundaries for the behaviors of individuals within a
cultural context. In the current study, participant teachers seemed to consider some
behaviors related to social conventional influences (N=278). For these particular
behaviors, participants said nothing or very little about harm (N=1) and abuse (N=22).

Four behaviors were defined by researchers as social conventional events. As
previously mentioned, the categorization has been made based on the teachers’ social
conventional and moral conceptions about selected behaviors. The social conventional
behaviors are, spitting, leaving seat without permission, eating with fingers and
inappropriate clothing. In Table 4.7, teachers’ conceptions about behaviors are listed,

based on the codes created by the researchers.
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Table 4.7 Participant teachers’ conceptions of social conventional events

Categories  Behaviors Codes f N
Harm Physical Harm  Psychological Harm 3
Spitting 2 0 2
Leaving seat 0 0 0
Eating w/ fingers 0 1 1
Inappropriate
clothing 0 0 0
Abuse Fairness Welfare 30
Spitting 0 17 17
Leaving seat 0 3 3
Eating w/ fingers 0 6 6
Inappropriate
clothing 0 4 4
Socm} Context Authority Rule 247
Conventions
Spitting 3 3 23 29
Leaving seat 22 24 26 72
Eating w/ fingers 26 22 26 74
Inapproprlate 26 2 U 7
clothing
4.2.2.1. Spitting

All of the teachers said that spitting is an unacceptable behavior for them.
However, only a few of them defined it as a threat to fairness and justice or welfare of
people (N=17). Some of the quotations are given below:

1t is unhealthy. Spitting spreads contagious diseases (P-08).
1t is not healthy. It threatens people’s health (P-15).
1t is disgusting. There are germs in the saliva (P-12).

Only two of the participants said it caused physical harm to the people around.

Some people spit in the face of others. This is disgusting (P-
06).
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On the other hand, they said existence of a rule (N=23) influences their conception
about spitting. They said:

It is related to culture. In China, for example, it is bad to
swallow their saliva (P-03).

If'it is an acceptable behavior culturally, it is okay (P-07).

No problem if people think it is a normal behavior. But still [
do not let my children spit inside my classroom (P-08).

There might be a rule saying you shall not swallow your
saliva. Then you should spit when you need in order to prevent
yourself from getting ashamed (P-23).

4.2.2.2. Leaving seat without permission

19 participant teachers responded to the question “Is it acceptable for children
to leave their seat without permission?” negatively. The teachers indicated that the
behavior was not acceptable; however, none of them mentioned about harmful
consequences of the behavior and only three of them highlighted that it was a threat to
the welfare of other children because the behavior was disruptive and time-consuming
for teachers. Some quotations are as follows:

1t is related to the order. To maintain order, they need to be
where they should be (P-04).

The children walking around mostly want to be the center of
attention. This is a problem. I have other children to take care
of and teach. I cannot spend all my time on one child. We have
an order in our classroom and I want to keep that order (P-
09).

Children are allowed to leave their seats to drink water or to
use the bathroom. Other than that they need to sit down. No
one wants chaos in the classroom (P-08).

Children walking around are disrupting the class order (P-
04, P-07; P-10; P-11; P-12; P-15; P-17; P-21).
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Additionally, they pointed out that although a behavior was undesired, there
would not be a universal rule against the act since the behavior could be acceptable in
some circumstances (N=22) and the acceptability of the behavior relied on the
existence of an authority (N=24) or a rule (N=26).

1t is not a saying from God (P-235).

1t is just a school rule (P-00).

In class I need that rule because mostly I cannot control
children if they stroll around. But if I did not need that rule, it
would be okay (P-08).

In class, strolling around may disrupt the learning process but
I do not think that it is a general rule for all human kind (P-
26).

In the theatre or cinema, we mostly sit. It would be awkward

if we strolled around. If there were no rule we could move as
we wanted (P-17).

4.2.2.3. Eating with fingers

Similar to other social conventional acts, in terms of eating with fingers,
participant teachers said nothing or very little about harm and/or abuse. They added
nothing about physical harm and only one of them said it was psychologically harmful.
Participant 11 said that the following:

[ hate those people. I feel nauseous when I see people eat with
fingers. I think it is disgusting. In my opinion, hands are never
clean enough to lick. Would you eat with your feet after you
clean them? (P-11).

Again, they said nothing about fairness and justice and very little about
welfare (N=6). Some examples are as follows:

1t is not healthy (P-06; P-15).

1t is against table manners (P-20).
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The participant teachers indicated the social conventional aspect of the event
in their responses. All of them highlighted that the acceptance of this behavior relied
on the context (n=26), and the existence of authority (n=22) and rule (n=26). Some
examples can be seen below:

1t is related to culture. People in the Middle East and Africa

eat with fingers. It is a custom for them. I cannot blame them
for that. It is normal (P-08).

These kinds of behaviors are personal. Imagine if we had a
rule saying people shall use spoon and fork. Do you think
some police would come down to your home and take you into
custody because you eat with fingers? (P-12)

If it is culturally acceptable, you can do it (P-21).

For children, eating with fingers is okay all the time. Even in
a good restaurant they can use their fingers (P-08).

4.2.2.4. Inappropriate clothing

Another behavior categorized as social conventional is inappropriate clothing.
Data analysis has shown akin findings to those of other social conventional behaviors.
Participant teachers did not mention anything about physical and psychological harm.
They said nothing about fairness and justice, either. Only four of them talked about
welfare of people. They said:

Schools have dress codes, although they are not written most
of the time. Parents should not break those rules. For example,
children should not wear pjamas at school other than nap
time. In addition, parents should not take their children to
school with dirty clothes. That is harmful for children’s self-
confidence (P-04).

...one of my students wanted to wear shorts in winter and their

parents allowed him. Then she got pneumonia. I don’t want
them to get sick. Another example might be from a summer
class. One of my students came to class with a winter coat. She
didn’t want to take it off because her father didn’t allow him
to do so. Then she sweated a lot and luckily. I could make her
take it off. But if she hadn’t, she would probably have gotten
sick (P-08).
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This is a preschool and we work with young children. Their
clothes should let them move freely. Some mothers love to
dress their kids us as they are models. Once, a child came to
school walking in high heels. This is not acceptable (P-07).

There are people around us who rape children. There are bad
people. There are perverts. So appropriate dressing is
important. I get goose bumps when [ think about those evil-
minded people (P-26).

Most of the participants thought inappropriate clothing related to social
conventional influences. They said it was context dependent (n=26) and the
acceptability of the behavior relied on the existence of the rule (n=24) or attitude of
the authority (n=22). Below are some quotations from participants’ responses.

[ think inappropriate clothing for adults and for children are
different. For children it is more about the context and setting
(P-08).

Authority is important for the maintenance of the rules but not
all the rules have the same importance. Some rules are
flexible. This one is a rule of that kind (P-16).

When there is no rule about it, what you wear is totally
acceptable. Even pjamas (P-11).

...it is personal and you can wear everything (P-12).

4.2.3. Mixed domain events

As Turiel (2015) and Smetana (2006) mention, sometimes it is undoubtedly
not applicable to distinguish between moral and social conventional components of an
event. Indeed, some events have both moral and social conventional characteristics.
Smetana (2006) asserts that although people realize the moral concepts in an event,
they may place more importance on other concerns than morality, such as law. The
following section includes those events, which are named mixed domain events or
multifaceted events. Table 4.8 illustrates the characteristics of the events. As seen,
there are two behaviors included within mixed domain events. The common

characteristics of these two behaviors are that the participants considered them as
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moral because they mentioned the harmful and abusive nature of those behaviors.
However, they also mentioned that the acceptability of the behaviors might be
dependent on the context and setting and/or the existence of rules.

Table 4.8 Participant teachers’ conceptions of mixed domain events

Categories  Behaviors Codes f N
Harm Physical Harm Psychological Harm 35
Not getting 0 16 14
in line
Inappropriate 0 19 19
language
Abuse Fairness Welfare 55
Not getting 20 1 31
in line
Inappropriate 7 17 24
language
Social . Context Authority Rule 72
Conventional
Not getting 14 16 13 43
in line
Inappropriate 2 18 9 29
language
4.2.3.1. Not getting in line

The participant teachers have defined getting in line as a desired behavior
during the interviews. It was the only desired behavior that emerged in the data
analysis process because the teachers named its transgression as one of the most
unaccepted behaviors inside their classroom.

Not getting in line was categorized under mixed domain events because
teachers’ responses involved both moral and social conventional concepts in a
balanced way. They said it caused psychological harm (N=16) while being a threat to
fairness and justice (N=20) and welfare of people (N=11).

Not getting in line is a kind of bullying (P-16).

It is hijacking. No one allows other people to invade their
rights (P-12).
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...when [ consider it from the perspective of children, it is not
okay because it is about justice (P-08).

I have two answers for this question. For some activities, like
moving between classrooms, it is okay. However, for waiting
in line to get something, it is not okay. It is about fairness (P-
23).

Getting in line is about protecting the rights of other people.
We may also need someone to protect our rights sometimes. It
is about being just (P-16).

Children are not safe when they do not walk in line. It is hard
to see every child. They may slip, they may hit each other, and
they may interrupt other classes (P-04).

As previously mentioned, teachers’ responses involve both moral and social
conventional concepts in a balanced way. Most of the teachers indicated that the
existence of an authority (N=16) or rule (N=13) impact their conception of the
behavior. Additionally, fourteen teachers added context was another important factor
for their conception. Below, some of the quotations from their responses are portrayed:

In kindergarten, teachers distribute things, so children do not
need to get in line other than moving from one place to
another. So, getting in line is not the same for children as what
we understand it to be (P-26).

Walking in line helps me maintain order. I can control every
child and adjust their speed. It is also the easiest way to keep
them silent. So when they don’t walk in line, I lose my control
on children. But still it depends on the teacher (P-07).

I cannot define walking in line as right or wrong because it is
a method for teachers to have children move from place to
place. I don’t use this method. I let children move as they want
(P-25).

When I consider getting in line from teachers’ perspective it
is not a problem when there is not a rule (P-08).
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4.2.3.2. Inappropriate language

Inappropriate language or profanity is one of the most unaccepted behaviors
listed by teachers. Data analysis revealed that teachers had different perspectives about
inappropriate language. Some of them said although it was an unaccepted behavior,
most of the children were not aware of the inappropriateness of the words they used.
Some teachers said:

In most cases children have no idea what they are saying. They
don’t know why a word is considered wrong. They don’t even
know a word is wrong (P-01).

Children are not aware of the meaning of the words they use;
however, they are well aware that they use these words to
express their negative feelings like anger (P-08).

Indeed, data analysis has shown that teachers tend to mention the harmful
psychological outcomes of the behavior (N=19).
1t is a kind of bullying. It includes violence (P-16).

Some children are more prone to get upset when somebody
says bad things to them. Swearing threatens the psychological
well-being of children (P-13).

1t triggers violence in the classroom. I believe swearing makes
people angrier; both the perpetrator and the victim (P-006).

Swearing involves violence. Violence does not need to be
physical. It hurts people also. It hurts their feelings (P-08).

They also expressed fairness (N=7) and welfare (N=17) concerns.
Children learn that if you are having issues you could solve

it aggressively (P-26).

If children’s aggressive behavior is reinforced, it will
probably be the first choice in other interactions with the
people around them (P-02).

Similar to not getting in line, inappropriate language was considered by participant

teachers as subject to social conventional influences. They said that the existence of
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an authority might influence their conceptions about the acceptability of the behavior
(N=18).

Harming people is bad. However, if a teacher does not care
about profanity, probably it becomes acceptable in that class
(P-04).

If the teachers or parents fail to respond to the use of
inappropriate language, it becomes acceptable (P-08).

If parents swear in front of their children, children think it is
normal to swear (P-17).

4.3. Teachers’ Beliefs about Children’s Social and Moral Judgment

After assessing teachers’ conceptions about children’s in-class behaviors,
children’s conceptions of social and moral events were also inspected from the
perspective of the participant teachers. This part of the chapter is organized based on
the participant teaches’ responses about given behaviors. Each behavior has been
defined in terms of the dimensions of social domain theory. Based on the justifications
of the teachers for their beliefs about children’s social and moral judgments, eight
codes were defined within three categories. The first category is Harm, in which
physical and psychological harmful features of an event are mentioned. The second
category is Abuse. This category seems different from prior social domain research;
however, this category was created after a series of discussions among the researchers
of the present study. The category of Abuse was used to group events that threatened
the fairness, justice and welfare of people. Fairness and justice were represented by a
single code of fairness; the other code was welfare. The third and the last code was
social conventions. According to the participant teachers, there were three social
conventional factors that influenced children’s social and moral judgments: Context,
authority influence and rule existence (See Table 4.9).

This section is organized based on teachers’ conceptions of moral and social
conventional events in spite of the differences among the findings of the previous

section. In the current section, social conventional and mixed domain events
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demonstrate similar findings; however, for moral events some of the participant

teachers believed children’s conceptions of moral events were different from theirs.

Table 4.9 Participant teachers’ beliefs about children’s conception

Behaviors Codes f N

Cat. Plli);illcllal Psychological Harm 109
Hitting 26 14 40
Damaging 0 0 0
Taking others' 0 17 17
Spitting 0 0 0
é Not getting in 0 14 14
= Leaving seat 0 0 0
Inapp. language 0 18 18
Name-calling 1 18 19
Eating w/ fingers 0 1 1
Inapp. clothing 0 0 0

Fairness Welfare 151
Hitting 8 9 17
Damaging 20 24 44
Taking others' 17 3 20
Spitting 0 9 9
z Not getting in 14 2 16
-:E Leaving seat 0 3 3
Inapp. language 8 5 13
Name-calling 12 7 19
Eating w/ fingers 0 6 6
Inapp. clothing 0 4 4

Context Authority  Rule 466
Hitting 4 12 12 21
= Damaging 4 11 13 28
g Taking others' 8 13 5 26
'*:% Spitting 20 21 21 62
z  Not getting in 14 26 23 63
$  Leaving scat 26 26 26 78
= Inapp. language 2 18 5 25
'S Name-calling 3 12 3 3
“*  Eating w/ fingers 26 26 26 78
Inapp. clothing 19 22 19 60
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4.3.1. Moral events

After teachers finished talking about their conceptions, they were asked about
their beliefs as regards children’s moral and social conventional conceptions. For
social conventional and mixed domain events, it could be said that they expressed
similar thoughts. As for moral events, however, there were some differences among
their conceptions and beliefs regarding children’s conceptions. With respect to the
harm and abuse categories, they again mentioned the same things with similar
frequencies. Surprisingly, they emphasized the influence of authority on children’s

conceptions. To illustrate the related findings, see Table 4.10 below.

Table 4.10 Teachers’ beliefs about children’s conceptions of moral
events

Cat. Behaviors Codes f N
Physical Harm  Psychological Harm 76
Hitting 26 14 40
Damaging 0 0 0
£  property
= Taking others' 0 17 17
belongings
Name-calling 1 18 19
Fairness Welfare 100
Hitting 8 9 17
. Damaging 20 24 44
4 property
;? Taking others' 17 3 20
belongings
Name-calling 12 7 19
Context Authority Rule 98
Hitting 4 12 12 21

Damaging 4 11 13 28
property

Taking others' 8 13 5 26
belongings

Name-calling 3 12 3 16

Social
Conventional

Behaviors in the moral domain are explained below with related examples.
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4.3.1.1. Hitting
Teachers had a particular belief about children’s conceptions of hitting. They
thought it was wrong and children knew there was a rule against the act (n=26). Like
their own conceptions, teachers said children were aware that hitting was harmful and
abusive. They said it included both physical harm (N=26) and psychological harm
(N=14).
Children know hitting could cause an injury (P-26).

When someone hits them, they get upset (P-05).

Teachers also mentioned that children thought that it was against fairness (N=8) and a
threat to their welfare (N=9).

Children do not accept hitting in any case. It does not matter
if there is a rule that forbids them from hitting or the teacher
lets them hit. They do not feel safe and comfortable in such a
class (P-09).

Children know using violence to solve a problem is unfair.
They are very sensitive to hitting. They tune up if they are hit
or they witness a child hitting another (P-17).

Twenty-two participant teachers believed children’s conceptions were context
independent while 4 of them believed that children might think it was acceptable when
they were teased or hit by another child or in some particular circumstances like

martial sports.

You have to hit each other in martial arts. In this case hitting
each other is normal. Sportsmen are expected to hit each other
in boxing and no one judges them because they hit each other.
Some of the children practice martial arts. These children
know hitting is okay in some particular circumstances (P-03).

If children are provoked by others, they think it is okay to hit
to make them stop (P-16).

Almost half of the participant teachers believed children’s conceptions about

hitting were rule dependent (N=12). They also suggested that children’s conceptions
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of hitting could be different if there were a rule that demanded hitting. Furthermore,
they said according to children, hitting could be acceptable if an authority figure like
teachers or parents let them hit each other (n=12). Some examples of the participant
teachers’ statements are as follows:

Children are aware of how bad harmful behaviors are. They
know the behavior itself is wrong. However, some parents tend
to encourage their children to solve a violence issue by
violence. Those children might think if someone taunts or hits
them they have a right to do the same (P-08).

Children tend to accept and follow orders of their teachers.
So, if I told them that I wanted them to hit each other in
particular circumstances, they would obey (P-02).

Although children know hitting is a misbehavior, they think
they have all the rights to hit others if they are hit (P-01).

4.3.1.2. Breaking toys/classroom materials

Almost all of the teachers were of the opinion that children knew there was a
rule against damaging classroom property (n=24). Furthermore, in spite of telling
nothing about harm, they added it was against fairness (N=20) and welfare abuse
(N=24). Some illustrative quotations are as follows:

When children experience similar attitudes from their friends,
they realize the consequences of their behaviors. They realize
it is unjust to play carelessly (P-06).

Children know classroom materials are there for all of us.
They know it is against equality of all children to play with a
toy (P-13).

Damaging property prevents children’s right to play with a
material. When they want to play with a toy and they see it
broken, they realize the importance of protecting classroom

property (P-08).

Children know that some materials are for public use. They
also know they should use these things carefully because
everyone has the right to use them (P-235).
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For social conventions, most of them thought it was not acceptable in any
circumstances (n=22). However, 11 teachers said existence and/or attitude of the
authority may influence children’s conception.

If a teacher or parent allows children’s rough play, they think
it is acceptable (P-12).

Children are aware of the nature of the behavior. If they
consider that an adult accepts their violent acts as game or
accident, they do not care about the inappropriateness of a
behavior. So, it is not a problem for them anymore (P-04).

If adults encourage children to hit public property, they think
it is not a problem to damage property (P-11).

Additionally, 13 teachers said existence of a rule influences children’s
conceptions of damaging property, which is categorized as a moral event. To illustrate,
below are some quotations from teachers’ statements regarding children’s
conceptions.

If there is not a rule about this behavior, children play
irresponsibly. They do not care if any material is broken or
not during their play (P-24).

Children need a rule to help them behave. If there is not an
applicable rule to prevent them from playing roughly, they
might destroy the building (P-20).

If I change the rule and let them play as they want without
limits, they not only break things but also injure themselves
(P-03).

4.3.1.3. Taking others’ belongings without asking

As can be seen in Table 4.10, data analysis shows similar results for harm and
abuse. They stated that the behavior included psychological harm (n=17) but they did
not mention anything about physical harm. Fairness concept was also mentioned by

most of the participant teachers (n=17).

1t is not stealing, still the owner gets upset (P-02).
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There are two sides of this behavior. The perpetrator is not
stealing but the victim still feels sorry. Children has a perfect
sense of justice. I think they find it wrong but they cannot stop
themselves from taking what they want. Their willpower has
not developed yet (P-08).

When they see a toy, they want more than they can hold; they
want to have it. There is nothing wrong with that from the
perspective of children. Although the owner gets upset, it
could be used as a tool to introduce them the joy of sharing
(P-17).

However, half of the teachers believed authority influenced (n=13) children’s
conceptions about this behavior. Likewise, eight teachers talked about rule obedience.
These teachers considered that children thought it was acceptable if the rule said
children could take anything within the classroom without asking or the rules did not
forbid them from acting in that manner. Some of the participant teachers’ answers are
illustrated below:

I have told my children that they have to share the toys they
bring from home on toy day. So, they learn to share. They do
not complain about their friends when others take the toy
without asking. They just wait for them to bring the toy back
(P-08).

If I allowed them to take anything they wanted, they would feel
free to take it. It is about the rule. If there is not a rule to forbid
them, they see it as sharing, nothing else (P-22).

That might be very bad in the adult world; however, it is very
normal in my class. Of course, I do not encourage them to act
in this manner. But they are children and they want to take a
look at others’ toys. When they are done with that thing, they
bring it back to the owner (P-13).

Actually, children act as there were not a rule about the
behavior. So if there is not a rule they think it is okay (P-00).
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4.3.1.4. Name-calling

For name-calling or teasing teachers stated that children were aware there was
a rule against name-calling (n=18). One of the teachers stated it is not different from
being hit, saying “Children do not feel different when they are called a name from
being hit” (P-13). Additionally, most of the teachers said it had harmful psychological
outcomes (n=18). Some examples are listed below:

It hurts children’s feelings. They do not like others calling
them names they do not like (P-12).

They know it is harmful. It harms children psychologically. It
is a kind of bullying. Children are aware how bad it is to call
others by a name they do not like, regardless of context. Still,
they tease their friends by name-calling (P-08).

Sometimes it is just a joke. But still they know it is bad (P-06).

Some teachers are not aware how upsetting name-calling is
(P-13).

Children know it is bad because when someone is called by a
name, other children try to stop the perpetrator (P-19).

I believe children have a rule against name-calling in their
hearts. Wherever it happens, it is bad for them. It does not
matter if there is a rule or not (P-16).

Teachers also said that, considering name-calling, children found it unfair to
be called by names they do not like (n=12).

For children, name-calling is humiliating. They find it unfair
to be called by names by bullies (P-11).

Children know how unfair it is to tease others because of the
way they look or talk (P-01).

Children do not feel safe in such a place. One of my children
once said to me that school was not a fair place for her
because of bad children (P-23).
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As revealed in the quotations above, in the social domain framework, teachers
believed that children conceptualized name-calling as a moral event. However, they
also thought that children’s conceptions of name-calling was subject to change in
accordance with the existence of an authority figure (n=12).

Some teachers do not care about name-calling within their
classrooms. The bullies in their classrooms do not get
censured. In my opinion, those children do not accept name-
calling as bad. They think if you are strong enough you can
say anything (P-04).

If adults let children call their friends by names, children
never understand its inappropriateness (P-13).

1t is like profanity. If children’s parents have the tendency to
call people by names, children think it is not a problem, for
sure (P-23).

4.3.2. Social conventional

As previously mentioned, the previous categorization has been used to analyze
the data about teachers’ beliefs regarding children’s conceptions of moral and social
conventional events. As in the previous part, spitting, leaving seat without permission,
eating with fingers and inappropriate clothing are examined within the social
conventional domain. Findings were similar. Teachers believed that children’s
conceptions of these events were prone to be influenced by conventions. Table 4.11
displays their responses. As can be seen in the table, they said nothing or very little
about harm and abuse, while emphasizing social conventions.

4.3.1.5. Spitting

Spitting is another behavior within the social conventional domain. Like
teachers’ own conceptions, their beliefs about children’s conceptions created a few
quotations about harm and abuse. Five teachers said spitting had outcomes of physical
harm and nine teachers said it was a threat to the welfare of people. Below are some
examples:

Children can spit into the face of each other when they are
angry (P-07).
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There are two types of spitting. The first one is for fun or for
sensory experiences. The second one is for taking revenge or
humiliating others (P-08).

Table 4.11 Teachers’ beliefs about children’s conceptions of
social conventional events

Cat. Behaviors Codes f N
Physical Harm Psychological Harm 6
Spitting 5 0 5
Leaving seat 0 0
§ Eating w/ 0 | |
T fingers
Inappropriate
clothing 0 0 0
Fairness Welfare 22
Spitting 0 9 9
o Leaving seat 0 3 3
2  Eating w/
e
< fingers 0 6 6
Inappropriate
clothing 0 4 4
Context Authority Rule 278
_ Spitting 20 21 21 62
<
_. § Leaving seat 26 26 26 78
S S
&8 .
g g faingw 26 26 26 78
g fingers
O Inappropriate 19 2 19 60
clothing

Teachers believed that according to children, there was not a rule against
spitting (n=26). They added that if there had been a rule against spitting, the rule would
have been subject to change according to context and setting (n=20).

I had a Chinese child once. When she needed to spit, she
always said she needed to spit and she went to the sink to spit
(P-03).

Children think they can spit outside (P-10).

They also considered spitting was not an undesired behavior if there was not a
rule against the act (n=21) and it would be a desired behavior if there were a rule that

demanded people to spit when they needed to do so.
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Children would obey if there were a rule against spitting.
However, if there is no rule or cultural influences encouraging
you to spit, children see it acceptable (P-04).

There could be a rule. But that rule probably has some
extensions that define where to spit (P-22).

There could be a rule that ban people from spitting onto
streets or the floor but a rule that banning people from spitting
would not be applicable (P-26).

Finally, most of the teachers believed it is an authority independent behavior
(n=21). Some quotations from interviews can be seen below:

Most of the adults do not accept it as a bad behavior. Children
around them see what adults do and take it as normal (P-26).

If the class set a rule that banned children from spitting, they
would not spit (P-11).

If'it is common in a society like ours, children think it is normal
(P-17).

4.3.2.1. Leaving seat without asking

Data analysis has shown similar results for the behavior of ‘leaving seat
without asking’ with other social conventional behaviors. None of the participant
teachers mentioned about harm and only a few of them talked about abuse (n=3).
Participants said children considered leaving seat without permission as an acceptable
behavior (n=20). All of them believed that children did not judge the behavior as an
unacceptable one in any circumstance. They added that according to children it was
okay to stroll around if there were no applicable rule against it or the rule were
rewritten to employ a demanding discourse (n=26). Similarly, it was okay for children
if the authority allowed them to do the act (n=26). Some illustrative quotations are
listed below:

Children find it ridiculous to sit still when there is not a rule
to force them to do so (P-15).
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Actually, they think it is okay even when there is a rule against
strolling around the class but the rule limits their behaviors
(P-23).

1 let them move freely. I think if I forbid them they would obey
without accepting (P-16).

4.3.2.2. Eating with Fingers

Again, one of the social conventional behaviors, eating with fingers, was
explained by teachers by mentioning very little about harm (n=1) and abuse (n=6).
However, most of the participant teachers stated that children did not think there was
a rule against eating with fingers (n=20).

All teachers believed that if there were a rule, children would follow it; when
there is no rule, children do whatever they want (n=26). Furthermore, they stated that
if it was allowed by the authority, it was not wrong for children to eat with fingers
(n=26). Below are some examples from teachers’ responses:

1t is all about rules. If there is a rule about using the spoon,
they follow it. If there is a rule against using the spoon they
follow it too (P-19).

1 think it is the same for every context and setting. It is normal
for children to use their hands but they also know they should
use the spoon and fork in a restaurant (P-05).

In a restaurant, adults generally use the fork and spoon;
however, if their mothers allow them not to do so, children do
not use them. And they know it is acceptable for them (P-11).

4.3.2.3. Inappropriate clothing

From the perspectives of the participant teachers, children knew inappropriate
clothing in school was not acceptable (n=20); however, teachers said nothing or very
little about harm and abuse. Teachers said children thought that it was a rule dependent
behavior (n=22) and if the rule changed, children saw it acceptable. Similarly, if the
authority allowed children to wear inappropriate clothes, it was okay for children to
wear anything they wanted (n=19). Some of the participant teachers’ answers are given

below:
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Children want to wear whatever they want. They also know
school has a dress code and they follow the rule most of the
time (P-04).

If I let them, they wear everything. They would come to school
wearing pjamas (P-11).

It is all about rules and how we apply the rules within our
schools. For children, if there is a dress code, they know it is
not acceptable to test the boundaries of the school. However,
if there is not an applicable dress-code they know any dress is
acceptable (P-08).

4.3.3. Mixed domain events

With respect to the mixed domain events, data analysis has yielded similar
results. Participant teachers seemed to emphasize both moral and social conventional
dimensions of the appropriateness of these events. As can be seen in Table 4.12, more
than half of the participant teachers believed that children thought there was harm in
these behaviors and they also saw them as a threat to welfare and fairness. Still, they
believe that the acceptability of these behaviors by children are subject to the effects
of social conventional.

Table 4.12 Teachers’ beliefs about children’s conceptions of mixed domain

events
Categories  Behaviors Codes f N
Physical Psychological 129
Harm Not getting in line 0 14 14
Inapp. language 0 18 18
Fairness ~ Welfare 151
Abuse Not getting in line 14 2 16
Inapp. language 8 5 13
Context  Authority Rule 419
Social Not getting in line 14 26 23 63
Conventional Inapp. language 2 18 5 25
4.3.3.1. Not getting in line

Teachers mentioned that children conceptualized not getting in line by its

harmful psychological outcomes (n=14) and fairness (n=14).
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No one wants their rights infringed by bullies (P-13).

I hate people who jump the queue. They make me angry. I think
children feel the same (P-09).

Toy sharing is the most common example for lining up.
Children are bad at problem solving and waiting for their
turn. Although they know waiting in line for a toy or a game
assures justice, they cannot wait (P-16).

It is about fair sharing of toys and time. They know it is not
ok. I think they tune up if someone breaks the line somewhere
(P-25).

According to teachers, children were not aware of a rule for getting in line
(n=21). Slightly more than half of the teachers thought even if there were a rule within
the classroom, children would consider the rule as a classroom rule and not applicable
for all contexts (n=14).

Children know when they are required to line up (P-21).

We have certain rules about play in our classroom. All
children know the rules and they wait for their turn (P-08).

Moreover, they believed that children considered not getting in line acceptable
if there were no rule that forbade them (n=23).

Getting in line is not a tool that I use in my class, so my
children do not care about getting in line. I think it is the same
for all the children. If there is not a rule they do not want to
get in line (P-19).

If the teacher says so, children get in line (P-13).

Furthermore, all the participants said not getting in line would be acceptable
for children if the teacher or parents allowed children to do so or did not react when
they did it (n=26). Below are some examples from teachers’ responses:

During play, children weigh teachers’ responses. Unless the
teacher react to the bullies, they keep breaking the rule (P-
12).
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1t is related to the adults. If teachers or parents let children
abuse others’ rights, of course, they think it is acceptable (P-
08).

4.3.3.2. Inappropriate language

Participant teachers were asked about their beliefs regarding children’s
conceptions of moral and social conventional events. In terms of inappropriate
language, they mostly mentioned harmful psychological outcomes (n=18) and fairness
(n=8).

According to my experiences, children find it harmful. They
get upset when someone swears at them (P-05).

1t is verbal abuse (P-08).
1t is like a substitute of physical violence (P-12).

Children get upset when they are targeted by swear words.
Most of them find it unjust to handle problems with violence
(P-19).

Participant teachers believed that children were aware there was a rule against
inappropriate language or profanity (n=18). However, they said children also knew the
rule was not applicable everywhere (n=14).

They know it is a misbehavior but they also think in some
circumstances people are allowed to swear. They see their
fathers swear in traffic and it gives children a wrong message
(P-01).

[ think children are aware it is not a universal rule. They see
their fathers swear while watching TV or driving. They think
it could be acceptable in some circumstances (P-11).

Some daily words could be used as swear words by children.
In another location it could be a very normal word (P-17).

Moreover, if the law allows people to use profanity, children think it is acceptable to

swear (n=21).
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In Turkey, law does not protect people from being humiliated
by bullies. Children are aware of this reality. So, they receive
a message saying if there is not a rule you can do anything (P-
23).

As regards authority dependence, the participant teachers said that children saw the
behavior as an acceptable one if the authority allowed them (n=21). Some of the
participant teachers’ answers are presented below:

They see their parents swear in traffic or while watching
sports. Because of this, they think it could be normal in some
conditions although it is wrong (P-05).

Some older relatives encourage children to swear. We all
witness these sorts of behaviors of immature adults. These
types of behaviors send a message to children that if the adult
allows it, then it is okay (P-24).

4.4. Findings Overview

4.4.1. Teacher’s conception of moral and social conventional

Findings reveal that participant teachers categorize events or transgressions
into three categories: (1) Moral, (2) Social conventional and (3) Mixed domains, which
were also mentioned by Turiel (2015) and Smetana (2006) in their social domain
reviews. Thus, the findings of the present study provide similar results with previous
research.

As regards the moral domain, when participant teachers mostly emphasized
the behavior as harmful and/or abusive, they had the tendency to ignore adult
standards. For hitting, damaging property, taking others’ belongings without asking
and name-calling, most of the teachers suggested that the behavior included physical
or psychological harm, or both, and/or it was abusive, and that it was a threat to fairness
or the welfare of the children.

With respect to the social conventional domain, teachers mentioned harm and
abuse little, if any. It seems that their conceptions of these events were created based

on the social conventional perspective towards the behaviors. These behaviors are
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spitting, leaving seat without permission, eating with fingers and inappropriate
clothing.

As for mixed domain events, teachers believed that they were harmful both
physically and psychologically and were also abusive; however, they did not totally
ignore adult standards as they did in moral events. In fact, they attached more
importance to social conventional rules or norms, like law, or power of authority. For
instance, half of the teachers focused on the fact that not getting in line was
psychologically harmful, against fairness and a threat for the welfare of other children.
These teachers ignored adult standards. However, others emphasized that in an ECE
classroom, getting in line was not required because it was just a tool to move children
from one place to another. Consequently, it appears that adult standards have an

influence on their judgments regarding this behavior.

4.4.2. Teachers’ beliefs about children’s conception of moral and social

conventional events

Teachers’ beliefs about children’s conceptions provided similar results for
social conventional and mixed domain events. However, in terms of moral events,
findings were totally different from both the teachers’ own conceptions and social
domain research. Participant teachers emphasized social conventional influences when
they were talking about moral events considering children’s conceptions.

As can be seen in Table 4.10 (p.99), the teachers mentioned that hitting was
harmful and abusive. However, almost half of them also stated that having an authority
or rule that encourages to hit could change children’s conceptions of the behavior.
Damaging property was believed to be an abusive behavior for children; however, they
believed that children did not judge it as a harmful behavior, and social conventions
could influence children’s conceptions. In terms of taking others belongings, teachers’
conceptions and their beliefs regarding children’s conceptions were almost similar; the
behavior was considered both harmful and abusive; nevertheless, social conventions
had an influence on the conceptions. Finally, for name calling, findings were similar
to the teachers’ own conceptions in that name-calling was harmful and abusive.

Though, if there was not a rule that forbade children from calling their friends with
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names they did not like, or when adults allowed or encouraged them to do so, it was

acceptable for children to do the act.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The current study tried to answer the research questions, which were ‘What do Turkish
preschool teachers believe about young children’s conceptions of moral and social
conventional events?’, ‘How do Turkish preschool teachers’ categorize young
children’s in-class behaviors’ and ‘How do Turkish preschool teachers distinguish
between social conventional and moral events?’. The research evaluates the teachers’
moral judgments and their beliefs about children’s moral judgments about in-class
behaviors they experienced in an ECE classroom. By means of the application of the
four concepts of the moral and social domain theory, the research evaluated the desired
and undesired behaviors. The focus of the research was to assess the four dimensions,
namely rule independence, independence of authority, the rule alterability and
generalizability. However, the coding process provided different codes from the
above-mentioned dimensions. As mentioned in the findings section, three co-coders’
common consideration was that the rule independence and rule alterability dimensions
were a part of a code of rule obedience. The specific focus of the study was to
understand what Turkish preschool teachers believed about children’s moral
judgments regarding social conventional and moral events. The second focus was to
explore participant teachers’ own moral judgments regarding the same events.
Regardless of the main foci of the study, findings revealed that teachers regarded the
school to be the most crucial element of moral education based on their life
experiences. In this section, the main purpose is to summarize the findings and try to

interpret them based on the context of prior research.
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The theoretical analysis of the existing literature and the personal life experiences of
the teachers helped in generating valuable conclusions regarding the research
objectives. The early life years of the children are considered the most crucial years
for the development of behaviors and attitudes in the children and the impact they have
on the mental and social development of the child (Killen & Smetana, 2010). It is the
best time when the care providers as parents and teachers may analyze the behaviors
of children. Teachers perform their role in daily life situations by pinpointing the
negative behavior and making the child adopt morally and socially acceptable
behaviors, norms, and rules (Montessori, 1949). Teachers learn through their personal
experience and this could be linked to the work of Killen and Smetana (2010), who
demonstrated that the children used to adopt the moral and social concepts as part of
their personal experiences and make judgements regarding a specific situation as right
or wrong.

The responses of participant teachers demonstrated that peers at school were
crucial for healthy social and moral development. One of the participants who was of
the opinion that she used to belong to a permissive family gave assent to her spoiled
habits. She added that those habits of hers were corrected by her friends at school. It
is analyzed that children’s early childhood experiences with their parents, family
members, teachers and peers play a critical role in their mental, emotional, social, and
cognitive development (Matthews et al., 2015). Consistent with the findings, Piaget
(1932/1966) argues that peer relations provide more opportunities for social
experiences because they are reciprocal. Likewise, some well-known research (Criss
etal., 2002; Dunn et al., 2000; Hay et al., 1999; Hay, Payne & Chadwick, 2004; Howes
& Phillipsen, 1998; Rubin et al., 2003) advocate that early peer relations are the
predictors of social relations occurring in adulthood.

Further, findings revealed that teachers were also highly influential on their
learning of social conventions. Social conventions play an essential role in the society
and help in nurturing the morality of the children (Smetana, 2006). During the
literature review of such studies as Hamlin (2013), Turiel (2002) and Killen (2010),
contradictory views were observed regarding perceptions of the moral developments

of the behaviors the children adopted during the ages of 0-3 years. Hamlin (2013)
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indicates that toddlers’ responses, as part of the psychological examinations under the
age of one year, revealed that these children had the feelings of care and sympathy for
other people in their ultimate surrounding. The study by Hamlin (2013) also revealed
concepts of social knowledge regarding justice, fairness, and harm. However, Turiel
(2002) and Killen (2010) are of the opinion that there is no connection between the
early development of recognizing the feeling of caring for others or making judgments
as for right or wrong specifically in toddlers. Regardless of this fact, these authors hold
the opinion that such feelings are developed when the child interacts with others. As
the level of interaction is increased, the more the child has chances of learning the
established domains of the society (Turiel, 2002).

The teachers are of the opinion that they learned to discriminate the right from
wrong, the justice or fairness at the school where they were being corrected by their
teachers to adopt the corrected moral, ethical, and socially acceptable behaviors. In a
study by Smetana, Jambon, and Ball (2014), it is reported that for the development of
social moralities in a child during the childhood years, it is essential to increase their
interaction with their peers. This is in line with the results of the current research in
which the interviews from the teachers regarding their personal experiences revealed
similar thoughts. Teachers’ own social learning and social convention greatly
enhanced during their early years when they used to go to school. The teachers shared
the desired and undesired behaviors that they experienced during their early childhood
years (Smetana, Jambon, & Ball 2014).

A study by Schmidt, Rakoczy, and Tomasello (2012) revealed that children
have positive results related to their responses to the prevailing social environment and
aspects pertaining to badness. These children were at a younger age and had not been
exposed to the school context. The children showed aggressive behaviors at school or
at home. The way the peers interacted as a response to the violation of the social order
is essential for moral development. Jambon (2016) argued that the children aged
between 0 and 5 years were immature in expressing their feelings and they showed
aggressive behaviors while expressing their emotions. This is mainly because the
children cannot speak or communicate effectively, and thus through their actions they

show what they genuinely feel. The interview analysis regarding the personal
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experiences of the teachers in the current study revealed similar results. For instance,
one of the teachers shared her experience as regards her parents being strict with her
at home and that she used to behave aggressively in the school environment. In such
an instance, her teacher made her realize the negative behavior she was adopting and
thus through corrective action, she appreciated the moral and social development. This
example is based on the demonstration of aggressive feelings; however, the work of
Jambon (2016) notified that children express their positive feelings in a similar manner
as they demonstrate their negative feelings. Children admire their peers, show high
sympathy and even share their lunch/toys etc. with their peers. Under such instances,
the role of the teacher is again important to appreciate such social conventions so that
the students could develop insights for differentiating the positive and negative

emotions.
5.1. Teacher’s Conceptions of Moral and Social Conventional Events

The first hypothesis of the current study was that teachers’ judgments would
be similar to those reported in prior studies in the literature. Data analysis supported
the hypothesis. Violations of the rules for behaviors classified as moral, i.e. involve
harm and/or abuse of fairness or welfare of people, were defined as unaccepted for
every circumstance. Social conventions for these behaviors were mostly ignored.
These behaviors are hitting, damaging property, taking others’ belongings,
inappropriate language and name calling. But teachers marked violations of rules of
several behaviors as acceptable in some circumstances. These are spitting, getting in
line, leaving seat without permission, eating with fingers and inappropriate clothing.
These types of behaviors are categorized as social conventions in the social domain
theory. The findings showed that preschool teachers differentiate social conventional
and moral behaviors. Previous research has shown that people, both children and
adults, can recognize violations of moral and social conventional rules (Nucci &
Powers, 2014; Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015). Social domain studies conducted both in
western and non-western countries have yielded similar results (For a review see

Turiel, 2015, p.507). Turiel’s review includes studies conducted until 2001 (Turiel,
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2015). In 2009 Yau and colleagues in China and Vainio (2011) in Finland found
similar results.

The justifications of teachers about the acceptability of a behavior was crucial
for this study. These justifications were used to decide about the nature of the behavior
from the perspective of the teachers. For the behaviors categorized as moral, teachers
had the tendency to mention that the violation of a rule for those behaviors involved
harm and abuse (Turiel, 2015). Additionally, the influence of social conventions was
mentioned to be limited. As for hitting and name calling, the lowest frequencies of
social conventions and highest frequency of harm were revealed. A few participants,
who stated hitting and name calling could be acceptable in some circumstances,
mentioned that the form of harm was the determinant of the judgment. These findings
show that provoked and unprovoked harm are different for preschool teachers (Janbon,
2016; Hay, 2005; Dahl, 2014). Teachers believed that an unprovoked harmful behavior
was more wrong than provoked behaviors (Jambon, 2016).

Findings of other moral behaviors revealed similar, but not the same results.
They all regard moral transgressions as being more serious than social conventional
ones (Nucci & Turiel, 1978; Smetana, Kelly, & Twentyman, 1984; Smetana,
Schlagman, & Adams, 1993). However, findings of the current study revealed that
teachers’ judgments of moral events vary. They tend to describe harmful behaviors as
more independent of context, rule and authority influence than abusive ones. These
findings are different from previous research in which all moral transgressions are
considered the same. Furthermore, the behaviors that have similar scores for harm and
abuse and higher scores for abuse than harm are judged by teachers as being more
dependent on social conventions.

Social conventional behaviors have similar results with those reported in
previous research, i.e. they are dependent on context, rule and authority influence.
Violation of rules for those behaviors are not judged as serious as violations of moral
rules (Turiel, 2015). However, teachers suggested that the violations of rules
regarding some behaviors are harmful and abusive, while they are dependent on social
conventions. In social domain research, there is no clear line for all the violations and

some events are multifaceted and coincide partially or completely with moral and
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social conventional concerns (Helwig, 1995; Killen, 1990; Smetana, 2006; Turiel,
1983; Turiel, Killen & Helwig, 1987). These types of multifaceted behaviors are

named mixed domain behaviors by domain researchers (Smetana, 2006).

5.2. Teachers’ Beliefs about Children’s Conception of Moral and Social

Conventional Events

Analysis of teachers’ beliefs about children’s moral judgments yielded similar
results, except that they emphasized on the obedience to authority. Teachers believe
children make judgments based on the nature of an event to distinguish between
morality and social conventions. When children think an event involves harm or abuse,
they accept the event as moral. Different from previous research findings (Kim &
Turiel, 1996; Laupa, 1995; Yau, Smetana, & Metzger, 2008), teachers believe that
children respect authority influence for all the transgressions. In other words, teachers
believe that children judge all events as acceptable if an authority allows the violation
of the rule or change the rule although the event is a moral one.

Obedience to authority is a well-established (Milgram, 1963) social concept
(Laupa, Turiel & Cowan, 1995; Turiel, 2015). Some of the well-known socialization
theories suggest that social and moral understanding is derived from the society’s
influence on individuals’ social and moral decisions (Benedict, 1938; Durkheim,
1961; Freud, 1961; Skinner, 1971). Moral values are created solely by the society;
individuals do not have their own values (Durkheim, 1961). Individuals are reasonable
beings who are aware of the consequences of their acts. As a result, they intrinsically
(Skinner, 1971) and willingly (Benedict, 1938; Durkheim, 1961) accept the moral
framework drawn by the society. Similarly, according to Freud (1961), individuals
consciously obey the standards drawn by the society because of their sense of guilt.
Individuals follow the rules because of their desire of pleasure and removal of
suffering. Therefore, all individual social and moral decisions are the products of the
society. Additionally, morality is subject to change for the greater good of the society,

thus it is cultural, i.e. not universal. Because society itself is the source of the whole
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authority, individuals’ socialization process occurs under the influence of social
authority.

Montessori defines the same situation as authority obedience (1948). She says
there are three levels of obedience. The second level, which is named as ‘blind
obedience’ might be another explanation of the situation. Children in this level,
according to Montessori (1948), tend to follow the directions and commands coming
from any respectable adult without hesitation and questioning. However, according to
Piaget (1932/1966), most of the socialization (and deterministic) perspectives suggest
that children socialize through society’s norms and rules but they do not notice the
obvious fact that children are not identical copies of their ancestors, nor do they
passively intake what the society defines as culturally appropriate. Instead, they
interpret their social experiences and create ‘schema’ about social and moral realities.
Co-construction of social understanding is not a result of the power of influence of the
adult (as an authority figure), rather it is a result of children’s being egocentric and
lacking understanding of others’ perspectives. Because they have limited
understanding of others’ perspectives, they create their social and moral schema based
on two concepts: fear and love. Thus, these two concepts might be the source of the
influence of the authority on children’s judgments from the perspective of the
participant teachers. Piaget considers heteronomous morality as an initial stage for
moral development. During this period, which continues until 7-8 years of age,
children’s sense of morality is derived from their autarchic respect for adults
(preschool teachers for the current study). Kohlberg uses a similar concept for young
children; because young children are at their initial periods of cognitive maturity, they
use a modest way of moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1969). Like Piaget, Kohlberg affirms
morality is a complex cognitive construct which is not developed during early years
of life. On the other hand, conformity of rules or social conventions are more simple
constructs and they develop at early ages. Therefore, based on those two perspectives,
like the deterministic ones, teachers’ beliefs about children’s moral understanding
seem to have reasonable foundations. However, studies on moral reasoning have found
that children begin to distinguish between social conventions and morality at around

3 years of age (Nucci & Powers, 2014; Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015). As a result, there
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is empirical evidence supporting that young children could use complex moral
reasoning (For a review see Smetana, 2006).

Turiel’s approach to moral development conceptualizes social conventions and
morality as two distinct domains, which develop individually as a result of social
interactions (1983). Based on their harmful experiences, children create schema for
care and empathy (Turiel & Killen, 2010). According to Turiel and Killen (2010)
children order their moral and conventional demands based on empathy or fear
respectfully; however, they are still fully aware of what is moral and conventional.
Thus, the “interactions with fundamentally different types of objects and events should
result in the formation of distinct conceptual frameworks” (Turiel, 1977, p. 108). As a
result, the influence of the authority on moral events is limited, if any for social domain
research (Turiel, 1983; 2006; 2015) because obedience to authority is a social
conventional construct that is not applicable for moral events. Although some
situations demand both the implications of morality and social conventions (i.e. mixed
domain events), judgments regarding moral transgressions like hitting, name calling
or stealing are independent of social conventional influences.

According to Raz (1986), authority, in the political context, derives from “the
reasons for actions which are relevant” (as cited in Krehoff, 2008, p.284). Raz (1990)
considers obedience to authority as a well-thought-out and intentional act. That is to
say, when individuals consider that the power of the authority is legitimate and the
reasons are relevant, they have a tendency to obey the directions of the authority
willingly. Raz adds that once individuals are tied to the power of an authority, they try
to obey what the authority directs rather than to reason over the consequences. This
sense of authority is named as practical authority. Teachers, parents, and doctors are
some examples for practical authority. Hurd (2001) argues that Razian practical
authority serves as a tool to resolve organizational difficulties in a certain way. From
this perspective, practical authority encourages individuals to act in a certain way for
practical reasons. Again, teachers’ beliefs about children’s moral judgments may have
a stand point on Razian practical authority formation. However, there is another term
for political authority, which is theoretical authority. These two terms are conceptually

different. In theoretical authority, the authority provides explanations about an event;
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taking these explanations as reasons to act upon is up to the individual. That is to say,
it is about beliefs, not about actions.

There are some studies that support the Razian approach of authority to some
extent. According to Yau and colleagues (2008), there is an obvious authority
influence on children’s conventional and moral judgments. They state that children
believe they should obey what their mothers order in the home and what teachers order
in school. Findings show that teachers at school have more authority than mothers at
home. However, they found that children valued authority as generalizable across
contexts for personal events more than moral events. In another research in which the
concept of authority among children was studied, Laupa and Tse (2005) found that
children queried legitimacy of authority in moral events more than that in personal
events. These studies show that in moral events children do not consider the authority
as legitimate and they do not take what authority orders into consideration voluntarily.
In another study, Kim and Turiel (1996), found that children do follow adults’
directions against violation of a moral rule without considering adults’ position of
authority. Additionally, children rejected to follow the command against preventing
harm even when given by a legitimate authority figure. Turiel (1983) states that
children believe school rules are necessary and they feel secure when they are aware
of the limits. Subsequently, having rules that draw the boundaries for actions is
essential and beneficial for children, and they are aware of its benefits. Moreover, they
do not have problems to follow what an authority figure’s commands. However, they
become selective of the rules. They do not follow orders made even by a legitimate
authority if they involve harm or abuse (Laupa & Turiel, 1986).

Research on children have found that children think through some aspects
while considering the legitimacy of an authority (Laupa & Turiel, 1986). These are (1)
authority attribute, (2) social context and (3) type of command. Although they accept
the influence of the authority based on authority attribute and social context, they do
not show obedience to authority if the command involves violation of a moral rule or
personal autonomy (Laupa & Turiel, 1986). What can be clearly seen in the light of
the above-mentioned research is that authority is a powerful social concept that

influences children’s social and moral judgments. Nevertheless, its influence on
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judgments in moral events is limited. Thus, it can be said that preschool teachers may
overestimate the power of authority on children’s moral judgments. This could be a
misconception about the moral development and moral reasoning of children.
Another important aspect of the findings of the current study is about teachers.
As previously stated, the participant teachers mostly emphasize authority obedience
when they are asked about their beliefs regarding children’s conception of moral
events. That is not what is expected because literature on the social domain theory
clearly shows that children can distinguish moral and social conventional events while
ignoring social rules, norms or standards for moral transgressions (Turiel, 2015).
According to Robinson (1971), teachers could mention teacher domination and control
when they are unsure about their role while teaching a topic. Moral education is an
abstract topic, which teachers can feel unsure about regarding how to teach it. In fact,
considering early childhood education, it might be harder than it is in higher grades.
Furthermore, Narvaez and Lapsley (n.d.) mention that there are two alternative
approaches to implement character education in classroom settings. According to the
first view “character development is an outcome of effective teaching” (p.2) that is
teacher-centered. The second one is about equipping and encouraging children to solve
daily life problems by themselves while carefully watching them, which is child-
centered. As mentioned by Narvaez and Lapsley (n.d.), it is common for teachers to
choose a teacher-centered approach for moral education. Garrett (2008) reveals that it
is about teachers’ conception of classroom management based on behavioral theories.
According to Wolfgang’s (2001) identification of discipline, there are three
faces of classroom management based on a scale of teachers’ use of power from
minimum to maximum respectively: (1) relationship and listening, (2) confronting and
contracting and (3) rules and consequences. For rules and consequences (Wolfgang,
2001), teachers have the tendency to use maximum power for discipline. The teachers’
beliefs in the current study have more similarities than differences regarding the rules
and consequences aspect of discipline defined by Wolfgang (2001). It can be easily
said that most of the participants in the present study share a teacher-centered
perspective which might not be a perfect way to teach morality and social conventions

(DeVries & Zan, 1994; Narvaez & Lapsley, n.d.; Nucci, 2001) since in such kinds of
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classrooms there is a hierarchical authority in which teachers always try to control
children’ actions. Accordingly, knowledge is directly transmitted to the children by
teachers while disregarding meaning making processes (Bropy, 1999). Indeed,
children have no idea why their teachers ask them to act in a particular way. Children
lack the connections between pedagogical contents and daily life situations (Rogers &
Freiberg, 1994) although Bruner (1962/1979) advocates the opposite.

In such a scenario, discipline comes from an external source, such as teachers
or parents. It probably prevents children from internalizing the concepts of moral and
social conceptions. They might be confused about the concepts of morality and social
conventions. Additionally, there is a set of consequences which does not reflect
individual differences in those classrooms. A fixed approach which does not respect
individual differences might be a threat to maintain a reciprocal relationship with
students.  Additionally, it might also prevent a healthy development of self-

determination and self-discipline.
5.3. Implications of the Study

According to Piaget (1932/1966), the basic responsibility of adults is to provide
a facilitative environment for children to move from heteronomous perspective to an
autonomous one. Accordingly, teachers have to act in a cooperative way with children
during their path of development (DeVries & Zen, 1994). Participants of the current
study have the same perspective. They believe children are immature moral agents and
their moral judgments are dependent on social conventions, especially on authority
influence. According to findings, social domain researchers would definitely advocate
that participant teachers of the current study lack sufficient understanding of the moral
capabilities of children.

Current research on moral development provides sufficient evidence, although
it is still developing, regarding children’s moral judgments and actions. One of the
well-known theories regarding moral development is the social domain theory.
Domain theory has provided a fruitful source to understand children’s conceptions of

social and moral events. The domain researchers develop a framework about
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children’s violation patterns of social and moral events. Familiarizing teachers with
the findings of the social domain theory may help them develop better classroom
management strategies. Additionally, this familiarity can help teachers embed moral
education as an integral part of their daily schedule (Nucci & Turiel, 2009).

The social domain theory has an interactionist perspective of moral
development. Turiel (1977) asserts that formation of moral development is a result of
different types of experiences with various events within various contexts and settings.
Thus, a school campus is resourceful in providing complex social events connected
with moral development. According to the domain theory (Smetana, 2006; Turiel,
2015) social experiences are classified as social and moral while Nucci and Turiel
(1978) add another one: personal domain. As previously mentioned, children
distinguish among domains and take domain appropriate actions. If teachers are aware
of the conceptual differences of the domains, they could analyze the nature of
children’s judgments. This must be the first step to understand how moral judgments
influence moral behavior.

The findings of the current study have a number of applicable implications. As
mentioned above, teachers have misconceptions about the moral development of
children, especially about moral reasoning. Based on teachers’ responses, it can be
said that teachers are not familiar with children’s capability to differentiate between
social and moral acts. As a result, the findings of the current study indicate that both
pre-service and in-service trainings are required to help teachers understand moral
development of children and its application to the classroom settings because
application of developmental research in classroom is one of the most complicated
practices (Nucci & Turiel, 2009).

‘Moral Education’ has been one of the most emphasized topics in the Turkish
education system since 1950s (Kamer & Alabasg, 2017). Since then, teachers have been
carrying the responsibility of providing moral education on their shoulders (Milson &
Mehlig, 2002) because its success within classroom settings relies on the teachers’
efficacy (Prestwich, 2004). However, Milson and Mehlig (2002) found that teachers
feel pre-service training on moral development is insufficient. Teachers think that they

are not well-equipped to implement moral education within classrooms when they are
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newly graduated. Teacher training programs could help teacher candidates to develop
the necessary pedagogical skills to implement moral education by introducing a moral
development and education course. There might be two dimensions of such a course.
The first part may involve fundamentals of moral development, moral formations of
children, nature of children’s moral behaviors, and moral reasoning, while the second
part may involve the strategies that may help teachers to connect developmental
research and practice. Scaffolding pre-service training with supplementary in-service
training might reinforce teachers’ knowledge and help them to not only develop a
better understanding of classroom behaviors but also develop their own classroom
management strategies.

The findings also have some implications for research. It is found that Turkish
teachers use similar frameworks to conceptualize the nature of behavior with previous
social domain research findings (Turiel, 2015). Consequently, the findings support that
moral and social conventional events are naturally different domains. Findings provide
similar results with studies conducted both within western and non-western countries.
However, teachers’ beliefs about children’s moral judgments are different. They
mostly emphasize the influence of the authority on children’s judgments. Further
research with a more homogenous sample involving participants from Turkey and
different countries may help understand if the findings are related to the cultural

background of Turkish teachers.
5.4. Limitations of the Study

Although the current study was conducted in a careful manner and has reached
its objectives, I am still aware that there were some limitations. First, because of the
time limit and financial considerations only Turkish preschool teachers who were
willing to participate in the study were involved in the study. Therefore, the findings
could not be generalized to larger groups or other cultures. Secondly, using in-depth
interviews were appropriate and sufficient due to the explanatory nature of the study.
However, participants answers might be biased because of social conventional

influences on them. Turkey had been governed on the state of emergency for more
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than a year when the data was collected. Consequently, the responses might not be the
real intentions of the participants. Finally, data collection procedures might create
some shortcomings on the study because I conducted interviews with the participants
within their school mostly during or just after their working hours. Morality could be
a sensitive topic for some people which they did not prefer to discuss in public. Hence,

that might cause shyness in their responses.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Consent Form

GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Bu calisma, ‘okul oncesi ogretmenlerinin, cocuklarin ahlaki yargilarina dair
inaniglarinin incelenmesi’ baslikli bir arastirma ¢alismasi olup ¢ocuklarin ahlaki ve toplumsal
olaylara dair kavrayislarini, okul oncesi 6gretmenlerinin bakis agisindan degerlendirme amac1
tagimaktadir. Calisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Doktora 6grencisi, Muhammet Ali
Karaduman tarafindan yiiriitiilmekte ve sonuglari ile ahlaki yargi ve ahlak egitimi konularina dair
bazi veriler sunmasi beklenmektedir.

Bu ¢alismaya katiliminiz goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir.

e (Calismanin amaci dogrultusunda, yiiz yiize goriisme yapilarak sizden veriler
toplanacaktir.

e Isminizi yazmak ya da kimliginizi aciga ¢ikaracak bir bilgi vermek zorunda degilsiniz.
Arastirmada katilimeilarin isimleri gizli tutulacaktir.

e Arastirma kapsaminda toplanan veriler, sadece bilimsel amaglar dogrultusunda
kullanilacak, aragtirmanin amaci disinda ya da bir bagka arastirmada kullanilmayacak ve
gerekmesi halinde, sizin yazili izniniz olmadan bagkalariyla paylagilmayacaktir.

e Istemeniz halinde sizden toplanan verileri inceleme hakkmiz bulunmaktadir. Arastirmact
her gériismenin yaziya dokiilmesinin ardindan, size ait dokiimiin bir kopyasini sizinle
paylasacaktir.

e Sizden toplanan veriler arastirmaci tarafindan korunacak ve aragtirma bitiminde
arsivlenecek veya imha edilecektir.

e Veri toplama siirecinde size rahatsizlik verebilecek herhangi bir soru/talep olmayacaktir.
Yine de katiliminiz sirasinda herhangi bir sebepten rahatsizlik hissederseniz ¢aligmadan
istediginiz zamanda ayrilabileceksiniz. Calismadan ayrilmaniz durumunda sizden
toplanan veriler calismadan ¢ikarilacak ve imha edilecektir.

Goniilli katilim formunu okumak ve degerlendirmek iizere aywdigmiz zaman igin
tesekkiir ederim. Calisma hakkindaki sorularimzi Artcin Coruh Universitesi Temel Egitim
Boliimiinden Ars. Gor. Muhammet Ali Karaduman’a yoneltebilirsiniz.

Arastirmaci  : Muhammet Ali Karaduman

Adres : Artvin Coruh Uni. Egitim Fakiiltesi, No:215, Artvin
is Tel : 0466 215 1000-2347

Cep Tel : 0532 717 3941

Bu cahsmaya tamamen Kkendi rizamla, istedigim takdirde calismadan
ayrilabilecegimi bilerek verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amaclarla kullanilmasim1 kabul
ediyorum.

(Liitfen bu formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra arastirmaciya iade etmeyi unutmayiniz.
Tesekkiirler)
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Katilime1 Adi ve Soyadt: Imza Tarih:
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Appendix B: Interview Protocols - INTERVIEW 1

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

ICEBREAKERS
a. Memleket,
b. Memleketinize dair en sevdiginiz sey ne?
c. Kardesiniz var m1?
i. Cocuklugunuzda kardeslerinizle nasil vakit gegirirdiniz?
ii. En sevdiginiz etkinlik neydi?
d. Cocuklugunuzda yazlarimizi nerede gegirirdiniz?
i. Neler yapardinmiz?
e. Bunu sadece ben yaparim dediginiz eylemler var mi?
f.  Yaptigimiz en garip sey neydi?
Ailenizin size kars1 tavirlarindan bahseder misiniz?
a. Sizinle nasil vakit gecirirlerdi?
b. Yaptiginiz hatalara ne sekilde tepki verirlerdi?
c. Basarilariniza/olumlu davranislariniza ne sekilde tepki verirlerdi?
Ne tiir bir 6grenciydiniz?
a. Tecriibeleriniz 15181nda, 6grenci olmay nasil tanimliyorsunuz?
b. Bir 6grenci olarak giiclii ve zayif yonleriniz nelerdi?
c. Ogrenciyken yaptiginiz ama simdi pismanlik duydugunuz tecriibeleriniz var
mi1?
Ogretmenlerinizin size ve arkadaslariniza kars1 tavirlar nasildi?
a. Ogretmenleriniz 6grencilerin yaptig1 hatalara ne sekilde tepki verirlerdi?
b. Ogretmenleriniz olumlu davramislariniza ne sekilde tepki verirlerdi?
Ogrenci davranislarinin olumlu ya da olumsuz oldugunu kim belirlerdi?
a. Bir davranisi olumlu ya da olumsuz diye tanimlarken kullandigimiz kriterler
nelerdi?
Okulda ve evde hayatimiz1 ¢evreleyen kurallar vardir. Sizin ¢gocuklugunuzda evde
hangi kurallar vardi?
Okuldaki kurallardan hatirladiklarinizi sayar misiniz?
Kurallar hakkinda ne diisiindiigiiniizii merak ediyorum. Size gore bu kurallarin hepsi
ayn1 etkiye sahip miydi?

a. Kurallar siniflar miydiniz?
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b. Bu smiflamay1 yaparken dikkate aldigimiz kriterler nelerdi?
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Appendix C: Interview Protocols - INTERVIEW 2

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

Hangi boliimden mezun oldunuz?
Hangi iiniversite?
Kag yildir 6gretmenlik yapryorsunuz?
Ogretmenligi nasil segtiniz?
Meslekteki ilk yiliniz nasildi1? Nasil 6zetlersiniz?
Meslekte gecirdiginiz yillar size ne katt1?
Cocuklarla zaman gecirmenin kolay ve zor taraflari neler?
Okul 6ncesi siifindaki ¢ocuklar neler yapar?
a. Sizden smifinizda karsilastiginiz davraniglar1 siniflamanizi isteseydim
bu smiflandirmayi nasil yapardiniz?
b. Gruplari nasil isimlendirirdiniz?
c. Yani size gore sinif i¢i davraniglar nasil gruplanir?
Sinifinizda meydana gelmesinden hoslanmadiginiz davraniglar1 sdyler
misiniz?

a. Bu davraniglarin hepsini tanimlayan bir isim var n1?

10) Siifinizda karsilastiginizda hosunuza giden davraniglardan bahseder

misiniz?

a. Bu davraniglarin hepsini tanimlayan bir isim var n1?

11) Siifinizda en sik karsilastiginiz 3 davranisi sdyleyebilir misiniz? (Olumlu-

Olumsuz)

12) Sinifinizda meydana gelen ve size gore en kabul edilemez olan 3 davranist

sOyleyebilir misiniz?
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Appendix D: Interview Protocols - Interview 3

(Behaviors listed based on participant teachers’ responses during the second
interview)
1. Cocuklarin birbirine vurmasi:
Siniftaki esyalara ya da oyuncaklara zarar verilmesi:
. Bagkalarinin esyalarini izinsiz almak:

. Tukirme

2.

3

4

5. Siray1 bozma/Siraya girmeme:

6. Yerinden kalkma ve sinif iginde dolagma:
7. Uygunsuz dil kullanma

8. Lakap takma

9. Elleriyle yemek yeme:

10. Uygunsuz giyinme

i. Bu kabul edilebilir bir davranig mi?

Neden?
ii. (Genellenebilirlik) Aynmi davranis okul disinda bir ortamda meydana
gelseydi kabul edilebilir miydi?

Neden bu sekilde diislindiigiiniizli agiklayabilir misiniz?
iii. (Kuraldan bagimsiz olma) Bahsedilen davranis1 yasaklayan bir

kural olmadiginda, davranig kabul edilebilir miydi?

Neden bu sekilde diisiindiigiiniizii agiklayabilir misiniz?
iv.  (Otoriteden bagimsiz olma) Bu davranis yetiskinlerin olmadig1 bir

ortamda meydana gelseydi, kabul edilebilir miydi?

Neden bu sekilde diisiindiigiiniizii agiklayabilir misiniz?
v. (Kural degiskenligi) Yetiskinler bu davranisi yasaklayan kurali tam
tersi yonde degistirdiklerinde, davranis kabul edilebilir miydi

Neden bu sekilde diislindiigiiniizli agiklayabilir misiniz?
Sizce aym1 davranislar icin cocuklarin yargilar ne sekildedir?
i.  Cocuklar bu davranis ile alakal1 bir kural oldugunun farkindalar

mi1?
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ii.

iii.

1v.

Neden?
(Genellenebilirlik) Davranis okul disinda bir ortamda meydana
geldiginde ¢ocuklarin bu davranisa dair yargilari ne sekilde

olurdu?

Neden bu sekilde diisiindiigiiniizii agiklayabilir misiniz?
(Kuraldan bagimsiz olma) Bahsedilen davranigi yasaklayan bir
kural olmadiginda, ¢ocuklarin bu davraniga dair yargilari ne

sekilde olurdu?

Neden bu sekilde diisiindiigiiniizii agiklayabilir misiniz?
(Otoriteden bagimsiz olma) Bu davranig yetiskinlerin olmadigi
bir ortamda meydana gelseydi, cocuklarin bu davranisa dair

yargilar ne sekilde olurdu?

Neden bu sekilde diislindiigiiniizli agiklayabilir misiniz?
(Kural degigkenligi) Y etiskinler bu davranisi yasaklayan kurali
tam tersi yonde degistirdiklerinde, ¢ocuklarin bu davranisa dair

yargilar ne sekilde olurdu?

Neden bu sekilde diislindiigiiniizli agiklayabilir misiniz?
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Appendix G: Turkish Summary / Tiirkce Ozet

Giris

Ahlak, insanlik icin din, siyaset, toplumsal yap1 ve kiiltiir agisindan 6nem
tastyan bir konudur. Bu baglamda uzun zamandir ahlak ve bireylerdeki gelisimi
antropoloji, sosyoloji ve psikoloji alanlarinin ilgisini ¢ekmistir. Ahlak, Sokrat, Aristo
ve Plato’dan beri felsefe i¢cin de dnemli bir konudur. Bu diisiiniirlerin ahlaki felsefe
alanindaki eserleri, Immanuel Kant, John Stuart Mill, Adam Smith ve David Hume
gibi daha sonra gelen filozoflarin klasik eserleri gibi hala incelenmekte ve
tartisilmaktadir. Ahlak felsefesinin psikolojik teorilere taginan tartismalarindan biri,
ahlaki pratik ve kararlarda akil yliriitme ve duygularin rolii ve onemi {izerinedir.
Brandt (1959) ve Frankena (1963) tarafindan da tartisildig1 lizere, Kant ve Hume, akil
yiriitme ve duygular iizerine farkli bakis acilariyla kendi geleneklerini
sekillendirmislerdir. Kant, ahlaki kararlar1 yonlendiren akil yiiriitmenin duygulardan
bagimsiz calistigini vurgular. Ote yandan Hume, ahlaki degerlerin sempati gibi bazi
duygulardan kaynaklandigimi diistinmektedir. Geleneksel olarak tartisilan bir diger
konu da ahlakin toplumsal sistemler, kiiltiirler ve hatta bireylere gére olup olmadigi
ya da insanlarin birbirlerine nasil davranmasi gerektigi konusundaki somut yargilari
icerdigi i¢in baglamlar arasinda evrensel olarak uygulanabilirligi konusudur. Bu
baglamdaki tartigmalar giiniimiizde de devam etmektedir (Benedict, 1934; Hatch,
1983; Kohlberg, 1971; Maclntyre, 1981; Shweder, 1982).

Her ne kadar duygularin ve akil yiiriitmenin ahlak kavrami i¢indeki yeri
hakkinda tartigmalara devam etse de bazi diisiiniirlere gore ahlak, ‘duygularin ahlaki
yargi ve akil yiirlitme i¢in ¢ok dnemli oldugu’ gibi bir degerlendirmedense ‘insanlar
akil yiiriitme siireclerini igeren yargilarda bulunur’ gibi daha saglam temelleri olan bir
bakis acistyla tahlil edilmelidir. Rawls (1993), Nussbaum (1999, 2000), Dworkin
(1977, 1993), Gewirth (1978, 1982), Habermas (1993), Okin (1989) ve Walzer (2007)

bu filozoflarin en iinliilerinden birkag tanesidir. Bu kisilerce tanimlanan ve tahlil edilen
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ahlaki hususlar, insan refahini ve esit muamele unsurlarini besleyen adalet, sivil haklar
ve Ozgiirliikler gibi konular icermektedir.

Tiim ahlak diisiintirleri ayni bakis agisina sahip degildir hatta bu durumdan ¢ok
uzaktadirlar ancak hepsinin birden kabul ettigi baz1 temel dayanaklar bulunmaktadir.
Bunlardan biri insanin diisiinen ve yargida bulunan bir varlik oldugudur. Nussbaum
(1999) tarafindan belirtildigi lizere, insanlar tiim akilci varliklarin iistiindedir ve akil
yiirlitme onuru insan esitliginin baslica kaynagidir. Sen (1999) ekonomik gelisme ve
insan 0zglirliigli izerine yaptig1 tezinde, mantiga vurgu yapmaya devam ederek, adalet
duygusunun yargi, diisiince ve ¢ikarsamayi icerdigini savunur: “cikarlarimizi ve
avantajlarimiz kadar yiikiimliiliiklerimiz ve ideallerimizi de g6z Oniine almamiza
sebep olan akil yiriitmenin giicidiir. Diislince o6zglrliigiini inkar etmek,
akilciligimizin ulastigi alan tlizerinde ciddi bir kisit olusturacaktir” (s.272). Akil
yiirlitme, secim yapma ve toplumsal durumlara uyma anlamina da gelmektedir. Sen
(2006), insan hayatini yoneten merkezin se¢me ve akil yiiriitme sorumluluklari
oldugunu iddia etmektedir.

Turiel (1977; 2015), ahlak kavramini toplumsal etkilesim igerisindeyken
meydana gelen davraniglar ve bu davranislar1 kontrol eden mekanizmalar olarak
tanimlar. Bu tanimlama daha once Piaget (1966) ve Kohlberg (1969) tarafindan
yapilan tanimlamalara paralellik gostermektedir. Bilindigi gibi Piaget disa-bagimlilik
ve Ozerklik olarak ikiye ayirdigi ahlak gelisimini, kisinin toplumsal yapilar1 anlamaya
calistig1 ve biligsel gelisime paralel olarak yorumlayip davranisa doktiigii bir siire¢
olarak tanimlar. Piaget tarafindan ortaya atilan ahlaki gelisim modeli, Kohlberg (1969)
tarafindan tekrar yorumlanmis ve 3 donemli ve 6 basamaktan olusan yeni bir modelden
bahsedilmistir. Bu modele gore kisi tamamen dis etkenler baglaminda meydana gelen
ahlaki yargi siireclerinden baslayan ve sonunda sadece evrensel dogrularin etkin
oldugu bir diisiince yapisina ulasilan basamaklar boyunca ilerler. Ancak Kohlberg
(1969), besinci ve altinc1 basamaga herkesin ulasamayacagini iddia etmektedir.

Mevcut caligmaya temel olusturan sosyal alan kurami (Social Domain
Theory), pek ¢cok ahlak gelisimi ve ahlak felsefesi bakis agilarindan etkilenmistir ancak
Piaget (1966) ve Kohlberg (1969;1971) tarafindan tanimi yapilan ahlaki yargi bu

kuram i¢in 6nemli bir dayanak noktasidir. Sosyal alan kurami, ahlaki yargi ve akil
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ylirlitme sonucu ortaya c¢ikan iki alan tanimlar: ahlaki alan (moral domain) ve
toplumsal-geleneksel alan (social conventional domain) (Nucci & Powers, 2014;
Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015). Sosyal alan kuramcilar1 bu iki alana dair genel bir
cerceve cizmislerdir. Bu baglamda, ahlaki alan fenalik, toplumsal haklar ve
ozgiirliikkler ve esitlik kavramlari {izerinden tanimlanir. Ahlak kavraminin en 6nemli
ozelligi toplumsal etkilere karsi direngli olmasidir. Yani, otorite etkisi, kurallar
ve/veya kiiltiirel baglam ahlaki alan {izerinde etkiye sahip degildir ve bu durum
evrenseldir. Toplumsal-geleneksel alan ise tamamen o anda igerisinde bulunulan
toplumsal yapiya gore sekillenen yargi siireclerini ifade eder. Yapilan calismalar
siddet iceren vurma, itme, 1sirma, hakaret etme gibi davranislar1 ahlaki alan igerisinde
tanimlarken; kiiltiirel yapilar gore sekillenebilecek biiytiklere abi/abla deme ya da statii
olarak kendimizden yukarida olanlara siz diyerek hitap etme gibi davraniglari
toplumsal-geleneksel alan igerisinde tanimlar. Bahsi gecen cerceveler, cocuklar,
ergenler ve yetigkinlerle yapilan c¢alismalarda katilimcilarin davraniglara dair
yaptiklar1 ahlaki yargilamalar (judgment) ve gerekg¢elendirmeler (justifications)
iizerinden ¢izilmistir.

Yapilan pek ¢ok c¢alismada cocuklar oyun alanlarinda ve okullarda
gozlemlenmistir. Gozlemler ¢ocuklar giinliik rutinleri igerisindeyken yapilmaktadir.
Istenmedik bir davranis meydana geldiginde arastirmacilardan bir tanesi olay1
gbozlemleyen bir cocuga yaklasir ve bazi sorular sorarak davramisa dair ahlaki
yargilarini anlamaya caligir. Cocuklarin ahlaki yargilarinin anlagilmasi amaciyla ‘Bu
davranig dogru mu?’ ve ‘bu davraniga yonelik bir kural var m1?’ sorularin takip eden;
‘Okul disinda bunu yapmak dogru olur muydu?’, ‘Bu davranisa yonelik bir kural
olmasaydi ne olurdu?’ ya da ‘Bu kural degistirilebilir mi?’ ve ‘Kural olmasina ragmen
Ogretmen ya da ebeveynler yapmana izin verseydi ne olurdu?’ sorularina verilen
cevaplar ve bu cevaplara iliskin gerekgelendirmeler kullanilmistir. Bu sorular sirasiyla
genellenebilirlik (generalizability), kurala baglilik (rule independence) ve otoriteye
baglilik (authority independence) baglamindaki ahlaki yargilarin (moral judgment)
anlagilmasina yoneliktir (Jambon & Smetana, 2016; Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015).

Yetiskinler ve ergenler ile yapilan ¢aligmalarda ise hikayeler ya da video gosterimleri

155



kullanilmistir. izletilen ya da anlatilan olay baglaminda ahlaki yargilari
degerlendirilmistir.

Gelisim yaklasimlarinda, bulgularin egitim alanina aktarilmasinda zaman
zaman sorunlarla karsilasilmaktadir (Nucci & Turiel, 2009). Aslinda olan aktarmada
yasanan sorun degil de nasil aktarilacaginin belirlenememesi olabilir. Benzer bir
durum sosyal alan kurami igin de gecerlidir (Nucci & Turiel, 2009). Ozellikle Nucci
ve Smetana bu baglamda cesitli ¢aligmalar yapmislardir (Nucci & Powers, 2014;
Nucci & Turiel, 2009; Smetana, 2006).

Egitim kurumlar1 toplumsal degisimin saglanmasi ve ahlaki ve toplumsal
degerlerin nesilden nesile aktarilmasi baglaminda 6nemli bir aygittir (Velea & Farca,
2013). Berkowitz’e (2012) gore okul ahlaki, toplumsal ve Kkiiltiirel degerlerin
aktarilmasi amaciyla kullanilmasi gereken ¢ok degerli bir kaynaktir ¢iinkii okulun
akademik bilgileri vermek diginda bdyle bir amaci da vardir. Okulun ahlak gelisimine
nasil bir katki sunmasi gerektigine dair iki baskin goriis ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bunlar
ogretmen merkezli ve anlatima dayali 6gretim ydntemi ve yaparak ve yasayarak
ogrenmeye dayali, karsilikl iletisimin ve etkilesimin 6nemli oldugu ¢ocuk merkezli
Ogretim yontemidir. Yapilan ¢alismalar (Berkowitz, 2012; Harecker, 2012; Nucci &
Powers, 2014) hangi yontem kullanilirsa kullanilsin okulun toplumsal ve ahlaki
degerlerin kazandirilmasinda vazgegilmez bir kaynak oldugunu gostermektedir ¢ilinkii
cocuklar okulda hayata dair sorunlar yasamakta ve bu sorunlara dair ¢oziimler
iiretmektedirler. Dolayisiyla okul ¢ocuklara toplumsal beceriler kazanma yolunda
firsatlar sunmaktadir.

OECD verilerine gore ¢ocuklar1 yilin yaklagitk 800 saatini okulda
gecirmektedirler. Bu siirenin dnemli bir boliimii sinifta 6gretmenle gegen zamandir.
Dogal olarak 6gretmen ahlak egitiminde en énemli unsurlardan birisidir. Ogretmen
siif i¢inde siiregleri yoneten ve gocuklar1 yonlendiren kisi olarak karsimiza cikar.
Ayn1 zamanda cocuklar tarafindan model alinan en 6nemli yetiskin 6gretmenlerdir.
Ogretmenin smif yonetimi yaklagimi, istenmedik davramslara verdigi tepkiler,
ogrencilerle iletisimi ve konuyu anlatirken kullandig1 yontemler ¢ocuklar tarafindan

gozlemlenir ve benzer durumlarda kullanilmak {izere repertuarlarina eklenir. Yani
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Ogretmenin sinif iginde atti§i her adim, toplumsal alani sekillendiren 6nemli bir
kaynak olarak karsimiza ¢ikar.

Ogretmenin, 6gretmenlik meslegi, anlattig1 konular ve dgrencilere yaklagimini
belirleyen unsurlardan biri, belki de en 6nemlisi, 6§retmenin bu kavramlara iliskin
inanislaridir (Pajares, 1992). Inanislar uzun zamandir galisilmasina ragmen halen ortak
bir tanim {izerinde uzlagilamamistir (Galvin, 2012) ancak gozlemlenebilir
davraniglarimizin ardindaki zihinsel siirecler oldugu sdylenebilir (Galanter, 1989).
Daha anlagilir bir ¢ergeve ¢izebilmek ve sinirlari belirlemek adina mevcut ¢alismada
inanig dendiginde bir seyin/durumun dogru olduguna dair sahip olunan bilingli ya da
bilingsiz bakig acist ya da anlayistan bahsedilmektedir (Galvin, 2012). Benzer bir
durum 6gretmen inanislar1 i¢in de gegerlidir, dolayisiyla bu kavrama dair bir ¢ergeve
de cizilmesi gerekmektedir. Haser (2006), 6gretmen inaniglarini, 6gretmenin sinif
icindeki gozlemlenebilir davranislarinin  ardindaki zihinsel siiregler olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Ogretmen inamglar1 evrenseldir ve her ortamda aymi kalma
egilimindedir (Pajares, 1992) ¢iinkii bu siiregleri ortaya ¢ikaran sey ogretmenlerin
kisisel tecriibeleridir. Ogretmenler dgrettikleri her konu hakkinda o konuya &zel
inaniglara sahiptir (Borg, 2001) ciinkii 6gretmen inanislar1 sadece okul disindaki
yasam tecriibelerinden degil 6gretmenlik tecriibelerinden de etkilenir.

Bu caligmaya temel olan sosyal alan kurami kisilerin ¢ocukluktan itibaren
toplumsal-geleneksel olan ile ahlaki olani birbirinden ayirdigini sdylemektedir
(Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015). Daha 6nce de belirtildigi tizere bu bulgular gelisim
caligmalar1 i¢in degerli olmakla birlikte egitim caligsmalarinda nasil kullanilacagina
dair daha fazla ¢aligma yapilmasina ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir (Nucci & Turiel, 2009).
Mevcut c¢aligma bu baglamda yapilmis calismalardan biridir. Caligma sirasinda
ogretmenlerin toplumsal-geleneksel ve ahlaki olaylara iliskin kavrayislarindan
(conception) sonra Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuklarin kavrayislarina dair inanislart
incelenmektedir. Bu sayede sosyal alan arastirmalarindan elde edilen bulgularin sinif
ici kullanimina dair literatlire katki saglanmasi planlanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu
calismanin yapilmasinin amaci okul Oncesi 0gretmenlerinin, ¢ocuklarin ahlaki ve
toplumsal-geleneksel olaylara dair kavrayislarinin  incelenmesidir. Amaca

ulagilmasina katki saglanmasi amaciyla 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i davranislari ne sekilde
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simiflandirdig da incelenmistir. Bunun yaninda 6gretmenlerin kendi kavrayislar1 da
incelenmis bu sayede literatiire katki saglanirken, temel arastirma sorusu i¢in de temel
olusturmasi amaglanmistir.

Bu calisma yapilmaya deger ve 6nemli bir ¢aligsma olarak kabul edilmektedir.
Bu goriis ii¢ temel iizerinde durur.

1. Cocuklarin ahlaki yargilarima dair 6gretmen inanislarini inceleyen

caligmalarin sayis1 artirllmalidir. Sosyal alan kurami baglaminda daha fazla

caligmaya ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.

2. Sosyal alan kuramina dair kiiltiirel ¢esitlilik sunmasi agisindan bu

caligma dikkate deger bir ¢alisma olarak goziikmektedir.

3. Sosyal alan ¢aligmalar1 genelde gozlem ve varsayima dayali hikayeler

iizerinden yliriitiilmektedir. Mevcut ¢alismada sinif i¢i davraniglar 6gretmenler

tarafindan tanimlanmistir. Bu davraniglar {izerinden mevcut c¢alisma

ylriitiilmiistiir. Seidman (2006) bu tarz caligsmalarin daha net ve kapsamli bilgi

saglamasi bakimindan énemli oldugunu diistinmektedir.

Yontem

Bu caligma yorumlayic1 fenomonolojik bir caligmadir. Bireysel gerceklik
caligmanin temelini olusturur. Calismada kullanilan fenomen ahlaki yargidir. Ahlaki
yargt fenomeninin, okul Oncesi Ogretmenlerinin bireysel tecriibelerinden
yararlanilarak anlamlandirilmasi amaclanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu calisma ayni
zamanda tanmimlayict bir c¢aligmadir yani Ogretmen inaniglarina dair bireysel
tecriibelerden yola ¢ikarak olusturulan bir anlamlandirma ¢aligsmasidir denebilir.

Orneklem

Yukarida belirtildigi gibi bu fenomonolojik ¢alisma, katilimcilarinin
deneyimlerinin tanimlanmasi amaciyla yapilmistir. Katilimeilarin agiklamalart
sayesinde aragtirmacit arastirma sorularma cevap aramaktadir. Dolayisiyla,
aragtirmanin amaglarina uygun, zengin ve yararli veri saglayabilecek bireylerden veri
toplamak Onemlidir (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Bryman, 2012; Silverman, 2000).
Clinkii aragtirmaci bu sekilde bir fenomene asina olan bireylerden topladig: verilerle
bu bireylerin deneyimlerine dayanan genis bir tanimlama yapabilir (Bogdan & Biklen,

2007). Nicel ¢aligmalarda karsimiza ¢ikan genelleme kaygilarindan uzaklasarak konu

158



ve temel fenomen hakkinda verimli bilgi saglayacag: diisiiniilen katilimcilarin se¢imi
on plana ¢ikar (Bogdan ve Biklen, 2007; Bryman, 2012; Flick, 2009; Irving, 2006;
Silverman, 2000; Smith, 2016; Willis, 2007). Sonug olarak, temel fenomen olan ahlaki
yargt hakkinda cocuklarin kavrayislarini okul Oncesi Ogretmenlerin goziinden
inceleyebilmek adina amacli 6rneklem yontemi kullanilmigtir.

Orneklem tanimlanirken higbir kiiltiirel kimlik dikkate alinmamistir ancak
pilot calisma sirasinda katilimcilarin tamami, ogretmen gibi hissetmek ve ¢ocuklar
tamimak igin belirli bir siire gegmesi gerektigini vurgulamiglardir. Bunun {izerine
calismanin verileri, 5 yildan fazla Ogretmenlik tecriibesi olan okul Oncesi
ogretmenlerinden toplanmistir. Toplamda 81 6gretmene kartopu yontemiyle ulagilmig
ve caligmaya katilmaya goniillii olan 38 kisiyle calisma baslatilmistir. Ancak dort
katilimer daha sonra g¢ekilmek istediklerini belirtmistir. Geriye kalan 34 dgretmenin
sekiz tanesiyle pilot calisma tamamlanmistir. Pilot calisma yardimiyla goriisme
siiregleri ve sorular1 tanimlanmigtir. Sonu¢ olarak mevcut calisma 34 katilimct
ogretmen ile gerceklestirilmistir. Ogretmenlerin 20 tanesi 6zel ve 14 tanesi devlet
okulunda calismaktadir. Ana calismada yer alan 6gretmenler ise 14 6zel kurum ve 12
devlet okulu ¢alisanmidir. Ogretmenler bes farkli ilde calismaktadir: Samsun (14),
Ankara (12), Trabzon (4), Artvin (2) ve Rize (2). Bunun yaninda 27 d6gretmen
iiniversitelerin okul 6ncesi 6gretmenligi boliimiinden ve yedi 6gretmen ¢ocuk geligimi
ve egitim bolimiinden mezun olmustur. Alti 6gretmenin okul Oncesi egitimi
boliimiinden ytiiksek lisans diplomasi bulunmaktadir. Bu 6gretmenlerden bir tanesi
ayni boliimde doktora egitimine devam etmektedir.

Veri Toplama Yontemleri ve Siireci

Ana g¢alismanin verisi, Seidman (2006) tarafindan tarifi yapilmis olan ii¢li
goriigme yontemi kullanilarak toplanmistir. Goriisme siiregleri planlanirken Seidman
(2006) tarafindan hazirlanmis yonergeler dikkate alinmistir. Bunun yaninda
literatlirdeki sosyal alan kurami ¢alismalar1 (Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015) ve 6gretmen
inanigina dair caligmalar incelenmistir. Biitiin goriigmeler yar1 yapilandirilmistir
sireclerden olusmaktadir. Goriismeler 20-60 dakika arasinda slirmektedir.
Goriismelerin yeri ve zamani katilimcilar tarafindan belirlenmis ve biri disindakiler

katilimcilarin ¢alistigi kurumdaki yonetici odasinda gerceklesmistir. Goriismeler
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arasinda 2-10 giin arast bosluklar bulunmaktadir. Seidman (2006) goriismeler arasi
bosluklarin 5 giinii gegmemesini tavsiye eder ancak mevcut ¢alismada, 3. goriisme, 1.
ve 2. goriismede toplanan veri temel alarak olusturulmustur. Dolayisiyla ilk iki
goriisgmeden toplanan verinin analiz edilmesi ve son gorlisme siireglerinin
hazirlanmasi i¢in siire¢ uzatilmistir.

Yukarida bahsedildigi iizere data toplanirken ii¢ farkli goriisme siireci
kullanilmistir. Birinci goriismede temel amag¢ Ogretmenlerle yakinlik kurmak ve
ogretmenlerin toplumsal ve ahlaki gelisimine iligkin bireysel tecriibelerine dair
farkindalik olusturmaktir. Bu sayede ikinci ve tiglincii gériismelerde daha detayli veri
elde edilmesi amaglanmaktadir (Seidman, 2006). Katilimc1 6gretmenlerle daha sicak
bir ortam olusturmak ve goriisme siirecinde daha rahat olmalarin1 saglamak icin ilk
goriisgme dikkatle hazirlanmigtir. Katilimcilarla gériismeden once kisiler hakkinda
bilgi toplanmis ve sorulara eklemeler yapilmistir. Ornegin, en biiyiik hobisi 6rgii
olarak tanimlanan bir katilimciyla goriismeden 6nce 6rgii hakkinda bilgi toplanmis ve
bu konuya yonelik sorular siirece eklenmistir.

Ikinci goriismede dgretmenlerin smifta karsilastiklar1 6grenci davranislarini
listelemeleri ve siniflandirmalart istenmistir. Bu bolimiin amaci, katilimci
ogretmenlerin sosyal ve ahlaki gelisim baglamindaki &gretmenlik deneyimlerini
somut detaylar1 ile yeniden yapilandirmaya yardim etmektir (Seidman, 2006). Bu
yiizden ikinci goriigmede O0gretmenlerin sinif i¢i deneyimleri iizerinde yogunlasildi
yani ilgili deneyimlerin detaylarmma ulagsmak temel hedefti. Ayrica, bu goriigme,
katilimc1 6gretmenlerin hem kisisel hem de mesleki deneyimleri 1s18inda ¢ocuk
davraniglarini ve siifi¢i ihlal durumlarini nasil tanimladiklarini ve siniflandirdiklarini
anlamak i¢in kullanilmistir. Elde edilen veri iiglincli goriismede kullanilmak {izere
diizenlenmistir.

Uciincii  goriismede ise c¢alismanm oncelikli arastirma sorusuna cevap
aranmistir. Bu gorlismede ikinci gorlismeden elde edilen veri dogrultusunda
siiflandirilmis  davramglar dgretmenlere sunulmustur. Ogretmenlere sosyal alan
kuraminda kullanilan ahlaki yargi ve gerekcelendirme sorular1 sorulmustur; yani bir
davranis belirtilmis, bu davranisa dair goriisleri ve gerekgeleri istenmistir. Daha sonra

bu davranisa dair bir kural olup olmadig1 sorulmustur. Ardindan ‘Bu davranig okul
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disinda meydana gelse ne olurdu?’, ‘Kural olmasaydi ne olurdu?’ ve ‘Ogretmen ya da
ebeveynlerden biri izin verseydi ne olurdu?’ sorulari sorulmus ve 6gretmenlerin
cevaplarini gerekcelendirmeleri istenmistir. Ardindan 6gretmenlerin ayni davranislari
ogrencilerin bakis acisindan degerlendirmesi istenmistir.

Ozetle, ilk iki goriismede katilimcilarin sosyal ve ahlaki gelisim baglamindaki
an1 ve deneyimlerini yansitabilmeleri i¢in uygun bir ortam hazirlanmaya calisilmistir.
Son goriigmeyse katilimeilarin mesleki deneyimlerini yansitmalari i¢in tesvik etmek
amaciyla hazirlanmig ve uygulanmistir. Sonug olarak ilk iki goriisme, katilimceilarin
temel fenomeni anlamasina ve ge¢mis anilarini yorumlamasina ve yeniden
yapilandirmasina yardimci olmak; son goriigme de c¢aligmanin temel sorusunu
cevaplamak ve sonug ¢ikarmak i¢indir.

Veri Analizi

Veri analizi, nitel ¢alismalarda en zorlayicr siire¢lerdendir. Mevcut ¢alismada
yaklagik 55 saatlik sozel veri toplanmistir. Veri analiz siireci tiim goriismelerin
dokiimiiniin hazirlanmasiyla bagladi. Veri toplama siireclerinde anlatildig: tizere, ilk
iki goriisme tamamlanir tamamlanmaz dokiimii olusturuldu ve yaziya dokiildii.
Dokiim tamamlandiktan sonra, veriye aginalik olugmasi adina yazili metin birkag kez
okundu. Goriisme verilerinin ve ilgili literatiiriin incelenmesinin ardindan bulgular iki
farkli boliime ayrilmistir: sinif i¢i davraniglarin tanimlar1 ve siniflandirilmas: ve okul
oncesi Ogretmenlerinin kavrayislar1 ve g¢ocuklarin kavrayiglarina iligkin inanglart.
Daha sonra ac¢ik kodlama yontemi kullanilarak benzer kategoriler olusturulmus ve
kodlar bu kategoriler altinda toplanmustir. ikinci goriisme sonucunda iki kategori
olusturulmustur: (1) istendik davranislar ve (2) istenmedik davranislar. Ardindan
katilmeilarin  tanimlamalar1 temel alinarak davranislar bu kategoriler altina
dagitilmistir. Ardindan benzer siiregler son goriismeden elde edilen veri igin
tekrarlanmistir. Bu verilerden elde edilen veriler sonucunda ii¢ kategori altinda toplam
yedi kod belirlenmistir. Kategoriler ve i¢ine aldig1 kodlar su sekildedir: (1) Fenalik
(Harm)- (a) fiziksel fenalik, (b) psikolojik fenalik; (2) istismar — (a) Esitlik/Adalet, (b)
Refah; (3) Toplumsal/geleneksel yapilar — (a) Genellenebilirlik, (b) Otoriteye baglilik,
(c) Kurala baglilik.
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Veri analizi Moustakas (1994) tarafindan hazirlanmis yoOnergeler
dogrultusunda tamamlanmastir.

Bulgular ve Tartisma

Mevcut calismada elde edilen veriler ii¢ baslik altinda incelenmistir: (1) Tiirk
okul Oncesi 6gretmenlerinin ¢ocuklarin sinif i¢i davraniglarini siniflandirmasi ve
yaptig1 tanimlamalar; (2) Ogretmenlerin toplumsal/geleneksel ve ahlaki olaylara
iligkin kavrayislart; (3) Cocuklarin toplumsal/geleneksel ve ahlaki olaylara iliskin
kavrayislarina dair 6gretmen inanislari.

Birinci boliimde, katilimcr 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i davraniglart ne sekilde
siniflandirdigina dair tanimlamalar verilmistir. Ogretmenlerin siif i¢i davranislari
istendik ve istenmedik olarak ikiye ayirdiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Ikinci boliim,
ogretmenlerin belirlenen davraniglara dair kavrayislarini incelemektedir. Son boliimde
ise Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuklarin kavrayislarina iligkin inanislart incelenmistir. Son iki
boliim ¢ kategori altinda toplanmis olan toplam yedi kod kullanilarak
detaylandirilmistir. Bahsi gegen kategori ve kodlar yontem bdéliimiinde anlatilmistir.

Asagida mevcut calismanin bulgulart sunulacaktir.

Sinif i¢i Davramislarin Simiflandirilmasi

Caligmanin  katilimecilari, okul oOncesi donem c¢ocuklarinin sinif igi
davraniglarini iki gruba ayrrmustir: ‘Istendik Davraniglar’ ve ‘Istenmedik Davranislar’.
Iki katilmci1 "Kabul Edilebilir davramslar" adli iiciincii bir kategori tanimlamis
olmasina ragmen bu tanim mevcut ¢alismaya dahil edilmemistir, ¢iinkii katilimcilarin
ortak bir tanimlama yapamadig1 diisiiniilmiis ve biitiin aragtirmacilarin ortak karariyla
bu siniflama kaldirilmigtir.

Istendik davranislar, “siiftaki ¢ocuklarin istenen ve onaylanmis eylemleri (P-
09)” ve “6grenme siirecinin siirekliliginin saglanmasina yardimci olan davraniglardir”
(P-05). Bu nedenle, “... her ¢ocuk kendi 6grenme ortamini ve sosyal cevresini
etkilemeyecek davraniglar sergilemelidir (P-08).” Bu kategorideki davraniglar
toplumun beklentileri ve deger yargilari ile sekillenen olumlu sosyal davraniglar (P-
01) olarak tanimlanmistir. Bu davramiglar 6grenme siirecinin verimliligine zarar
vermez ve hem Ogretmenlerin hem de smif icindeki diger cocuklarin fiziksel ve

psikolojik refahimi tehdit etmez (P-21). Ozetle, dgretmenin simf igi diizeni
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saglamasina ve siirdiirmesine yardimci olan davraniglara istendik davraniglar denir (P-
09).

Ote yandan, istenmedik davramglar, “6grenme siirecini ve Ogrenme
ortamindaki digerlerinin refahini tehdit eden herhangi bir can sikici ve rahatsiz edici
eylem (P-03)” olarak Ozetlenmistir. Benzer sekilde baska bir katilimer istenmedik
davraniglari, “oyuncaklara veya smf igindeki diger esyalara zarar verme, kotii
kelimeler kullanma gibi ¢ocuklarin kendilerinin veya g¢evredeki diger ¢ocuklarin
fiziksel, psikolojik ve duygusal refahin1 tehdit eden herhangi bir eylem (P-05)” olarak
tanimlamigtir. Dolayisiyla bu tiir davraniglar i¢in 6grenme ortamimi ve gelisim
stireglerini olumsuz yonde etkileyecek davraniglardir denilebilir.

Ozetle, dgretmenler davranislari istendik ve istenmedik olarak iki gruba
ayirmistir. Toplam 25 davranig tanimlanmastir: 8 istendik ve 17 istenmedik davranis.
Ogretmenlerin istenmedik davramslar hakkinda konusurken ve bu davranislari
tanimlarken daha rahat olduklar1 go6zlemlenmistir. Sonu¢ olarak istenmedik
davraniglar say1 olarak istendiklerin iki katindan fazladir.

Ogretmenlerin Toplumsal/Geleneksel ve Ahlaki Olaylara Iliskin
Kavrayislan

Katilimer 6gretmenlerin toplumsal/geleneksel ve ahlaki davranislara iliskin
kavrayislarini tanimlamak i¢in, daha dnce yapilmis olan aragtirmalarda kullanilanlara
benzer sorular sorulmustur. Sorular, katilimci 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i davraniglar
hakkindaki kavrayislarini dort boyut (genellenebilirlik, kuraldan ve otoriteden
bagimsiz olma ve kural degiskenligi) {lizerinden tanimlamak icin kullanilmistir.
Yargilar hakkinda sorular basit evet / hayir sorularidir; ancak, bu sorularin hemen
ardindan, Ogretmenlerin gerekgelerini anlamak igin yeni sorular sorulmustur.
Gerekgelendirme amaciyla verilen cevaplar temel alinarak arastirma sorularina cevap
aranmistir.

Bu boliimde 6gretmenlerin daha 6nce tanimladiklar1 davranislar {izerinden
toplumsal/geleneksel ve ahlaki olaylara iligkin kavrayislari incelenmistir. Ancak pilot
calisma yapilirken Ogretmenler ondan fazla davranis igin siirecin uzun olacagini
belirtmislerdir. Bu baglamda ana calismada o6gretmenlerden en kabul edilemez

davraniglar1 tanimlamalar1 istenmistir. Frekansi en yiiksek on davranis secilmis ve
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daha sonraki siire¢ bu davranislar {izerinden igletilmistir. On en kabul edilemez
davranigin dokuzu istenmedik davraniglardan olusmaktadir; istendik davranislardan
gelen diger davranigin olumsuz hali 6gretmenler tarafindan listeye eklenmistir.
Katilimcilarin ihlal davraniglarini ahlaki (moral), toplumsal-geleneksel (social
conventional) ve karma/melez (mixed) olarak siniflandirma egiliminde olduklari

goriilmiistiir. Bu durum sosyal alan kurami ¢alismalartyla paralellik gostermektedir
(Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015).

Ogretmenler icerisinde fenalik (harm) ve kétii niyet/istismar (abuse) unsurlari
bulundugunu belirttikleri davraniglar1 kosulsuz olarak kabul edilemez olarak
tanimlamiglardir. Bu davranislarin baglamdan bagimsiz olarak yanlis oldugu
belirtilmistir. Otorite ve kural etkisi yok sayilmistir. Yani toplum tarafindan belirlenen
kurallar ve standartlar goz ardi edilmektedir. Vurma/itme, miilke zarar verme,
bagkalarinin esyalarini izinsiz alma, lakap takma/dalga ge¢me davranislar fiziksel
ve/veya psikolojik fenalik olarak tanimlanmigtir. Ayni1 zamanda yaninda biitiin bu
davramslari kotii niyet/istismar icerdigi belirtilmistir. Ornegin vurma davranisina dair
verilen cevaplarda fenalik (N=26) ve kotii niyet/istismar (N=11) vurgulanmistir ve
toplumsal/geleneksel etkiler g6z ardi edilmistir (N=2). Belirtilen diger davranislar i¢in
de benzer veriler elde edilmistir.

Toplumsal/geleneksel davraniglarda ise davranisin meydana geldigi ortam ve
baglam katilimcilarin  davranisa dair kavrayislarinda farkliliklar meydana
getirmektedir. Fenalik ve kotii niyet/istismar bu davranislar i¢in yok sayilmis ya da
cok az vurgulanmistir. Bu davraniglar: tiikiirme, sinif i¢inde izinsiz dolasma, elleriyle
yemek yeme ve uygunsuz kiyafet olarak belirlenmistir. Uygunsuz kiyafete dair verilen
cevaplarda ogretmenler davranisin nerede meydana geldiginin (N=26), davranist
yasaklayan bir kural olmasmin (N=24) ve/veya gozetleyen bir yetiskin olmasinin
(N=22) davraniga dair kavrayis iizerinde etkisi oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Dolayisiyla
bu davraniglara dair kavrayisin temelinde toplumsal bakis acisinin ve standartlarin
oldugu goriilmektedir.

Karma alan igin ise davranigin yanlis oldugunu diistinmekle birlikte belli bazi
durumlarda davranisin dogru kabul edilebilecegine dair gerekg¢elendirme yaptiklari

goriilmiistiir. Yani davranigin fenalik ve istismar igerdigini diislinmelerine ragmen
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toplumsal/geleneksel kurallar1 ve standartlar1 tamamen g6z ardi etmedikleri
goriilmiistiir. Siray1 bozma ve uygunsuz dil kullanma bu davranigin 6rnekleridir.
Katilimer 6gretmenlerin yarisindan fazlasi uygunsuz dil kullanmanin psikolojik
etkilerine deginmis (N=19) ve bu davranisin toplumsal huzuru bozdugunu belirtmistir
(N=17). Ancak katilimcilarin ¢ogu bu davranisin yapilmasini destekleyen bir otorite
(N=18) ya da kural (N=19) olmast durumunda, davranisin olumsuz olarak
nitelendirilemeyecegini belirtmisler.

Cocuklarin  Toplumsal/Geleneksel ve Ahlaki Olaylara Iliskin
Kavrayislarina Dair Ogretmen Iinamslar

Katilimer 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i davramislari hakkindaki kavrayislarinin
ardindan, ¢ocuklarin toplumsal/geleneksel ve ahlaki olaylar hakkindaki kavrayislari
katilimc1 6gretmenlerin bakis agisindan incelenmistir. Boliimiin bu kismi, katilimer
ogretilerin verilen davranislarla ilgili yanitlarina dayanarak diizenlenmistir.
Davraniglar tanimlanmis olan kategoriler ve kodlar kullanilarak incelenmis ancak
sosyal alan kuraminca belirlenmis olan kriterlere gore gozden gecirilmek yerine
ogretmenlerin kendi kavrayislarinda ortaya ¢ikan siniflama kullanilmigtir. Bu
baglamda bir 6nceki boliimde yapilmis olan siniflandirma aynen kullanilmistir. Yani
vurma/itme, miilke zarar verme, bagkalarinin esyalarini izinsiz alma, lakap
takma/dalga ge¢me davraniglar1 ahlaki alanda; tiikiirme, sinif i¢inde izinsiz dolasma,
elleriyle yemek yeme ve uygunsuz kiyafet toplumsal/geleneksel alanda; siray1 bozma
ve uygunsuz dil kullanma davranislar1 da karma alanda yer almistir. Ogretmenlerin
gerekcelendirmeleri daha dnce tanimlanmis olan ve yukarida detayli anlatilan kategori
ve kodlar araciliiyla incelenmistir.

Ogretmenlerin toplumsal-geleneksel davranislar ve karma davranislar ile ilgili
inaniglar1 kendi kavrayislariyla paralellik gostermektedir ancak ahlaki davraniglara
yonelik inanislarinda farkliliklar gézlemlenmistir. Yani 6gretmenlerin gocuklarin
kavrayislarina dair inaniglarinda sosyal alan kurami alan yazinina ¢ok uymayan bazi
bulgulara ulasilmistir. Hatirlanacagi lizere sosyal alan kuramina gore iki bucuk
yasindan itibaren ¢ocuklar ahlaki davranislara dair bir kavrayis olusturur. Ahlaki
davraniglarin her ortamda kural ve otoriteden bagimsiz olarak yanlis oldugunu kabul

ederler. Ancak, 6gretmenler ¢cocuklarin ahlaki davraniglara dair kavrayiglarinin otorite
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etkisiyle degisebilecegini belirtmislerdir. Bu sosyal alan kuraminin bulgulariyla
celismektedir.

Ogretmenlerin tamami (N=26), cocuklarin vurma davranisinin fiziksel siddet
icerdigini bildigini sdylemis ve bir kismi ¢ocuklarin gdziinde bu davranisin esitlik
(N=8) ve toplumsal refaha (N=9) tehdit olusturan bir davranis olduguna inandigini
belirtmistir. Ancak neredeyse yarisi ¢ocuklarin bu davranisa iliskin kavrayiglarinin
otoritenin aldigi konuma (N=12) ve kuralin baglayiciligima (N=12) gore
degisebilecegine inandiklarin1 belirten cevaplar verdi. Miilke zarar verme,
baskalarinin esyalarini izinsiz alma ve lakap takma/dalga gecme davranislari i¢in de
benzer bulgulara ulagilmistir.

Sonuc ve Oneriler

Katilimer 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i davranislardan bahsederken istenmedik
davraniglart 6n plana ¢ikardiklar1 goériilmiistiir. Tanimlanmis istenmedik davraniglar
miktar olarak istendik davramiglarin iki katindan fazladir. Bunun yaninda pilot
goriismelerde sinif icinde karsilastiklar1 ¢ocuk davraniglari soruldugunda 6gretmenler,
her zaman Once istenmedik davraniglardan bahsetmistir. Genellikle aragtirmacinin
tesvik etmesi neticesinde istendik davraniglara dair tanimlamalar yapilmistir. Sonug
olarak ana caligmada, katilimci 6gretmenlerin istendik davranislar ve istenmedik
davraniglar1 ayr1 ayri siniflandirmasi istenmistir. Bunun yaninda 6gretmenler, okul
oncesi donem c¢ocuklarinin ahlaki gelisimi hakkinda konusurken dénemin 6nemini
vurgulamaktadirlar. Biitiin 6gretmenler istendik ve istenmedik davranisa dair
kavrayisin bu donemde olusturuldugunu diisiinmektedir. Benzer bir sekilde, Hamlin
(2013) bir yil boyunca okul dncesi déonem c¢ocuklarini incelemis ve sonug olarak
cocuklarin bir yasindan itibaren c¢evreden gelen duygusal geri doniitlere gore
davraniglarint sinirlama egiliminde oldugunu bulmustur. Ayrica, Hamlin (2013)
calismasinda okul oOncesi donem c¢ocuklarinin toplumsal sozlesmelere dair
farkindaliga sahip oldugunu bulmustur. Ancak Turiel (2002) ve Killen (2010)’e gore
cocuklarin ¢evrelerinden gelen geri doniitleri anliyor olmalar1 onlarin dogru ve yanlis
kavramimi da anladiklar1 anlamima gelmez. Fakat bu aragtirmalar meydana gelen

etkilesimlerin ahlaki ve sosyal gelisim agisindan 6nemli oldugunu vurgulamaktadirlar.
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Etkilesim diizeyi ve miktar1 arttikga cocugun toplumsal/geleneksel normlar1 ve
standartlar1 anlamlandirma ve 6grenme ihtimali de artar.

Katilimer 6gretmenler, okul Oncesi egitim kurumlarmin c¢ocukta olumlu
davranig ve tutum gelismesi ve ayrica ¢ocuklarin ahlaki gelisim siiregleri agisindan
kritik bir rol oynadigi belirttiler. Killen ve Smetana (2010) tarafindan yapilan
tanimlamalarla paralellik gosteren bu bulgularin yaninda, 6gretmenler kendilerini
genellikle ¢ocuklarin hayatindaki ilk profesyoneller olarak tanimlamaktadirlar.
Istenmedik davraniglar1 tanimlamak, c¢ocuklarm ahlaki olarak kabul edilebilir
davraniglar1 ve kurallar1 benimsemelerini saglamak ve ¢ocuklarin kurallarin giinliik
hayattaki kullanimlarin1  6grenmelerini  saglamak Ogretmenlerin en Onemli
gorevlerinden birkagi olarak siralanmaktadir. Montessori (1949) okul 6ncesi donem
ogretmenlerinin sorumluklar1 tanimlanirken de benzer bazi kriter belirlenmistir.

Caligsmanin sonuglarina gore katilimer 6gretmenler, ahlak gelisimi baglaminda
okul Oncesi Ogretmeninin ebeveynler kadar G6nemli bir role sahip oldugunu
diisiinmektedirler. Ogretmenlerin kisisel ve mesleki tecriibelerini sorusturdugumuz ilk
gorismede, katilimcilarin  0gretmenlerin  kendilerini  profesyoneller olarak
tanimladiklar1 ve ahlaki ve sosyal gelisim agisindan ailelerden daha donanimli
olduklarimi diisiindiikleri bulunmustur. Ozellikle ahlak egitimi ile ilgili yapilan
caligmalar (DeRosier & Lloyd, 2010; DeRosier & Mercer, 2007; Flay, Berkowitz, &
Bier, 2009; Marshall, Caldwell, & Foster, 2011; Royal & Baker, 2005; Skaggs &
Bodenhorn, 2006; White & Warfa, 2011) mevcut caligmanin bulgularini
desteklemektedir. Bahsi gegen calismalarda okulun ve o6zellikle 6gretmenin ahlak
egitimi agisindan 6nemine deginilmistir. Bu ¢aligmalara gore 6gretmen ahlak gelisimi
ve karakter egitimi konusunda en 6nemli bilesendir denilebilir. Okulda meydana gelen
ve toplum tarafindan kabul gormeyen davraniglar 6gretmenlerin miidahaleleri
neticesinde diizelme egilimindedir (Lickona, 1991). Jambon (2016), 0-5 yas arasi
cocuklarin duygularmi ifade etmede zorlandiklarini ve duygularimi ifade ederken
saldirgan davranislar sergileyebildiklerini ileri siirer. Bu durumun temel nedeni olarak
cocuklarin heniiz etkili iletisimi becerilerine sahip olmamalarini gosterir. Dolayisiyla
cocuklar gercekte hissettekilerini aktaramamakta ve bu durum onlarin

kaygilanmalarina ve saldirgan davranis gdstermelerine sebep olmaktadir. Ogretmenler
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bu durumun farkinda olduklarinda gerekli 6nlemleri alabilir ve ¢ocuklarin kendilerini
ifade etmelerine yardimci olabilir. Bu tarz tecriibeler ¢ocuklarin istendik ve istenmedik
davraniglar1 daha iyi anlamalar1 agisindan 6nemlidir (Jambon, 2016).

Ogretmenin yam sira akranlar ile etkilesiminin de saglikli ahlaki gelisim igin
onemli oldugunu vurgulanmistir. Daha Once deginilen c¢alismalarda okul iginde
meydana gelen olaylarin ¢ocuklar i¢in giinliikk hayata ve yetigkinlige hazirlik firsatlar
sunduguna deginilmistir. Matthwes ve arkadaslarinin (2015) yaptig1 calismada,
cocuklarin ebeveynleri, akrabalar, 6gretmenleri ve akranlariyla olan erken ¢ocukluk
deneyimlerinin zihinsel, duygusal, sosyal ve biligsel gelisiminde kritik bir rol oynadig1
bulunmugtur. Smetana, Jambon ve Ball (2014) tarafindan yapilan bagka bir ¢alismada,
cocukluk caginda sosyal ve ahlaki gelisimin desteklenmesi icin akran etkilesimini
arttirmanin 6nemli oldugu bildirilmektedir. Elde edilen bulgular ile tutarli olarak
Piaget (1932/1966), akran iliskilerinin toplumsal deneyimler i¢in yetiskinlerle olan
etkilesimden daha fazla ve igerik olarak daha zengin firsatlar sagladigini One
stirmektedir, ¢linkli akran iligkileri karsiliklidir ve yetiskinlerle olan iletisimlerdeki
gibi hiyerarsik yapida degildir. Ayni sekilde, bazi iyi bilinen arastirmalar (Criss ve
ark., 2002; Dunn ve ark., 2000; Hay ve ark., 1999; Hay, Payne ve Chadwick, 2004;
Howes & Phillipsen, 1998; Rubin ve ark., 2003) erken ¢ocukluk donemi akran
iligkilerinin yetiskinlikte ortaya c¢ikan sosyal iliskilerin belirleyicileri oldugunu
savunur.

Sosyal alan kuramina dair yapilmis caligmalarda yargilar ve gerekceler
incelenirken dort boyut kullanimi 6ne plana ¢ikmaktadir (Jambon, 2015; Smetana,
2006; Turiel, 2015). Bu boyutlara daha 6nce deginilmistir. Ancak mevcut ¢aligmanin
bulgular1 neticesinde ii¢ boyutlu bir yap1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Kural bagimsizligi ve kural
degiskenligi boyutlar1 mevcut ¢aligmada kurala baglilik seklinde ve tek boyut altinda
incelenmistir. Kiiltiirel yap1 ve dil bilimsel farklardan kaynaklandig: diisiintilen bu
degisim uzman goriisiiniin ardindan uygun bulunmus ve ¢aligsma bu dogrultuda devam
ettirmistir.

Caligmanin hipotezlerinden bir tanesi dgretmenlerin toplumsal/geleneksel ve
ahlaki olaylara iliskin kavrayislarinin literatiir ile paralellik gosterecegiydi. Veri

analizi bu hipotezimizi destekleyen bulgular sunmaktadir. Ahlaki olarak
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siiflandirilan davraniglara yonelik kural ihlali, yani fenalik ve/veya istismar iceren
davraniglar her kosulda kabul edilemez olarak tanimlanmistir. Bu davranislar igin
toplumsal ~ sdzlesmelerin  gdz ardi  edildigi  goriilmektedir. ~ Ogretmenler
toplumsal/geleneksel olarak tanimlanmis cesitli kural ihlallerini baglamsal olarak
kabul edilebilir bulduklarini belirtmektedirler. Yani bu tarz davramiglara dair
yaptirimlarin ya da kurallarin evrensel olmadigim1 ve degisime uygun olduguna
inandiklar1 sdylenebilir. Bunlara ek olarak dgretmenler bazi durumlarda davranigin
fenalik ve/veya istismar icermesine ragmen toplumsal sozlesmelere bagli olarak kabul
edilebilir olacagina inanmaktadirlar. Karma alan davranislari olarak isimlendirilen bu
davraniglar da sosyal alan kurami tarafindan tanimlanmistir. Dolayisiyla
ogretmenlerin kavrayislart ¢ergevesinde yapilmis olan siniflandirma sosyal alan
kuramimnin 6nceki bulgulariyla paralellik gostermektedir (Nucci ve Powers, 2014;
Smetana, 2006; Turiel, 2015). Cesitli iilkelerde yapilmis olan calismalar benzer
bulgular sunmaktadir (Turiel, 2015, s.507). Turiel’in gézden gegirmesi, 2001 yilina
kadar yapilan ¢aligmalar1 icermektedir (Turiel, 2015) ancak son yillarda Cin’de (Yau
ve ark., 2009) ve Finlandiya'da (Vainio, 2011) yapilmis olan arastirmalarda da benzer
sonuclara ulasilmistir.

Ek olarak, katilimcilar fenalik ve/veya istismar davraniglarinin dogasinin
davraniga dair kavrayig tizerinde etkisi oldugunu soylemektedirler. Yani provoke
edilmis bir davranisin provoke edilmemis bir davranisa gore daha kabul edilebilir
oldugunu sdylemektedirler. i1k vuran ile karsilik olarak vuran ¢ocuk davranis arasinda
fark oldugunu ancak ikisinin de hala kotii oldugunu vurgulamiglardir. Son yillarda
yapilmis bazi ¢aligmalar benzer bulgular sunmaktadir (Janbon, 2016; Hay, 2005; Dahl,
2014). Bulgular neticesinde ulasilan bir baska sonug ise, 6gretmenlerin fenalik iceren
davraniglarin istismar icerenlerden daha yikict oldugunu diisiinmeleridir. Mevcut
calismada Ogretmenler tarafindan karma davranis olarak kabul edildigi diisiiniilen
davraniglarin istismar skorlarinin fenalik skorlarindan daha diisiik olmasi da bu
bulguyu desteklemektedir. Dolayisiyla katilimcilar ahlaki alan igerisinde goziiken
biitiin davraniglarin ayni olmadigini1 diisiinmektedirler. Bu bulgu mevcut alan yazin

ile celismektedir (Nucci & Turiel, 1978; Smetana, Kelly, & Twentyman, 1984;
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Smetana, Schlagman, & Adams, 1993). Ciinkii sosyal alan kurami c¢ergevesinde
incelenmis olan ¢aligmalarin bu tarz bir i¢ siniflama yapmadig goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin, cocuklarin  kavrayislarma iliskin  inamislar1  hakkinda
konusurken otoriteye itaat konusunu oOzellikle vurguladiklari —goriilmiistiir.
Ogretmenlere gore ¢ocuklar yetiskinlerin yaptigia benzer bir ayrim yaparlar ancak
onceki arastirma bulgularindan (Kim & Turiel, 1996; Laupa, 1995; Yau, Smetana ve
Metzger, 2008) farkl olarak, ¢ocuklarin olaylara dair kavrayislarinda dikkate aldiklar
en onemli etkenin otorite etkisi olduguna inanmaktadirlar. Baska bir deyisle bir olay
meydana geldiginde -bu olay ahlaki alan icerisinde bile olsa- ortamda bulunan otorite
figiirli cocuklara davranisin kabul edilebilir oldugu yoniinde yonerge verirse, artik bu
davranig ¢ocuklar i¢in kabul edilebilir bir davranig olur. Bu bakis acist Miligram
(1963) tarafindan detayli olarak kurgulanmis olan otoriteye itaat kavrami, sosyallesme
kuramlar1 (Benedict, 1938; Durkheim, 1961), davranis¢1 ekoller (Skinner, 1971;
Watson, 1924) ve psikanalitik teori acisindan kabul edilebilir bulunabilir. Bu
akimlarin ortak 6zellikleri toplumun bireylerin sosyal ve ahlaki kararlar1 {izerindeki
etkisin oldugunu ileri siirmeleridir. Yani ahlaki degerler toplum tarafindan yaratilir;
bireylerin kendi degerleri yoktur (Skinner, 1971). Farkinda olarak ve isteyerek toplum
tarafindan cizilen ahlaki ¢ergeveyi kabul ederler. Benzer sekilde, Freud'a (1961) gore,
bireyler sucluluk duygusu nedeniyle toplumun standartlarina bilingli olarak
uymaktadirlar. Bu nedenle, tiim bireysel, toplumsal/geleneksel ve ahlaki kararlar
toplumun triinleridir. Ahlaki ¢ergeve, toplumun iyiligi i¢in degisebilir, bu nedenle
kiiltiireldir; evrensel degildir. Toplumun kendisi biitiin otoritenin kaynagi oldugundan,
bireylerin sosyallesme siireci otoritenin etkisi altinda gerceklesir. Turiel (2006) bu
kuramlarin insanlarin bilingsiz cevaplar verdigini kabul eden psikoloji akiminin
(people are stupid school of psychology) bakis agisina sahip olduklarini ve insanlarin
Oznel ahlaki yargi siireglerini yok saydiklarini diisiinmektedir oysa bireyler,
eylemlerinin sonuglarinin farkinda olan makul varliklardir (Turiel, 2006).

Turiel’in ahlaki gelisime yaklagimi, toplumsal sozlesmeler ve ahlaki bakis
acisinin, 6znel olarak ve toplumsal etkilesimler neticesinde kavramsallastirilan iki ayr1
alan olduklarini savunur (1983). Cocuklar 6znel deneyimlerinden yola ¢ikarak semalar

yaratirlar (Turiel ve Killen, 2010). istendik ve istenmedik davranislara iliskin ¢ergeve
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olusturulurken, empati ve korku devreye girer ancak ¢ocuklar her zaman ahlaki ve
toplumsal/geleneksel ayriminin farkindadirlar. Dolayisiyla, temelde farkli nesne ve
olay tiirleri ile etkilesimler, farkli kavramsal ¢ercevelerin olusumuyla sonug¢lanmalidir
(Turiel, 2015). Bu durumda, otoriteye itaat, ahlaki olaylar i¢in gecerli olmayan bir
toplumsal/geleneksel yapi1 oldugundan, otoritenin ahlaki olaylar iizerindeki etkisi
sinirlidir (Turiel, 1983; 2006; 2015). Her ne kadar bazi durumlar hem ahlaki hem de
toplumsal sozlesmelerin (6r. Karma alandaki olaylar) etkilerine maruz kalsa da lakap
takma veya hirsizlik gibi ahlaki ihlallere iliskin kararlar toplumsal/geleneksel
etkilerden bagimsizdir.

Robinson'a gore (1971), O6gretmenler bir konuyu dair rollerinden emin
olmadiklarinda otoriteye dayali sinif yonetiminden séz edebilirler. Ahlak egitimi,
ogretmenlerin nasil Ogretilecegi konusunda emin olamadiklar1 soyut bir konudur.
Ozellikle okul éncesi donem igin iist siniflarda oldugundan daha zor olabilir. Ayrica,
Narvaez ve Lapsley (n.d.), sinif ortamlarinda karakter egitimini uygulamak icin iki
alternatif yaklagimin oldugunu belirtmektedir: 6gretmen merkezli ve 6grenci merkezli.
Narvaez ve Lapsley (n.d.) 6gretmenlerin ahlaki egitim i¢in dgretmen merkezli bir
yaklagim se¢cme egiliminde olduklarini savunur. Benzer sekilde Garrett (2008) de,
ogretmenlerin ahlak egitimi konusunda davranis¢i yaklagimlari tercih ettiklerini ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu durum Wolfgang (2001) tarafindan 6gretmenlerin maksimum gii¢
kullanma egiliminde olduklar1 kurallar ve sonuclar bakis agisiyla benzerlik
gostermektedir. Sorun su ki, 6gretmen merkezli ahlak egitimi, ¢ocuklarin toplumsal
ve evrensel ahlaki ilkeleri anlamlandirdiklar ahlaki gelisim siireclerine zarar verebilir
(DeVries & Zan, 1994; Narvaez & Lapsley, nd; Nucci, 2001). Cocuklar davranig
kaliplar1 olustururken cgevresel pekistireglere ihtiyag duyarlar. Ulkemizde cok dile
getirilen toplumsal sorunlardan bir tanesi dogru davranis i¢in ya da yanlig davranistan
uzak durmak i¢in siirekli bir pekistire¢ ihtiyact oldugudur. Katilimcilarin bakis
acisindan yola ¢ikarak Tiirk okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin benzer siirecleri destekleyen
ve c¢ocuklarin ahlaki gelisim siire¢lerinde otorite etkisini 6ne alan bir bakis agisina
sahip olduklar1 kanisi olusabilir. Boyle bir durumda, disiplin, 6gretmenler veya
ebeveynler gibi harici bir kaynaktan gelir ve muhtemelen g¢ocuklarin ahlaki ve

toplumsal kavramlar1 igsellestirmelerini yavaglatir belki de engeller. Ayrica, 0z-
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disiplinin saglikli gelisimini de olumsuz etkilemesi muhtemeldir. Ek olarak, DeVries
ve Zan’a (1994) gore, smiftaki bireysel farkliliklar goz ardi edildiginde ¢ocuklarla
karsiliklt bir iligkiyi siirdiirmek miimkiin olmayabilir. Sonu¢ olarak sinif yonetimi
konusunda kabusa doniismiis bir siniftan bahsetmek yerinde olacaktir.

Uygulamaya Yonelik Oneriler

Piaget'ye (1932/1966) gore, yetiskinlerin temel sorumlulugu, ¢ocuklarin disa
bagimli ahlaki yarg: siirecinden 6zerklige gegisi kolaylastiric1 bir ortam saglamaktir.
Buna gore, 6gretmenler ahlaki ve sosyal gelisim siireclerinde ¢ocuklarla isbirligi
kurarak hareket etmek zorundadirlar (DeVries ve Zen, 1994). Mevcut ¢aligmadaki
katilmeilarin ayn1 bakis acisina sahip olmadigi diisiiniilmektedir. Katilimeilar,
cocuklarin olgunlasmamis ahlaki unsurlar olduklarina ve ahlaki yargilarinin otorite
etkisine karst hassas olduguna inanmaktadirlar. Siiphesiz, sosyal alan
aragtirmacilarinin bulgulara dogrultusunda katilimer 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuklarin ahlaki
yargi yeteneklerini yeterince anlamadiklarini savunacaklardir.

Hala gelismekte olmakla birlikte, ahlak gelisimi iizerine yapilan giincel
caligmalar ¢cocuklarin ahlaki yargilari ve bunlara bagl eylemleri hakkinda detayli bilgi
sunmaktadir. Ozellikle ahlak gelisimi ve toplumsal kavrayis iizerine yaptigl
caligmalarla bu alanlar1 anlamamiza yardimci olan sosyal alan kurami, ahlaki ve
toplumsal/geleneksel kaliplar1 anlamamiz i¢in kabul edilebilir bir ¢cergeve ¢izmektedir.
Ogretmenleri sosyal alan teorisinin bulgulariyla tanistirmak, daha iyi sinif ydnetimi
stratejileri gelistirmelerine yardimci olabilir. Ayrica, bu asinalik 6gretmenlerin ahlak
egitimini glinliik programlarinin ayrilmaz bir parcasi olarak yerlestirmelerine yardimet
olacaktir (Nucci ve Turiel, 2009). Ogretmenler ahlaki ve toplumsal/geleneksel
alanlarin kavramsal farkliliklarinin aywrdina vardiklarinda c¢ocuklarin kararlarinin
niteligini daha iyi anlayabilirler. Ahlaki yargilarin ahlaki davranis1 nasil etkiledigini
anlamak i¢in ilk adim bu olmalidir.

Yukarida belirtildigi lizere, 6gretmenlerin, 6zellikle ahlaki yargi agisindan
eksik bilgiye sahip olduklar1 diisiintilmektedir. Verdikleri cevaplardan yola ¢ikarak,
ogretmenlerin ¢ocuklarin ahlaki ve toplumsal/geleneksel olaylar1 veya ihlalleri ayirt
edebildikleri gercegine asina olmadiklar1 sdylenebilir. Sonug olarak, bu c¢aligmanin

bulgulari, okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin ¢ocuklarin ahlaki gelisimini anlamalarina ve
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smif ici uygulama gelistirmelerine yardimci olmak adina hem hizmet 6ncesi hem de
hizmet i¢i egitimlerin gerekli oldugunu gostermektedir c¢iinkii sinifta gelisimsel
arastirmalarin uygulanmasi karmagsik olabilir (Nucci ve Turiel, 2009) ve yeterli
egitimle bu zorlugun iistesinden gelmek miimkiindiir.

“Ahlak Egitimi”, Cumhuriyetin kurulusundan bu yana Tiirk egitim sisteminde
en ¢ok vurgulanan konulardan biri olmustur (Kamer ve Alabas, 2017). Konunun sinif
ortamindaki basarili sekilde uygulanabilmesi 6gretmen verimliligine bagli oldugu i¢in
(Milson ve Mehlig, 2002), sorumlulugun biiyiikk oranda O6gretmenlerin omzuna
yiiklendigi diistintilmektedir (Prestwich, 2004). Ancak Milson ve Mehlig (2002)
yaptiklar1 caligmalarda dgretmenlerin ahlak gelisimi ve egitimi konusunda aldiklar1
hizmet 6ncesi egitimi yetersiz bulduklari sonucuna ulagmislardir. Ogretmenler, yeni
mezun olduklarinda ahlak gelisimi ve egitimi konusunda yeterli donanima sahip
olmadiklarini diistinmektedir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmen yetistirme programlari, ahlak
gelisimi ve egitimi konusunda kapsamli egitimler sunmalidir. Boylece 6gretmen
adaylarimin sinif i¢i uygulamalar i¢in gerekli pedagojik beceriler gelistirmelerine
yardimci olabilirler.

Boyle bir egitimin iki boyutu olabilir. Birinci boliimde ¢ocuklarda ahlak
gelisimi, toplumsal kavrayis ve ahlaki yargilar lizerine kuramsal egitimler verilebilir.
Ikinci béliimdeyse 6gretmen adaylarinin gelisim teorileri ve egitim uygulamalari
arasinda bag kurmalarma yardimci olacak kapsayict ahlak egitimi yontemleri
ogretilebilir. Ogretmen adaylarmin mezuniyetini takip edecek sekilde hizmet igi
egitimlerle bu siire¢ desteklenmelidir. Bu sekilde 6gretmenlerin mevcut bilgileri
tazelenirken kendilerine 6zgii ahlak egitim yontemi kurmalarina yardimei olacak bir
sistem kurulmus olacaktir. Bilindigi iizere Tiirk egitim sistemi tanimlanirken iki
yapisal temelden yani egitim ve dgretimden bahsedilir. Ogretmenlerin ahlak egitimi
konusunda daha becerikli hale gelmesi egitim boyutunun da giiclenmesini

saglayacaktir.

Kisithhiklar
Mevcut calisma dikkatli bir sekilde uygulandi ve hedeflerine ulastigi

diistiniiliiyor ancak hala bazi kisitliklart bulunmaktadir. Birincisi, zaman sinir1 ve mali

173



kaygilar nedeniyle, calismaya sadece katilmaya goniillii olan Tiirk okul Oncesi
ogretmenleri dahil edilmistir. Bu nedenle, bulgular daha biiyiik gruplara veya diger
kiiltiirlere genellenemez. Ikinci olarak, derinlemesine goriismelerin kullanilmasi
aragtirmanin agiklayic1 niteliginden dolayr uygun ve yeterli goriilmiistiir ancak
katilimcilarin cevaplari, bunlarin {izerindeki toplumsal etkiler nedeniyle onyargili
olabilir. Clinkii verilerin toplandig siirede Tiirkiye bir askeri darbe tehlikesi yagamisti
ve olaganiistii hal ile yonetilmekteydi. Dolayisiyla, cevaplar katilimecilarin gergek
niyetleri olmayabilir. Ahlak, halkin i¢inde tartismayi tercih etmedikleri hassas
konulardan olabilir.

Gelecek Arastirmalar icin Oneriler

Oncelikle daha genis katilmci grubuyla daha kapsamli bir calisma
gerceklestirilebilir. Bu c¢alisma farkli kiiltiirel gruplart icerecek sekilde
genisletilebilirse bulgular daha anlamli olacaktir. Benzer sekilde sinif i¢i gozlemler
yapilarak Ogretmenlerin sinif iginde karsilastiklar1 toplumsal/geleneksel ve ahlaki
durumlara ne sekilde tepki verdikleri ve bu tepkileri aktarirken ne tarz kaliplar
kullandiklar1 incelenebilir. Uygulamaya yonelik oneriler kisminda bahsi gegen
hizmet dncesi egitim modeli uygulanarak 6gretmen adaylarinin 6z-yeterlik seviyeleri
karsilagtirilabilir. Boylece uygun sekilde hazirlanmis ve ihtiyaci karsilayan bir ahlak

gelisimi ve egitimi dersi meydana getirilebilir.
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