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Abstract

In accordance with the Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Directive published by the
Council of Higher Education in 2012 and updated in 2016, ethical committees were established
at universities to ensure that all scientific research, including postgraduate dissertations, is
conducted in accordance with research ethics. One of these committees is the social sciences
ethics committee. Obtaining ethical approval for social science research designs is a new
situation for our country. What’s more, most of the ethical codes contained in the Directive,
which guides the studies of these committees, are not about research ethics, but publication
ethics. Therefore, it is not known how social sciences ethics committees fulfil their duty while
giving ethical approval to research designs they are dealing with. No research has been found
on this subject yet. This case study, in which the results of the ethical review of the author made
as a member of the ethics committee at one of the oldest universities in Turkey for about two
years were used as a data source, sheds light on this uncertainty within itself limits. According
to the findings of the study, ethics committee membership causes a serious increase in workload
for faculty members, and requesting ethical corrections from approximately 2/3 of the
applications made a significant contribution to this increase in workload. In addition, it was
found out that the reasons for the correction were due to the carelessness in the preparation of
the application documents and the lack of sensitivity that methodological mistakes can be
mistaken and so can mislead. Besides all these, the application forms should be simplified and
be allocation to as per scientific fields.
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The main element that differentiates a profession from any work done regularly
for a living is professional ethics. Whether based on a talent or not; holders of such
professions acquire a social power provided by their expertise that they would not
otherwise have. They are expected to use this power for the benefit of human.

The moral responsibility that this expectation imposes on professionals is called
professional ethics. As a matter of fact, in a study examining the literature in which
the concept of a profession is defined (Tapper & Millett, 2015), it was found that the
distinguishing features of a profession are as follows:

- having the ideal of service and responsibility for the public interest,

- based on expert knowledge,

- working as a community and self-correction,

- deeming necessary of intensive education and certificated qualification,
- capable of being applied of knowledge it contains,

- having a professional ethics, ethical codes.

In other words, they found that these were the most emphasized features as a
distinguishing in many of the job descriptions they examined. However, researchers
who do not consider these characteristics sufficient to distinguish a profession from
other occupations, based on their own analysis argue that the formal element of a
specialist occupation may be 'the use of dangerous or powerful knowledge by people
of good character who act ethically for the sake of the public interest'

As is seen, the essence of a profession is professional ethics. The principles and
rules regulating professional ethics can be said that it sheds light on the professionals
do their jobs with the highest sensitivity, by avoiding the passion of career that leads
to addicted to power and success, and provides criteria that enable moral control by
both colleagues and service recipients.

What professional ethics seek after is professional norms that seem necessary to
be able to take correct action in the face of ethical problems encountered at every step
of his/ her professional life; but independently of their worldview, culture, ideologies
and religions, they are the norms that are expected to be applied everywhere and to
base their decisions and actions on (Kuguradi, 2003, pp. 7-8). Professional norms
appear in daily life as principles, rules and examples specific to that profession.

Some of the ethical norms, which are determined by the professional community
and which are the basis of their moral responsibility, may turn into legal rules over
time and become the basis of legal responsibility. However, ethical norms should
always be questionable. Because some of the professional problems that need to be
solved are unique and the one and only. Norms may become invalid in parallel with
developing science, technology and ethical understanding. Determining and renewing
the norms of professional ethics is possible with the light and guidance of ethics, in
other words, moral philosophy. Moral philosophy review moral issues through
descriptive ethics, meta-ethics, and normative ethics. Indeed, applied ethics or
professional ethics is nothing but the implementation of the theoretical accumulation
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revealed by handling with these ways the morality in various fields to solve the
problems specific to that field (Tiirer, 2019, p. 65).

The way that ethics is applied to scientific endeavour is also called science
ethics. Science ... is a guide that guides many different aspects of individual and social
life. With this feature, it not only provides scientists with an authority that no other
institution has, but also imposes a great moral responsibility” (Irzak & Erzan, 2008,
p. 10). In other words, the obligation of scientific freedom is to abide by the ethics of
science. In the words of Aydin (2016, p. 59), “ethics is the guarantee of science.
Violation of ethical principles means violating the foundations of science.” In order
not to cause such a situation, scientists are expected to act with a high sensitivity when
conducting research, publishing research results, evaluating publications and teaching
what they have learned as a requirement of their profession. Science ethics is the
compass of this high sensitivity, reflecting the moral demands that the scientist should
be abided while doing science (Pieper, 1997, p. 92). The function of ethics is not to
directly command or prohibit a particular action, just as the compass does not show
the way directly, but how to find the right way. It shows and demands the possibility
of morality in the area of freedom that is specific to human beings and gives
information on how to determine the morally appropriate action in this context. It
shows and demands the possibility of morality in the sense of freedom that is specific
to human beings, and gives information on how to determine the morally appropriate
action in this context (Pieper, 1997, p. 99).

If deontology and philosophy courses are excluded, professional ethics is a new
situation for our country. In recent years, various professional fields have tended to
develop their own professional ethics (Kuguradi, 2003, p. 7). One of these, the first
effort in our country on science ethics, was the establishment of an Ethics Committee
at Hacettepe University Faculty of Medicine in 1988; after this, it is stated that with
the Pharmaceutical Research Regulation issued by the Ministry of Health in 1993, it
was necessary to establish local ethical committees in every research institution, and
a Central Ethics Committee was established in the Ministry of Health (Ruacan, 2005,
p.148). In 1998, the General Assembly of the Turkish Academy of Sciences
"established an honorary committee to review the ethical issues that may arise in
relation to its members," but the Academy did not limit itself to this, and "to eliminate
the deficiencies in this issue in our country and to deal with scientific unethical
behaviors decisively" (Bermek, 2002, p. 5). In 2002, it published a book called "Ethics
and Problems in Scientific Research™, which is a pioneer for our country.

However, it is seen that the main triggering factor in the increase of interest in
science ethics in our country is the "Higher Education Council Scientific Research
and Publication Ethics Directive", which was accepted with the decision of the
General Council of Higher Education, dated 29.08.2012 and humbered 18.946. Article
18 of this directive includes the provision that "Higher education institutions construct
their ethics committees and, if necessary, their ethics sub-committees in accordance
with the criteria specified in this directive, within six months at the latest from the
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effective date of this directive." Pursuant to this provision, the ethics committees
established in universities since 2007 to review all allegations of ethical violations
have been restructured and have begun to give ethical approval for research designs
other than clinical studies on humans and animals.

Obtaining ethical approval for human and animal experiments and clinical
research is not a new practice. But by interviewing people, applying questionnaires
and scales etc. obtaining ethical approval for research which is based on data
collection in various ways is quite new a condition. By considering the principles and
rules contained in the 'Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Directive', which
was issued by the Council of Higher Education and which was repeated for some
reason by each university, the ethics committees established by the universities
reviews and approves the master's and doctoral studies, TUBITAK (The Scientific
and Technological Research Council of Turkey) projects, and the individual studies
in terms of ethics.

The Directive, which forms the basis for this review and approval process, has
been updated with the decision of the General Council of Higher Education dated
10.11.2016 and numbered 23.497. With this update, the scope of the directive has
narrowed as compared with the previous one, and is limited to the research and
publication dimensions of scientific ethics. According to the updated directive, actions
against scientific research and publication ethics are divided into two groups.
Unethical acts that fall into the first cluster; plagiarism, forgery, distortion,
republishing, salami-slicing and unfair authorship. As can be seen, these are related
to publication ethics; it is not possible to determine them before scientific research
becomes a publication.

The unethical acts that fall into the second cluster were collected under the title
of “other” as 14 items. Of these, item (c) indicates "not complying with ethical rules!"
Two items are about using unpublished works without the permission of the owner;
one is about not stating research support in publications; one is about making false
and misleading reports regarding publications; one is about not complying with the
confidentiality of the information obtained; one is about making an unsubstantiated
claim of ethical violation; one is about misusing scientific research resources. As can
be seen, none of these eight items listed under the ‘other’ heading are violations that
can be detected during the design phase of the research.

Two of the remaining items are about not getting the permission of the relevant
persons and institutions before the research; two of them are about not complying with
the relevant legislation in research; one is about fails to inform the respondents of the
potential harms of the research; one is about harming animal health and ecological
balance. It is possible to review research designs in terms of what measures they take
to avoid these five situations pointed out by the directive. Therefore, the ethical
approval review of research designs seems to be limited to these five items.
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All actions deemed contrary to scientific research and publication ethics by the
Directive have been also added to the ninth section of the Higher Education Law No.
2547, which regulates the general principles of disciplinary and criminal matters. This
addition operation was made with the law numbered 6764, which was submitted to
the Turkish Grand National Assembly (TBMM) on 20.05.2016 and accepted on
02.12.2016. (Article 65 of the Law No. 2547, with Article 35 of the Law No. 6764
adopted on 02.12.2016, the provision "The procedures and principles regarding the
formation, duties and work of scientific research and publication ethics committees"
is regulated by the regulation to be issued by the Council of Higher Education.
However, no regulation on the subject published after this date has been found. It is
stated that the basis of the aforementioned 2016 Directive is this article 65. This
situation makes us think that the regulatory legal action is made with a directive, not
a regulation as stipulated in the law.) In other words, the professional ethical norms
defined by the Directive are simultaneously tied into the legal sanctions. A series of
sanctions, ranging from ‘warning' to ‘removal from the university teaching profession’,
have been envisaged for the unethical actions of scholars. However, almost all of these
regulations in the Law No. 2547 are related to the publication dimension, not the
research dimension of scientific ethics, as they are a reflection of the Directive.

Another regulation regarding the work of university ethics committees is the
document called "Higher Education Institutions Ethical Behavior Principles", which
was accepted by the Interuniversity Board and published by the Higher Education
Council, and which appears to be more comprehensive in terms of scientific ethics.
The third part of the document covers the principles of "Scientific Research,
Publication and Evaluation Ethics", the fourth part "Education and Teaching Ethics",
the fifth part "Ethics of Service (to the Society)" and the sixth part "Academic
Management Ethics". However, as in the directive, the dimension of publication ethics
was given more importance than the dimension of research ethics. Nevertheless, it
seems important to mention "having competence in the design and conduct of the
research”, "to approach the research issue honestly and impartially" and to talk about
the appropriateness of the methodology of a scientific research, albeit with a distorted
expression.

The basic ethical obligation of the scientist regarding the scientific research
process is not to mislead and not to be mistaken. Plagiarism, forgery, distortion,
republishing, salami- slicing and unfair authorship and the majority of situations
specified in the aforementioned legal regulations are actions intended at 'misleading'.
It is seen that these are referred to as "scientific deception and distortion " in the
scientific ethics literature (Aydin, 2016, p. 80). But it is not enough for the scientist to
avoid these deliberate acts of deception, which consist of fabrication, diversion, and
plagiarism; at the same time, he must be careful not to be mistaken. This situation,
which is called “carelessness” or “undisciplined research” (Aydin, 2016, p. 80), leads
the scientist himself to 'be mistaken' and therefore unintentionally 'misleads' the
society: “mistakes made in a scientific research cannot be tolerated if it is full of
negligence and had been conducted without discipline; introducing preventable
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mistakes into science by conducting research which are full of mistakes or omissions
may harm science even if these can be corrected later” (Tekcan, 2002a, p. 36).

A research design is deciding how to researching the problem. Therefore, it can
be said that reviewing research designs ethically requires examining them mainly
from the viewpoint of methodological relevance and clarity. Thus, it may be possible
to avoid sloppy research and thus deception. On the other hand, it does not seem
possible to detect and prevent deliberate deception actions during the design phase of
the research. Indeed, it is only a possibility that preventing 'sloppyness' in research
designs will also prevent 'mistake’. However, any elaborate research design can reduce
the possibility of making a mistake and facilitate the disclosure of intentional
misconceptions.

Along with it seems rational for the ethical review of research designs in a
including manner a evaluation from the viewpoint of methodological relevance and
openness, it also evokes an interference with the freedom of science. That's why it can
be able to said that ethics is like an inaccessible and incomprehensible ivory tower
and to made an instrument for preventing, directing, punishing people if needs be.
(Ruacan, 2005, p. 147). It draws attention to "one of the most common complaints of
researchers about ethics committees is that this limit of authority is exceeded"
(Tekcan, 2002b, p. 70).

It is essentially the right and responsibility of the researcher (and consultant, if
any) to ensure purpose-method compliance. Saying 'it is not possible to
understand/explain/control this problem with this method and therefore leads to be
misteken' can be considered as an interference with the right of researchers to design
their research, or it can mean assuming responsibility for methodological mistakes.
Therefore, if there is no question of the research to constitute a problem from the point
of ethic; the evaluation of the scientific suitability/qualities of the methods, designs
and procedures used in the research is being recomended to exclude from the
responsibility and jurisdiction of the ethics committee (Tekcan, 2002b, p. 70).
However, every situation that may lead to be mistaken can be seen as a situation that
will create an ethical problem, as it can also lead to misleading.

For now, only one research has been found regarding the ethical approval
process, which is a relatively new situation for our country, and according to its
findings, 76.1% of the academicians have never applied to any of the ethics
committees. In fact, one-fifth (20.9%) of the academicians believed that ethics
committee approval is not required for research or publication (Ozcan & Balci, 2016
p. 96).

In summary, it is seen that the scope of legal regulations guiding the work of
university ethics committees, which have undertaken the task of granting ethical
approval to research designs, is limited; and that the content of theoretical approaches
is conflicting in itself. Within this limitation and conflict, it is not known how
university ethics committees fulfill their duty to give ethical approval to research
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designs, which information and documents are considered sufficient and which
information and documents are considered as the reason for correcting the lack of
information and documents. However, it can be possible to complete the ethical
approval process with less time and effort by knowing how and by paying attention
to what ethical committees do. Thus, research designs and applications for ethical
approval can be carefully prepared in an enlightened manner. However, no research
has been found that can shed light on this uncertainty.

Method
The main purpose, limitedness, model, data sources and data analysis of this
research can be described as follows:
Purpose

The aim of this case study research is to ascertain how and by paying attention
to what fulfills its duty of giving ethical approval to social science research designs in
a certain period by the social sciences ethics committee of one of the oldest
universities in Turkey. In parallel with this purpose, answers were sought to the
following sub-questions:

At the University which subject of this case study during that time;
1. How are applications made for ethical approval to research?

2. What is the volume of applications made to the social sciences ethics
committee?

3. What were the results of the examination of the applications made?
a. How many received ethical approval at the first review?
b. How many corrections were requested?

4. What are the reasons for requesting a correction? Does implementation the
correction request differ statistically significantly according to research
category?

Limitedness
This research is limited with follows:

- The applications having been made to receive an ethical approval within the 26
months between 2018-2020, when the researcher served on the social sciences ethics
committee of the university that was the subject of this case study,

-The part of which the researcher made the first examination and which
constituted approximately 20% of the total applications in this period.
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Research Model

This research is a case study that seeks an answer to the question of "what is it?"
The case study is a researching of any unit in the universe by widely and deeply and
in a way that allows to make a judgment about that unit (Karasar, 1982). In recent
years, it has been seen that this type of research is more commonly called as ‘occasion
work’ or ‘event study’ in Turkish. But whatever it is called, these type of research
have been defined the way that an 'intensive and detailed description and analysis of
one or more cases' (Christensen et al., 2015, p. 416).

There are several types of case studies. As to this research, it is a general case
study (Christensen et al., 2015) used to develop some theoretical explanations for an
event, to improve and develop the situation. Essentially, the results of this kind of
research cannot be generalized beyond the case study. However, this kind of research
rise in value in two respects: first, in terms of the overlap in the results of similar case
studies, and secondly, in terms of the similarity of the studied cases to the study
population.

The Research Documents

The case which the matter at hand in this research is one of the 'social sciences
ethics committees' be situated in most Turkish universities since 2012. These
committees are responsible for bringing about ethical reviews of master's, doctoral,
university-supported scientific research projects and individual research projects that
are designed to be done in the field of social sciences and be benefited from people as
data sources.

The researcher served on the social sciences ethics committee of the university
between the years 2018-2020. Applications received during this period were equally
distributed among the members for the first review. Therefore, the author made the
first review of approximately 1/5 of the applications. The data source of this research
is the reports prepared as a result of the review by the author afterwards approved by
the ethics committee. Thus, it has been tried to describe issues such as how the ethics
committee carried out the ethical approval process, what features that members paid
attention to, how many of the studies were granted with ethical approval, and how
many corrections were requested

In order to ascertain how the social science ethics committee of the relevant
university the matter at hand in this research fulfills its duty of giving ethical approval,
the examination reports prepared by the researcher himself were used as the main data
source by obtaining approval from the university's ethics committee, providing that
meet the specific conditions.

According to the working procedure of the ethics committee, which is the subject
of the case study, new applications made to the committee are generally randomly
distributed to the committee members. The review of the applications for which
correction is requested is also given to the member of the committee who made the
first review. The individual report of review prepared by the members of the
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committee are discussed and decided upon at the committee meeting. During the
meeting, it is possible for the committee to make or not make any changes in the
content of the individual report. If there is no disagreement on the amendment, it is
also written on the individual report to facilitate the writing of final decisions. Thus,
the final version of individual report becomes the opinion of the committee.

Data Collection and Analysis

Data is evidence that has been observed and recorded but has not yet been
processed (Karasar, 1982). The data of this case study were collected through
documentary scanning, in other words, through a purposeful examination of the
research documents. Documentary records are frequently used data sources in case
studies.

To analyse of the data, content analysis was made. From the ‘coding chart'
prepared for this purpose was utilized as a guide. In conformity with the coding chart
prepared by the researcher, the individual review report prepared for each application
was considered as a research unit. Qualitative content in the reports have been
categorized by means of,

- taking into account on what degree (master, doctorate etc.) of research it is,

- then, with regard to whether it is taken into ethical assesment,

- if it has been taken into ethical assesment, according to whether correction
is requested,

- if correction is requested, it is classified according to how many times
correction is requested,

- and finally, whether the correction is made or not.

The reports were used as the review units of the research. Reasons for corrections
stated in the reports are digitized using content analysis and shown as frequency and
percentage. The stated reasons in each unit (in the individual review report) for
correction were first recorded item by item; afterwards, these were reviewed and
divided into clusters, in other words themes, according to their similarities, but taking
care to exclude each other. When the creation of the themes the types of information
and documents requested in the course of applying by the ethics committee were also
taken into account. Therefore, the themes are shown under the heading (correction
place) in the tables. The items recorded under a theme were once again classified by
considering the sameness or difference in terms of meaning, and thus sub-themes or
codes were formed. By assigning the value (1) to each item, the frequency and
percentage of the codes and themes were calculated according to the frequency of
repetition, and thus the qualitative data were digitized and made ready for
interpretation.

The chi-square test, which is suitable for non-parametric data distributions, was
used to understand whether bringing in compliance with the ethics committee's
request for correction differed statistically according to the degree of research.
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Findings
The findings of this research are presented below in four clusters to be
responsively the research questions:

Findings Related to Way of Being Made of Applications

When the websites are examined, it is seen that there is diversity in the
structuring of the ethical committees of the universities. For example, while Middle
East Technical University (METU) has only two ethical committees, one related to
animal experiments and the other to human research, Bogazi¢i University has six
separate ethics committees relater to foreign relations, environment, students,
university life, human research, and animal experiments. While the name of the
committees that give ethical approval to the research conducted by interacting with
people in these two universities is "Human Research”, it is the "University Ethics
Commission™ at Hacettepe University and the "Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics Committee” at Ege University. The names of sub-ethics committees related to
social sciences are in some of them 'Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee' in
others, it is referred to as the 'Social Sciences Ethics Committee’. There is also
variation in the number of members and application forms of these committees.

In the university, which is the subject of the case study, there are two types of
ethics committees as of the period of data collection. One of them is the committees
of faculties related to health. The ethical review of human and animal experiments
and clinical research is carried out by these committees. The other is the university
(upper) ethics committee. There are health, social and science (sub) ethics committees
working under Upper Committee. Sub-ethics committees consisted of five members
in the review period. One of these members also serves as a member of the upper
ethics committee and coordinates the sub-committees. The Upper Ethics Committee
is responsible for ethically reviewing and evaluating the research projects to be
submitted to TUBITAK besides all allegations of ethical violations related to the
university; ethical review of university-supported scientific research projects,
individual research projects and postgraduate research was given to sub-ethics
committees.

The way of being made of applications for research did not differ according to
the committees and subcommittees. The duties of these committees and how to apply
are explained under the "Application™ button on the Ethics Committee website of the
university. Expected to be done at the applications for research ethics approval are as
follows:

a) filling out the ethics committee application form,

b) adding the thesis proposal in postgraduate research,

c) adding research projects in researches that requisition for support from
TUBITAK etc.,

d) these must be submitted to the ethics committee office with a petition.

In addition to these four main documents;
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e) the informed consent form,

f) data collection tools (survey, scale, open-ended questions, etc.),

g) if adata collection tool developed by someone else is to be used, a letter of
permission to use them is also expected to be attached to the application.
For data collection tools developed jointly by more than one person, the
permission of one of them is considered sufficient.

A single application form is used in the research ethics approval process of the
university, regardless of the ethics committee. However, it is assessed that this form
is more suitable for health sciences research and should be corrected in some aspects
for social sciences. For example, the title of "endpoint of the research” in the
application form is useless but that increasing the creative responses of social science
researchers. As the subject and aim titles are included twice in two separate parts of
the application form, both researchers repeat the same explanations; and sometimes it
can cause them to behave more carelessly when filling out one of them. Therefore, it
is thought that it would be appropriate to dedicate the application form to social
science research and make it simpler.

The 'social sciences (sub) ethics committee’, which is examined as an example,
carrys out ethical reviews of all postgraduate research conducted in social sciences
and educational sciences institutes and other social science researches made by
university schoolar. Generally, no application is made to the committee for ethical
approval of research on inanimate objects. However, the attitudes of the institutes on
this issue may be also able to differ: For example, while there is no application to the
committee for postgraduate research with inanimate objects in the institute of social
sciences, one the one hand the institute of educational sciences seeks ethical approval
for postgraduate research in this situation. In the meantime, it can be said to causes a
new ethical problem worth-stressing resulting from giving of defense permission by
the institutes for researchers who was recevied the answer that "ethical evaluation
cannot be made " due to not having been apply for ethical approval in time but after
the research is completed.

Findings Related to the Density of Applications

In the mentioned period, the applications received by the social sciences ethics
committee of the relevant university were distributed to the committee members in
approximately equal numbers and randomly. Committee members prepared a separate
ethics review report for each application. The reports were presented orally by the
member who prepared the reports at the committee meetings. In general, the results
of the member's assessment turned into a committee decision. But, this operation
differed in two cases: sometimes the negotiations that begins with the request of
anyone committee members from the rapporteur for additional explanations about the
reviewed file could lead to change in the decision; and sometimes for any reason, the
emergence of a debate over the 'norms' used in the assesment could lead to change in
both the decision and the assesment approach. If there is no disagreement, the changes
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made by the committee were reflected in the review report to facilitate the writing of
the decision, and its final form was created.

As it is understood from the description of the process; while the results of the
applications have the possibility to differ depending on that each member can
elaborate and allocate time. The probability of convergence increases to the extent
that common assessment norms can be developed.

The distribution of the research designs according to their degree reviewed in
the approximately 26-month period, which is the subject of the research, is given in
Table 1.

Table 1

Distribution of Research Designs Reviewed for Ethical Approval According to Its
Degree

Individual

£ *
Master’s Degree Doctorate BAP Research Total
Number % Number % Number %  Number %  Number %
68 45.6 67 45.0 3 2.0 11 7.4 149 100

*BAP: 'Scientific research projects' financially supported by the university*

As can be seen in Table 1, a total of 149 applications were reviewed in the period
under consideration. Almost all of them (90%) are master's and doctoral thesis
research. In other words, the workload of the ethics committee mainly consisted of
postgraduate studies.

When it is thought that the social sciences ethics committee consisted of five
members in the period being made research, and the applications were distributed
more or less equally to the members, it can be predicted that approximately 750
research designs were applied to the Ethics Committee during this period. This means
that approximately 30 applications are made to the Ethics Committee each month, and
each ethics committee member reviews approximately six new research designs per
month for ethical compliance. This does not include the reviewed of repeated
applications after making the corrections deemed necessary by the Coommitee. When
the review of the corrected applications is taken into account (Table 3), it is seen that
fall to each member's share approximately nine files per month.

The time allotted for the reviewed of an application can be said to become
different according to the complexity of the design and application and whether it is
a new application or not. For example, psychology research designs that using
multiple data collection tools such as questionnaires, interviews, and scales usually
take a long time; so are the applications which aim and method are not clearly
explained. However, even the review of a simplest or most well-arrangeda new
application and the writing of the assessment report take at least an hour. It may take
a day to review a complex or poorly organized research. It may take even two weeks
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to complete a review once encountering with new situations that make you feel the
need of examine the ethical literature or of learn the views of others. Although the
time spent on applications that have been previously reviewed and demanded
correction decreases, this time, including report writing, is not less than half an hour.

As can be understood from the explanations, membership in the ethics
committee causes a serious increase in workload for academic members who are
employed of committee. It is observed that the time required by this increase is either
stolen (!) from other times when necessities of academician or life, or it causes
carelessness.

According to the Directive regulating the work of the ethics committee, the
committee has no right to reject the applications made to it. Therefore, the committee
has to review and bring to a conclusion all applications made to it in terms of ethical
compliance. One of the reasons that increases the workload is this necessity. However,
it seems worth discussing whether this obligation itself is ethical. Because:

- This obligation turns the ethics committee into an ethical compliance
restoration committee for research designs and causes writing a long explanation
about why correction is requested. Even if this sitation goes with the territory of
transparency and accountability, increases the workload. Moreover, sometimes it
leads to a feeling of drudgery that burdens the ethics committee members with the
advisorness neglected by the advisories. Having to constantly demand for corrections
due to similar reasons for the applications of graduate students of the same advisor
and making more than one revision decision for the same research design reinforces
this feeling.

- Does the ethics committee have to take responsibility for the ethical
compliance of each research? For example, a research on cancer patients might survey
them about the aftermath of their death, such as where they would like to be buried.
Presumably, no ethics committee will claim that such a research cannot be done. And
yet, in this case, it does not necessarily have to be the responsibility, right, or even
competence to teach how to comply with the 'primum non nocere

- However, it also comes to mind that committee's having a right to refuse some
applications made to it may lead to arbitrariness. But at least, it should be possible to
exercise the right to refuse if the applications do not meet some necessary form
conditions.

On the other hand, there is a difference between ethics committees in terms of
workload: since ethics committees are responsible for reviewing the researches where
'data is collected by interacting with people’, the workload of the science ethics
committee is less than that of the social and health sciences ethics committees; it is
observed that these last two committees have a very heavy workload.
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Findings Related to Research Results

The results of the applications made in approximately 26 months are given in
Table 2.

Table 2
Results of Ethical Approval Applications Related to Research Designs
Total
Results MA PhD BAP IR* Number
%

Ethically approved 31 43 3 6 83 557
Not fulfiling requirements of the 6 4 - 5 15 10.1
correction decision
Does not require ethical approval 3 6 - - 9 6.0
Ethical compliance assessment is not 28 14 42 282
carried out

*IR: Individual Research

As can be seen in Table 2, just over half of the 149 research designs reviewed,
which is only 55.7%, was given ethical approval. For about a quarter, no assessment
was made. These are completed researches before to applying for ethicial complience.
Completed reviews were not included in the ethical review since any ethical problems
were taken into consideration not to be correctable when they were detected.
However, the high number of such applications can be regarded as an indication that
the ethical approval process has yet been taken root.

Research which is determined not to require ethical approval is research
conducted on inanimate objects such as documents or hypothetical research conducted
on data produced by means of certain methods used by the researcher. In fact, these
kinds of research are thought to be the subject of ethical review; for example, in terms
of the way the data is obtained, attention to confidentiality, etc. Ewven unique
application forms can be created for these kinds of research designs. However, it was
decided that they do not require ethical approval, since the Directive regulating the
work of ethics committees excludes them from the scope of ethical review and
sufficient norms have not been developed to review them. In any case, it is not done
any application at the majority of like this researchs for ethical approval.

As can be seen in Table 2, ethical approval was given to some research designs
at the end of the first review, while corrections were requested for others, and approval
could be given after these corrections were made. The distribution of applications with
ethical approval according to the frequency of correction is presented in Table 3.
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Table 3

Distribution of Applications Given Ethical Approval by Frequency of Making
Corrections

Approval after Approval after ~ Approval after
the first the second the third Total
correction correction correction
Number % Number % Number % Number %  Number %
30 36.1 43 51.8 9 10.9 1 1.2 83 100
Sd=2, x=8,4<0.01

Approval on the
first application

As seen in Table 3, ethical approval was given to 83 research designs. Ethical
approval was given to approximately 1/3 of them at the end of the first review and 2/3
after correction. This result shows that demanding for correction is a common, almost
normal situation. Ethical approval would probably be expected to be common in the
first application, and requesting correction would be the exception. However, as can
be seen, half of the designs (which received ethical approval) were given ethical
approval after only 1 correction; about 1/10 of them received ethical approval only
after 2 or 3 correction.

Naturally, ethical review of research designs takes for a length of time. This time
seems to depend mainly on how fast the researcher is in making the correction and
how many corrections are requested. However, this duration takes about 2 months
even for the fastest individuals. If researchers are required to make 2 or 3 corrections,
the time can be extended up to a year.

Considering that almost all of the researches reviewed are postgraduate thesis
and there is a time limit for them, it can be said that the prolongation of the period
itself turns into an ethical problem, which can negatively affect the research. The
ethical approval process utterly turns into a situation that disrupts the research process
of researchers and even 'stealing off' research time. This is also valid for TUBITAK,
BAP and individual research; when ethical approval cannot be obtained, suitable
times or periods for research may be missed.

Some researchers would rather to begin their research without received ethical
approval in order to avoid negative consequences arising from prolongation of the
period. Of course, this situation makes ethical review ostensible state; pushes research
into a situation to be considered ethically flawed, even if it is ethically correct.
Therefore, launching or having to launch to research without received ethical approval
is probably an ethical problem

So that the time for obtaining ethical approval is not prolonged and without
making any discrimination among applicants, ethics committee members have tried
to eliminate time-consuming processes such as writing, signing and sending
correction decisions, by making all the researchers who they can reach revise the
imperfect points. Such that, after a certain point the corrections requested by the
committee were not turned into a decision, and researchers were reached through the
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secretariat and these deficiencies were corrected. The problem was tried to be
negotiated face-to-face with those who received correction twice. In fact, 36% of the
applications were given ethical approval at the end of the first examination, partly
thanks to the efforts of the board members. In fact, 36% of the applications were given
ethical approval at the end of the first review, partly thanks to these efforts of the
committee members. Probably, under the circumstances it should be questioned why
the opposite did not happen and why demanding for correction is not an exceptional
situation.

Some of the possible answers to this question could be the following:

-Ethics committee members may exceed their authority and interfere in research
designs that disagree with their own understanding of methodology,

-Ethics committee members may look upon the issues which are not an ethical
violation in regards to ethical as an ethical problem,

-Research approaches of ethics committee members and researchers (and
advisors) may not be compatible with each other,

-Researcher competences may not be enough to discern the situations that may
cause the mistakes in their research design,

- Universities may focus on field competence and give less importance to the
development of research culture,

-Researchers may not be getting enough contributions from their advisors while
designing their research,

-Researchers (and advisors) may view obtaining ethical approval as a process
that interferes with freedom of research and for this reason they may have an
oppositional tendency,

-Researchers (and advisors) may view the receiving an ethical approval as an
unnecessary and unhelpful but formally to be obeyed.

-Maybe, all of these probable causes play a role in this issue, more or less.

It can be said that on these questions should be ruminated and clarified.
Findings given bellow interested in the reasons for correction may provide a clue to
the seeking efforts in this direction.

As can be seen in Table 2, the number of research designs which could not be
finalized because the requirements of the correction decision were not fulfilled and
for which ethical approval could not be given is also remarkably high: 10% of
applicants did not make the prescribed corrections.

The results of the chi-square analysis regarding the distribution of whether the
researchers made corrections or not according to the degree of research after the Ethics
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Committee agreed on correction and whether this distribution differs significantly
according to the research types are given in Table 4.

Table 4

The Results of Chi-Square Analysis Regarding the Distribution of the Researchers'
Compliances with the Correction Decision According to the Research Degree and
Whether the Distribution Significantly Differed

Results MA PhD Individual Total
Research
Number % Number % Number % Number %
Making 17 73.9 32 88.9 4 44.4 53 77.9
correction
Not making 6 26.1 4 111 5 55.6 15 22.1
correction
Total 23 100 36 100 9 100 68 100

Sd=2, y=8,4<t0.01

As seen in Table 4, corrections were requested from 68 of the applications; about
one-fifth of these did not comply with the correction request. Considering that ethical
approval applications were made for some of the master's and doctoral thesis studies
after the research was completed, it can be said that the rate of researchers who did
not comply with the correction request is less than this rate, but it is understood that
there are those who did not comply with the correction request. It is not known
whether the requests for corrections led to discontinuation from research or from
merely seeking ethical approval. However, this result suggests that encountering a
correction request during the ethical approval process may have a deterrent effect on
research, and this effect may be quite high, especially for individual researches.
However, as the results of the chi-square test (values below the Table) performed to
understand whether the situation of fulfilling the correction request differs according
to the research types indicate, there was no significant difference at the 0.01 level
between those who fulfilled the requirements of the correction decision and those who
did not.

Findings Related to Reasons for Correction

The reasons for correction determined by content analysis method in the
applications reviewed are given in Table 5.
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Table 5
Requested correction reasons for ethical approval from research designs
Place O.f The Reasons for Correction f
correction
1. Having been provided insufficient information to make an 11
assessment
2. Contradiction between the contents of the application form 5
and the thesis proposal
3. Not having been added the thesis proposal to the application 1
form
4. Having been added an incomplete thesis proposal to the 1
application form
Application 5. Contr_adiction between the contents of the application form 1
form and the informed consent form
6. Contradiction among the contents of the application form 2
itself
7. Having been signed the application form and the letter of 1
application by different persons
8. Having been written of the the aim differently from each
othother in the application form, consent form and thesis 2
proproposal.
Total 102 % 21
Researcher 1. Demonstrating thg responsible rese_archer as the researcher 3
name (consultant)_ re_spon3|ble for the coordination
2. Not specifying the responsible researcher 1
Total 1.9% 4
1. The fact that the name of the research is general and it does
S 9
not reflect the limitedness.
2. Expression of the research name narrower than its scope 2
3. Not understanding the title 3
Title of the 4. Using Englis_h_vyords ir_1 the title o 1
research 5. No_n cor_npatlblllty of aim stat_ement with title _ 6
6. Being different the research title from each other in the 3
application form and thesis proposal
7. Expressing the research variable in the title as if its validity 1
has been determined
Total 12.1% 25
1. No method description 2
2. Irrelevant explanations with research method 3
3. Misnomer for research method 8
Method 4. Not specifying how the interviews will be recorded 2
descriptions 5. Lack of data collection tools to observe the research variable 1
6. Although the research is based on assumptions, it is not 1
specified.

Total 8.3% 17
(continue)
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Table 5 (continued)
Place O.f The Reasons for Correction f
correction
1. Population-sample relationship (exemplifying the population 19
with the sample
2. Uncertainty about sample or research group 5
. 3. Contradictions in size of sample or research group 3
Population, .
sample, research 4 Sample bias 3
group, research 5. Uncertainty about how to select experimental and control 2
documentary groups
6. Uncertainty of the procedure to be performed on the 2
experimental and/or control groups
7. Being different between groups in which to be pretested and 1
to be posttest
Total 17.0% 35
1. Not having been added the survey or scale to the application 6
form
2. Uncertainty about who prepared the survey or scale to be 6
used.
3. Conflicting statements about who prepared the survey or 5
scale
4. Not having been permission to use the survey or the scale 10
5. Adding the permission to use the scale obtained by another 3
researcher
6. Uncertainty of organizations whether or if it has the 1
authority for give the permission the use of the scale
7. Requisition from the respondents to write their e-mail 1
Data collection addresses in the surveys
tool 8. Requisition from the respondents to write their name in the 5
surveys
9. Being irrelevant to the research aim of some of the survey 7
items.
10. Biased, directive, presumption-based survey items 9
11. Expression disorders to the extent that prevent the
. . 10
understanding of the items
12. Not become clear how to fill in the scale 1
13. Uncertainty about which data collection tool to be targeted 1
which research subset
14. Questioning respondent about the trait they don't have 1
Total 30.6 % 63

(continue)
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Table 5 (continued)
Place of
correction

The Reasons for Correction f

1. The fact that there was no informed consent form 5
2. The fact that there was not informed consent form for one

of the clusters to be collected data 10
3. The fact that there was no parental consent form for those 2
under the age of 18
4. The fact that there was not children aged 12-18 their own 1
consent forms
5. The fact that there is used the same consent form for
. 1
Informed consent  different clusters
form 6. Having been made to write their addresses and phones on 3
the consent form
7.Not having been written that audio and/or video recording 6
will be made on the consent form
8. Information that the consent form should contain to be 6
lack
9. The fact that consent form had been written to addressed 1

to the ethics committee.

Total 17.0% 35

Primum non 1. Violation of essential principle 1
nocere 2. To combine two different research in the only one 1
research design

To be made the 3. Opposition to law in force, human rights and gender 3
opposite of discrimination

salami-slicing 3. Not citing the source of quotations in the text 1
Lawfulness

Citation Total of others 2.9 % 6

Total Reasons for Correction 100 % 206

As seen in Table 5, the researchers were requested for 58 different reasons totally
206 corrections in ethics approval reviews. When it is remembered that correction was
requested for a total of 68 applications during the period covered by the research, it
can be understood that correction was requested for an average of 3 different reasons
for each file for which a correction decision was made. In other words, the correction
decisions usually included several corrections together; correction decisions based on
a single reason are quite rare. Corrections were not requested for simpler, easily
remediable reasons, especially if there were no more complex corrections that would
require re-review. For example, confusion between the researcher in charge of
coordination (supervisor) and the principal investigator, or the researcher signing a
part of the application document with her pre-marital surname and other part with her
married surname were not seen as reasons for correction on their own. In such cases,
the researchers were only given a note to make the correction on the file with the
expectation that it would prevent the renewal of the carelessness.
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Application form. As seen in the Table, one out of every 10 corrections is
related to deficiencies in the application form. The majority of these deficiencies are
due to too little explanation on the form for it to be possible to review it. These are
applications for postgraduate research. As a rule, postgraduate researchers are
required to include thesis proposals that have been accepted by their institutes. It is
thought that inadequate explanation in the application form is related to this situation
and 'those who review it can find the necessary information in the proposal'. However,
the explanations in the application form are taken as basis in the review and the
proposals are consulted when necessary.

There are also thesis students who have the opposite attitude: These students
transfer almost all the explanations in their proposals to the application form by cut-
and-paste method, using dense lines and small font size, thus turning the review
process into a process of torment.

One of the careless behaviours observed in the application forms is written
conflicting explanations. Examples of this situation include inconsistent statements of
aim in the application form and in the consent form or thesis proposal; inconsistent
explanations and numbers under different headings, especially under the topics such
as supporting organisation, sample or study cluster size, area where data will be
collected.

Research title. Approximately, one out of every 10 corrections is related to the
research title. The fact that the research titles do not reflect the limitations of the
research was initially considered as a reason for correction since it was considered as
a situation that could mislead the readers. However, in time, there were objections to
this evaluation with the argument that the limitations of the researches were explained
under the title of limitations and the reader could look here. The institute of
educational sciences where almost half of the reviewed research designs came from,
also decided not to take place in the scope of title any statements indicating the
limitations of the research. Following these developments, the committee
subsequently renounce of considering the generality of research titles as a reason for
correction.

In research processes, it is not always clearly visible what can lead to be mistaken
and misleading. Therefore, ethical evaluations require to take lessons from the
situations encountered and to negotiate and consequently the continuity of learning.
In this context, it may be useful to discuss not how research topics should be, but how
they should not be: as it is known, every research contains certain limitations. For
example, the knowledge that water boils at 100 degrees Celsius is a scientific law
today, but a person who does not pay attention to the fact that the research that reveals
this knowledge is limited to sea level may be mistaken in thinking that water boils at
the same temperature in Ankara and Mersin. Ideally, should the title of such a study
be 'the degree to which water boils' or 'the degree to which water boils at sea level'? It
may be useful to pursue such enlightening questions that make ethical evaluations
meaningful. For example, supposing that would the use of the phrase 'according to the
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opinions of teachers..." in the title of a research conducted with five teachers serving
in a district. Is this state considered an unintentional cause of misleading the reader
because it has a connotation that would lead the reader to perceive the results obtained
as if they were the opinions of all teachers in Turkey?

The disrelation between research titles and aim statements was also considered
as a reason for correction. In this context, some research titles were deemed to be
irrelevant to the variables of the research, in other words, with the subject of the
research, and corrections were requested. In most of these, the title of the research
understates the scope of the research. For example, a research that wants to design
how to apply variable x to cluster z, to apply the designed tool to cluster z after
developing it, and to evaluate the results of the application can express its title as 'the
results of applying variable x to cluster z' and lead to a misleading impression that
designing and applying the tool is not related to the research process.

The use of an English concept in the title of the research, although encountered
only once, is an interesting example in terms of ethics. This may be due to the fact
that there is no Turkish equivalent of the English concept or that it is not known. What
should be done when faced with such a conceptual repertoire problem? One option is
to use a foreign concept as it is. However, this is also an attitude that will make it
difficult to understand the name of the research for everyone involved Should it be
considered a responsibility of a researcher who introduces a foreign concept into the
Turkish literature to suggest a Turkish equivalent for that concept?

Method statements. The method ensures that the knowledge produced by
scientific research is controllable. Therefore, the main aspect that distinguishes
scientific research as a source of knowledge from other sources of knowledge is the
method. Despite all, it was observed that in 2 of the applications reviewed no
explanation was added under the method heading of the form regarding the method to
be used in the research, and in 3 applications, the explanations were not directly
related to the method, but to the philosophical foundations the matter in hand.

There are differences in the naming and categorisation of research methods in
the literature: research methods are categorised as survey models -experimental
models, prospective-retrospective, quantitative-qualitative research; various method
names such as case study/ occasion work/ event study, action research/ teacher
research, grounded theory, participant observation, longitudinal-sectional research
etc. are used. A naming of the method of the research functions as a ‘symbol' that has
a counterpart in the human mind and provides guidance to the researcher as well as
an answer to the 'how' question of the reader. How to name the method of the research
may vary according to the researcher's knowledge and judgement. When it is called
survey method or correlation research, a limited meaning of the method is evoked in
people's minds; calling it a survey provides an enlightenment on how to collect data
in research, and calling it correlation provides an enlightenment on how to analyse the
data. However, survey or correlation can be used in both relational survey models and
action research, which are quite different methods. Therefore, it is expected that the
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method name should at least be appropriate to the diversity of the literature, even if it
is based on the researcher's judgement and knowledge.

The application form itself may also cause confusion about research methods:
The application form includes the heading "Type of Research"”, which is also related
to the description of the method. The first option here is labelled "Quantitative
Research", and the other option perceived as the opposite of this is labelled "Empirical
Research." The concept of empirical research is generally understood as ‘qualitative
research' and either qualitative research directly or one of the sub-types of qualitative
research is written in this option line. However, empirical researches are mainly used
for quantitative researches and generally tends to collect quantitative data.

It is seen that researches with experimental and control groups and/or based on
pre-test and post-test are also commonly referred to as ‘experimental research'.
Although such research designs are widely accepted as ‘experimental research’ in
social sciences, most researchers seem to have forgotten the pre-experimental models
and quasi-experimental models within this scope. It is also observed that there is a
difficulty as to whether research with such a design should be labelled as experimental
research or action research.

Population, sample, working group. In the explanations under the "Method"
heading of the application form, it is expected to provide information on the
population, sample, working group or research documents. However, the explanations
regarding the population-sample relationship here can often be a reason for correction.
Because it is seen that after mentioning a population or study population, it is stated
that the sample will be taken by sampling approaches specific to qualitative research
such as purposive sampling, maximum variation sampling, snowball sampling, easy
accessibility sampling. This situation, in which the population or study population
concept and qualitative sampling approaches are used in relation, is deemed as a
reason for correction. Because the population-sample relationship implies
representativeness, and therefore, if a sample is to be taken from a population, it is
necessary to briefly explain which conditions are observed to ensure that the sample
represents the population. If the research results are not generalize to the population,
then perhaps the population can still be mentioned, but it is expected to emphasise
that there is no claim of generalisability of the research results and therefore it is
expected to emphasise that the research will be conducted with a working group or,
more easily, it can be stated that the research will be conducted on a working group
without using the concept of population at all.

Data collection tool. The reason for one out of every three requests for
correction was a deficiency observed in the data collection tools. As this result
reflects, the condition of the data collection tools constitutes the centre of gravity of
the ethics committee asessment. Therefore, it is expected that the scale, questionnaire,
open-ended questions to be used for data collection, even if they are not finalised,
should be attached to the application form; and it is expected that it should be stated
by whom they were developed or are being developed, including the researcher
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himself/herself. Undoubtedly, data collection tools are not limited to the
aforementioned; written and visual stimuli such as books and pictures, playing cards
and the like should also be attached to the application, if possible with a sample, if
not, at least with a photograph, in order to make the review possible.

Consent form. Each of the people who will participate in the research and from
whom data will be collected, is asked to sign a document stating that they voluntarily
and with his/her free will participate in the research. Increasingly, and especially
during the Covid-19 pandemic, the collection of data via the internet is becoming
widespread; therefore, it is inevitable that it is accepted to tick the tick box instead of
signing the consent documents.

There is a sample of the informed consent form on the ethics committee web
page. While some researchers adapt this form to their own researches as it is, others
recreate the form to their liking. In both cases, it is checked whether to explain or not
the following that is necessary for the informed consent, and if so, it is accepted:

a) the aim of the research,

b) what kind of treatment will the respondent face during the research,
c) possible risks, if any,

d) approximately how long time it will take,

e) whether it is stated that they have the right to withdraw from participating
in the research at any stage of the data collection process,

f) having been stated in the consent form that whether those who will collect
data through interviews will make audio and/or video recordings or take
written notes.

g) In addition to these, while preparing the consent form, researchers should
also pay attention to whether a single consent form will be sufficient.
Because, when separate data collection tools and processes are deployed to
the subsets of the research, it is necessary to prepare a separate consent form
for each of them. If the data will be collected from children under the age of
18, a consent form must be prepared for their parents; if the children are
over the age of 12, a consent form is expected to be prepared for them as
well as their parents.

Other reasons for correction. The most noteworthy of the other reasons for
correction is salami-slicing: It was observed that a research design applied for ethical
approval was supplemented with a second design that was judged to be completely
different. One research design was found to be in violation of the basic principle of
ethics, ' primum non nocere'. Two studies were deemed as the violation of universal
human rights and legal regulations.
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These assesments may be interpreted as some research cannot be conducted with
the approval of the ethics committee. However, it is unthinkable that ethics
committees, let alone any other social structure, should decide which research can be
conducted and which research cannot be conducted. The main problem in terms of
conducting research in situations similar to those encountered above appears in itself
the design of the research. More clearly, when dealing with some issues and collecting
data from some people, it is thought that it is necessary to endeavour to be more
careful and more subtle and to find ways to produce information without harming
anyone and without conflicting with human rights.

Conclusion and Suggestions

As the findings reveals, during that time and at the university which have been
carried out this case study,

The manner of application for research ethics approval does not differ according
to whether the committee is a health or social or science ethics committee. Requests
are being accomplished with the same application form and with the same documents.
Therefore, applicants can be able to fallen into hesitation when in filling out the forms.
So, it is thought that it would be appropriate for make more special to the application
form to social science research and make it simpler.

While designing any scientific research, it is inevitable to encounter dozens of
unique situations that may be the subject of science ethics. Therefore, it can be said
that the function of scientific ethics is to lead to the following: a) researchers design
their research more attentively and sensitively, b) ethical committee members reflect
on research designs.

A more careful, more sensitive examination of research designs requires to be
spared enough time. However, the ethics committee membership causes a serious
increase in workload for faculty members. Ethics committee members should be
provided with the time required for this increase. If the duty of ethics committee is to
continue like this, various solutions can be considered to reduce time pressure: by
having start from point of view that their workload is relatively less but their research
experience is higher, the ethics committees may be established with volunteer
professors who are approaching retirement or emeritus professors.

It is seen that one of the most important reasons for the increase in the workload
of ethics committees is the request for corrections from incoming applications, and
therefore the same application is reviewed repeatedly. To prevent this, the ethics
committees can create a checklist for applicants. Thus, applications made in a careless
manner, with incomplete information and documents, can be rejected based on the
preliminary examination of the secretariat, without coming to the ethics committee.
Among the information in the 'findings relating to the reasons for rectification’ section
of this case study, appropriate information can be used to create such a verification
list. Besides, if the essential documents are not attached, the application may be
deemed incomplete and not be accepted.
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Considering the reasons for the correction, both the carelessness in the
preparation of the application documents are noticed, and it comes to mind that there
is a lack of sensitivity about the fact that methodological mistakes can lead to other
mistakes. Writing the research name or sample size differently in different places in
the same application can be given as an example of carelessness in the preparation of
application documents. When a population-sample relationship is established, not
explaining how the sample will be able to represent the population, and expression
disorders in questionnaire or scale items can be given as examples of lack of
methodological sensitivity.

Part of the lack of sensitivity to the method may be derived from the insufficient
attention to research culture. Postgraduate education or an academic career does not
mean that one acquires expertise in only one area of knowledge; this expertise should
be accompanied by the same level of scientific research expertise qualification. It is
known that this second component of academia is given little importance in our
country, and it is highly emphasized in the literature.

It is also observed that every request for correction on research methods causes
delay in research and a feeling of frustration in researchers. Therefore, the
responsibility of minimizing the possibility of mistakes (careless or undisciplined
research) and misleading can be left entirely to the researcher (and his/her advisor, if
any). And, it is better to leave! Ethics committees can assume two meaningful
functions in this situation:

- First of them can be to advise researchers in cases where they have ethical
dichotomy and thus contribute to the development of scientific ethical norms.

- Another is to take random samples from the completed studies regularly and
examine them ethically and to share the possible ethical violations with the scientific
public without reference to the researchers and the studies themselves, so that future
researchers do not repeat those mistakes.

The existing functioning of ethics committees seems to concentrate on research
on living beings. However, inanimate objects such as documents, garbage, truck
writings, and hypothetical data are also the subject of research, and the reason why
they are excluded from scientific ethics is not understandable. Ethical norms can be
developed for this type of research as well, so that it can be possible for science ethics
to cover all scientific research.
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Yiiksekogretim Kurulunun 2012 yilinda yayimladigi, 2016 yilinda da giincelledigi Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesi uyarinca, lisansiistil tezler de icinde olmak {izere, insan
etkilesimli aragtirmalarin, aragtirma etigine uygun bigimde gergeklesmesi i¢in iiniversitelerde
etik kurullar olusturulmustur. Sosyal bilimler etik kurulu bunlardan biridir. Fakat sosyal bilim
arastirma tasarimlar1 icin etik onay alinmasi, iilkemiz i¢in yeni bir durumdur. Ustelik bu
kurullarin ¢aligmasina yol gosteren Yonergenin icerdigi etik kodlarin biiyiik kismi aragtirma
etigi ile degil, yayin etigi ile ilgilidir. Dolayisiyla sosyal bilimler etik kurullarinin 6nlerine gelen
arastirma tasarimlarina etik onay verme gorevini nasil ve nelere dikkat ederek yerine getirdigi
bilinmemektedir. Bu konuda herhangi bir arastirmaya rastlanmamistir. Yazarim yaklasik iki y1l
boyunca Tiirkiye’nin en eski {iniversitelerinden birinde etik kurul {iyesi olarak bagvurular
iizerinde yaptig1 etik inceleme sonuglarinin veri kaynagi olarak kullanildigi bu 6rnek olay
arastirmast, sOz konusu belirsizlige kendi capinda 151k tutmaktadir. Aragtirmanin bulgulari;
bagvuru formlarmin yalinlastirilmasi ve alana 6zgililenmesi gerektigini, etik kurul {iyeliginin
Ogretim lyeleri i¢in ciddi bir ig yiikil artisina neden oldugunu; bagvurularin yaklagik 2/3’tinden
etik bakimdan diizeltme istenmesinin bu is yiikil artisina 6nemli bir katki yaptigini; diizeltme
nedenlerinin bagvuru belgelerinin hazirlanmasindaki 6zensizlik ile ‘yontemsel yanliglarin
yanilmaya yol acabilecegi’ konusundaki duyarlik eksikliginden kaynaklandig1 gostermektedir.
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Bir meslek (profession), ge¢im saglamak icin diizenli olarak yapilan herhangi
bir isten farklidir: Ister bir yetenege dayali olsun, isterse olmasin; bdyle mesleklerin
sahipleri, uzmanliklarinin sagladigi, baska tiirlii de sahip olamayacaklari toplumsal
bir giice kavusurlar. Onlardan bu giicli insanligin yararina kullanmalar1 beklenir.

Bu beklentinin meslek sahiplerine yiikledigi ahlaki sorumluluga meslek etigi
denilmektedir. Nitekim meslek kavrammin tanimlandigi alanyazim inceleyen bir
arastirmada (Tapper ve Millett, 2015), bir meslegin;

- kamu yararina hizmet ve sorumluluk idealine sahip olma,

- uzmanlik bilgisine dayanma,

- topluluk olarak ¢alisma ve kendi kendini diizeltme,

- yogun egitimin ve resmi yeterligin gerekli gortilmesi,

- igerdigi bilginin uygulanabilir nitelikte olmasi,

- bir meslek etigine, etik kodlarina sahip olma o6zellikleriyle tanimlandigt
belirtilmektedir. Daha iyi bir deyisle, inceledikleri pek ¢ok meslek
taniminda en ¢ok vurgulanan 6zelliklerin bunlar oldugunu bulmuslardir.

Ancak meslekleri diger ugraslardan ayirt etmek i¢in bu ozellikleri yeterli
gormeyen arastirmacilar, kendi ¢ozlimlemelerine dayali olarak, bir meslegin ayirt
edici 6gesinin (formal element), ‘tehlikeli veya giiglii bir bilginin, etik bigimde
davranan iyi karakterli insanlar tarafindan kamu yarari ugruna kullanilmast’
olabilecegini ileri siirmektedirler.

Goriildiigi tizere, bir meslegin 6ziinii meslek etigi olusturmaktadir. Meslek
etigini diizenleyen ilke ve kurallarin; uzmanlarin mesleklerini en yiiksek duyarlikla,
giic ve basar1 diigkiinliigiine yol agan kariyer tutkusundan uzak durarak yapmalarina
151k tuttugu, hem meslektaslar hem de hizmet alanlar tarafindan ahlaki denetlenmeyi
olanakli kilan 6lgiitler sagladigi soylenebilir.

Meslek etiklerinin pesinde oldugu sey, meslek yagami boyunca adim basinda
rastlanan etik sorunlar karsisinda dogru eylemde bulunabilmek i¢in zorunlu gériinen
meslege 6zgli normlardir; ama sahip olduklar1 diinya goriislerinden, kiiltiirlerinden,
ideolojilerinden, dinlerinden bagimsiz olarak belli bir meslegi yerine getiren herkesin
her yerde uygulanmalari, kararlarina ve eylemlerine dayanak yapmalari beklenen
normlardir (Kuguradi, 2003, ss. 7-8). Mesleki normlar giinlik yasamda o meslege
Ozgii ilkeler, kurallar ve 6rnekler olarak belirirler.

Meslek toplulugunca belirlenen ve onlarmn ahlaki sorumlugunun dayanagi olan
etik normlarin bir kism1 zaman i¢inde yasal kurallara doniiserek, yasal sorumlulugun
da dayanag: haline gelebilir. Ancak etik normlar her zaman sorgulanabilmelidir.
Ciinkii ¢oziimlenmesi gereken mesleki sorunlardan bazilari egsiz ve biriciktir; gelisen
bilime, teknolojiye ve etik anlayisa kosut olarak normlar da gecersizlesebilir. Meslek
etigi normlarinin belirlenmesi de yenilenmesi de etigin, bir baska deyisle ahlak
felsefesinin 151k tutmasi, yol gdstermesi ile olanaklidir. Ahlak felsefesi ahlaki konulari
betimsel etik, meta etik ve normatif etik araciligiyla inceler. Nitekim uygulamali etik
veya meslek etigi, ahlakin bu ele alimis big¢imlerinin ortaya c¢ikardigi kuramsal
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birikimin ¢esitli alanlara, o alana 6zgii sorunlar1 ¢6zmek i¢in uygulanmasindan (Tiirer,
2019, s. 65) baska bir sey de degildir.

Etigin bilimsel ugrasa uygulanma bicimine ise bilim etigi denir. “Bilim, ...
bireysel ve toplumsal yasamin ¢ok farkli cephelerine yon veren bir rehberdir. Bu
Ozelligi ile hem bilim insanlarina baska hi¢bir kurumun sahip olmadig: bir yetke
saglamakta, hem de ¢ok biiyiik bir ahlaki sorumluluk yiiklemektedir,” (Irzak ve Erzan,
2008, s. 10). Bir baska deyisle, bilimsel ozgiirliigiin yiikiimliiligii bilim etigine
uymaktir.

Aydm’m (2016, s. 59) ifadesiyle, “etik, bilimin teminatidir. Etik ilkelerin
¢ignenmesi, bilimin temellerinin ¢ignenmesi anlamina gelir.” Béyle bir duruma yol
acmamak icin mesleklerinin geregi olarak aragtirma yaparken, arastirma sonuglarini
yayimlarken, yayinlar1 degerlendirirken ve &grendiklerini Ogretirken bilim
insanlarinin yiiksek bir duyarlikla davranmalari beklenir. Bilim insaninin bilim
yaparken uyacagi ahlaki talepleri yansitan (Pieper, 1997, s. 92) bilim etigi, bu yiiksek
duyarligin pusulasidir.

Pusulanin dogrudan yolu gostermeyip, dogru yolun nasil bulunacagini
gostermesi gibi; etigin islevi de belirli bir eylemi dogrudan buyurmak yasaklamak
degildir. Insana 6zgii olan 6zgiirliik anlamidaki ahlakilik olanagini gdsterip bunu
talep eder ve bu baglamda ahlaki agidan uygun eylemi nasil belirleyecegi hakkinda
bilgi verir (Pieper, 1997, s. 99).

Deontoloji ve felsefe dersleri dista tutulursa, meslek etigi iilkemiz i¢in yeni bir
durumdur. Son yillarda, ¢esitli meslek alanlari kendi meslek etiklerini gelistirmeye
yonelmiglerdir (Kuguradi, 2003, s. 7). Bunlardan biri olan bilim etigi hakkinda
iilkemizdeki ilk ¢abanm 1988 yilinda Hacettepe Universitesi Tip Fakiiltesi’nde bir
Etik Kurulun kurulmasi oldugu; bunun ardindan 1993 yilinda Saglik Bakanligi
tarafindan ¢ikarilan ilag Arastirmalar1 Yonetmeligi ile her arastirma kurulusunda yerel
etik kurullar kurulmasi zorunlulugu getirildigi, Saglik Bakanligi’nda da Merkezi Etik
Kurul’un olusturuldugu belirtilmektedir (Ruacan, 2005, s. 148). 1998 yilinda ise
Tiirkiye Bilimler Akademisi Genel Kurulu, “kendi iiyeleri ile ilgili olarak ortaya
¢ikabilecek etik konulari incelemek iizere bir onur kurulu kurmus,” ancak Akademi
kendini bununla sinirlamayip, “lilkemizde bu konuyla ilgili eksiklerin giderilmesi ve
bilimsel etik dis1 davranislarin {istiine kararli bi¢imde” gidilmesi i¢in (Bermek, 2002,
s. 5). 2002 yilinda, “Bilimsel Arastirmalarda Etik ve Sorunlari” adli ve bu konuda
iilkemiz i¢in dncii bir niteligi bulunan kitab1 yayimlamistir.

Fakat iilkemizde bilim etigine ilginin artisindaki asil tetikleyici etmenin,
Yiksekogretim Genel Kurulunun 29.08.2012 giin ve 18.946 sayili karari ile kabul
ettigi “Yiiksekogretim Kurulu Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi Yonergesi” oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu Yonergenin 18’inci maddesi, “Yiiksekogretim kurumlart bu
yonergenin yiirlirliige girmesinden itibaren en gec alti ay icinde etik kurullar ile
gerekli olmasi halinde etik alt kurullarin1 bu Yonergede belirtilen kriterlere uygun
olarak olustururlar,” hiitkmiinii icermektedir. Bu hiikiim uyarinca, tiniversitelerde etik
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aykiriliga iliskin her tiirli iddiay1 incelemek tizere 2007 yilindan baslayarak kurulmus
olan etik kurullar yeniden yapilanmis ve insanlar ile hayvanlar iizerinde yapilan klinik
aragtirmalarin disindaki arastirma tasarimlari icin de etik onay vermeye baglamistir.

Insan ve hayvanlar iizerinde yapilan deneyler ve klinik arastirmalar icin etik
onay alinmasi yeni bir uygulama degildir. Fakat insanlarla goriiserek, anket ve dlgek
uygulayarak vb. yollarla veri toplamaya dayali olan arastirmalar i¢in etik onay
alinmasi oldukca yeni bir durumdur. Universiteler bu amagla kurmus olduklari etik
kurullar araciligiyla ve Yiiksekogretim Kurulu tarafindan ¢ikarilmig olan ve her bir
liniversite tarafindan nedense birebir yinelenmis bulunan ‘Bilimsel Arastirma ve
Yaym Etigi Yonergesi'nin icerdigi ilke ve kurallar1 géz onilinde tutarak; Tiirkiye
Bilimsel ve Teknolojik Arastirma Kurumu (TUBITAK) ve diger bilimsel arastirma
projelerini, bireysel arastirmalari, yiiksek lisans ve doktora arastirmalarini etik
bakimdan inceleyip onay vermektedir.

Bu inceleme ve onay siirecine temel olusturan s6z konusu Yonerge,
Yiksekogretim Genel Kurulunun 10.11.2016 giin ve 23.497 sayili karari ile
giincellenmistir. Bu giincelleme ile Yonergenin kapsami oncekine gore daralmus,
bilim etiginin arastirma ve yaymn boyutu ile sinirlanmistir. Giincellenen Yonergeye
gore, bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigine aykir1 eylemler iki kiimeye ayrilmaktadir.
Birinci kiimeye giren etige aykir1 eylemler; intihal, sahtecilik, carpitma, tekrar yayim,
dilimleme ve haksiz yazarliktir. Goriildiigli lizere bunlar yaym etigi ile ilgilidir;
bilimsel aragtirmalar yayin haline déniismeden bunlar1 saptamak olanakli degildir.

Ikinci kiimeye giren etige aykir1 eylemler “diger” bashigi altinda 14 madde olarak
toplanmistir. Bunlardan (c) maddesi, “etik kurallara uymamak” durumunu igaret
etmektedir! Tki madde, yayimlanmamus eserleri sahibinin izni olmadan kullanmakla;
bir tanesi, yayinlarda arastirma destegini belirtmemekle; bir tanesi, yayinlara iligkin
yanlis ve yaniltict bildirimde bulunmakla; bir tanesi, elde edilen bilgilerin gizliligine
uymamakla; bir tanesi, dayanaksiz etik ihlal iddiasinda bulunmakla; bir tanesi de
bilimsel arastirma olanaklarini amag dis1 kullanmakla ilgilidir. Gorildiigi iizere diger
baglig1 altinda sayilan bu sekiz maddenin de higbirisi aragtirmanin tasarim agsamasinda
saptanabilecek ihlaller degildir.

Geri kalan maddelerden ikisi, arastirma 6ncesinde ilgili kisi ve kurumlarin iznini
almamakla; ikisi, aragtirmalarda ilgili mevzuata uymamakla; birisi, aragtirmanin olasi
zararlarini deneklere bildirmemekle; birisi de hayvan sagligina ve ekolojik dengeye
zarar vermekle ilgilidir. Arastirma tasarimlarini, YOnergenin isaret ettigi bu bes
duruma yol agmamak i¢in hangi dnlemleri aldig1 bakimindan incelemek olanaklidir.
Dolayistyla arastirma tasarimlarinin etik onay incelemesi ancak bu bes madde ile
sinirlt bigimde yapilabilir gériinmektedir.

Yonergenin bilimsel arastirma ve yaymn etigine aykiri saydigi biitiin eylemler,
2547 sayill Yiiksekogretim Kanununun disiplin ve ceza iglerinin genel esaslarin
diizenleyen dokuzuncu boliimiine de eklenmistir. Bu ekleme islemi 20.05.2016
tarihinde Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisine (TBMM) sunulan, 02.12.2016 giinii kabul
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edilen 6764 sayili yasa ile yapilmistir. (2547 sayli Yasanmn 65’nci maddesine,
02.12.2016 giinii kabul edilen 6764 sayili yasanin 35’nci maddesiyle, “Bilimsel
aragtirma ve yayin etigi kurullarinin olusumu, gorevleri ve ¢aligmalarina iliskin usul
ve esaslar” Yiiksekdgretim Kurulu tarafindan ¢ikarilacak yonetmelikle diizenlenir,
hiikkmii eklenmistir. Ancak bu tarihten sonra yayimlanmis konuyla ilgili bir
yonetmelige rastlanmamustir. Yukarida s6zii edilen 2016 Yonergesinin dayanaginin
da bu 65’madde oldugu belirtilmektedir. Bu durum diizenleyici hukuki islemin yasada
ongoriliigi gibi yonetmelikle degil yonerge ile yapildigini diigiindiirmektedir.) Bir
bagka deyisle, Yonergenin tanimladigr mesleki etik normlar eszamanli olarak yasal
yaptirima baglanmistir. Ogretim elemanlariin etige aykir1 eylemleri igin, ‘uyarma’
cezasindan “Universite dgretim mesleginden ¢ikarmaya’ kadar varan bir dizi yaptirrm
Ongoriilmiistiir. Ancak 2547 sayili yasadaki bu diizenlemelerin tamamia yakini,
Yonergenin bir yansimasi oldugu i¢in, bilim etiginin aragtirma boyutuna degil, yayin
boyutuna iligkindir.

Universite etik kurullarinin ¢aligmalarma iliskin diger bir diizenleme de halen
yiiriirliikte gozilkken ve Universiteleraras1 Kurul tarafindan kabul edilip,
Yiksekogretim Kurulu tarafindan yayimlanan “Yiksekogretim Kurumlari Etik
Davranis ilkeleri” adli, 2014 yilinda cikarilmis olan ve bilim etigi bakimindan daha
kapsamli goriinen belgedir. Belgenin iigiincii bolimii “Bilimsel Aragtirma, Yayin ve
Degerlendirme Etigi”, dérdiincii boliimii “Egitim ve Ogretim Etigi”, besinci boliimii
“(Topluma) Hizmet Etigi”, altinci boliimii ise “Akademik Yonetim Etigi” ilkelerini
kapsamaktadir. Ancak, Yonergede oldugu gibi, arastirma etigi boyutundan ¢ok yayin
etigi boyutuna dnem verilmistir. Yine de, “arastirmanin tasarimi ve yliriitiilmesinde
yeterlige sahip olmak™, “arastirma konusuna diiriist ve tarafsiz yaklasmak” vurgulari
ve bozuk bir anlatim ile de olsa, bilimsel bir aragtirmanin metodolojisinin uygun
olmasindan s6z etmesi 6nemli géziikmektedir.

Bilim insaninin bilimsel arastirma siirecine iligkin temel etik ylkimliligi
yaniltmamak ve yanilmamaktir. Anilan yasal diizenlemelerde belirtilen intihal,
sahtecilik, carpitma, tekrar yayim, dilimleme ve haksiz yazarlik ile diger durumlarin
¢ogunlugu ‘yaniltmaya’ yonelik eylemlerdir. Bunlarin bilim etigi alanyazininda
“bilimsel yalancilik ve saptirma” olarak anildig1 goriilmektedir (Aydin, 2016, s. 80).
Fakat bilim insaninin uydurma, saptirma ve asirmadan olusan bu kasithi yaniltma
eylemlerinden kacinmasi yeterli degildir; aynm1 zamanda yanilmamaya da o6zen
gostermesi gerekir. “Ozensizlik” veya “disiplinsiz arastirma” olarak amilan bu durum
(Aydin, 2016, s.80), bilim insaninin kendisinin yanilmasina ve dolayisiyla istemeden
de olsa toplumu ‘yaniltmasia’ yol agar: “IThmallerle dolu ve disiplinsiz yiiriitiilmiis
bir bilimsel arastirmada yapilan hatalar hosgorii ile karsilanamaz; hatalar veya
ihmallerle dolu arastirmalar yaparak bilime 6nlenebilir yanliglar sokmak, bunlar daha
sonra diizeltilebilse bile bilime zarar verebilecektir,” (Tekcan, 2002a, s. 36).

Bir arastirma tasarimi, sorunun nasil arastirilacaginin kararlastirilmasidir. Bu
ylizden aragtirma tasarimlarini etik bakimdan incelemenin, esas olarak yontemsel
uygunluk ve agiklik bakimindan incelemeyi gerektirdigi sdylenebilir. Boylece 6zensiz
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arastirmalar1 ve dolayistyla aldanmayi onlemek olanakli olabilir. Kasitli yaniltma
eylemlerini ise arastirmanin tasarim asamasinda fark etmek ve oOnlemek olasi
goziikmemektedir. Dogrusu, arastirma tasarimlarindaki ‘Ozensizligi’ Onlemenin
‘yanilmay1’ da dnlemesi ancak bir olasiliktir. Fakat 6zenli hazirlanmis her arastirma
tasarimi, yanilma olasiligini azalttigi gibi kasith yaniltmalarin da agiga ¢ikmasini
kolaylastirabilir.

Aragtirma tasarimlarinin etik incelemesinin yontemsel uygunluk ve agiklik
bakimindan degerlendirmeyi icermesi ussal goziikmekle birlikte, bilim dzgiirligiine
bir miidahaleyi de ¢agristirmaktadir. Bu yiizden etigin, “ulasilamaz ve anlasilamaz bir
fildisi kule gibi yerine gore insanlari engelleme, yoOnlendirme, cezalandirma
amagclarina alet edildi(gi)” (Ruacan, 2005, s. 147) sdylenebilmekte; “arastirmacilarin
etik kurullarla ilgili sik rastlanan sikayetlerinden birinin bu yetki sinirinin agilmasi”
(Tekcan, 2002b, s. 70) olduguna dikkat ¢ekilebilmektedir.

Amag-yontem uygunlugunu saglamak asil olarak arastirmacinin (ve varsa
danismaninin) hakki ve sorumlulugudur. ‘Bu yontemle bu sorunu anlamak/
aciklamak/ denetlemek olanakli degildir ve dolayisiyla yanilmaya yol agar’ demek,
arastirmacilarin aragtirmalarini tasarlama hakkina miidahale sayilabilecegi gibi,
yontemsel yanlislarin sorumlulugunu iistlenmek anlamina da gelebilir. Bu yiizden,
“Arastirmada etik agidan sorun teskil edecek bir durum séz konusu degilse,
arastirmada kullanilan yontem, tasarim ve prosediirlerin bilimsel uygunlugunun/
niteliklerinin degerlendirilmesi(nin) etik kurulunun sorumluluk ve yetki alan1 disinda
tutulma(s1)” (Tekcan, 2002b, s. 70) onerilmektedir. Fakat yanilmaya yol agabilecek
her durum, yaniltmaya da yol acabileceginden, etik agidan sorun olusturacak bir
durum olarak goriilebilir.

Ulkemiz i¢in gorece yeni durum olan etik onay siireciyle ilgili olarak simdilik
tek bir arastirmaya rastlanmistir ve bunun bulgularina gére akademisyenlerin %76,1°1
etik kurullardan herhangi birine hi¢ bagvuruda bulunmamistir. Hatta
akademisyenlerin beste birinin (%20,9) arastirma veya yayin yapmak i¢in etik kurul
onayna gerek olmadig1 inanicinda oldugu goriilmiistiir (Ozcan ve Balci, 2016 s. 96).

Ozetle, arastirma tasarimlarina etik onay verme gérevi iistlenmis olan {iniversite
etik kurullarinin ¢aligmasina yol gésteren yasal diizenlemelerin kapsaminin sinirls;
kuramsal yaklasimlarin igeriginin kendi iginde ¢atigmali oldugu goériilmektedir. Bu
smirlilik ve ¢atigirlik i¢inde {iniversite etik kurularinin arastirma tasarimlarina etik
onay verme gorevini nasil yerine getirdigi, hangi bilgi ve belgelerin bulunmasini
yeterli sayip, hangi bilgi ve belgelerin eksikligini diizeltme nedeni olarak gordiigii
bilinmemektedir. Oysa etik onay siirecinin daha az zaman ve g¢aba ile
tamamlanabilmesi, etik kurullarin bunu nasil ve nelere dikkat ederek yerine getirdigin
bilmekle olanakli olabilir. Boylece arastirma tasarimlari ve etik onay bagvurulari
aydinlanmis bir bicimde 6zenle hazirlanabilir. Ancak bu belirsizligi gidermeye 151k
tutabilecek herhangi bir arastirmaya rastlanmamastir.
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Yontem
Bu aragtirmanin amaci, smirhklari, modeli, veri kaynagi ve verilerin
¢oziimlenme bi¢imi sdyledir:
Amacg

Bu arastirmanin amaci, bu drnek olay incelemesine konu edilen Tiirkiye’nin en
eski tiniversitelerinden birinin sosyal bilimler etik kurulunun aragtirma tasarimlarina
etik onay verme gorevini belli bir déonemde nasil, nelere dikkat ederek yerine
getirdiginin saptanmasidir. Bu genel amag dogrultusunda su sorulara yanit aranmaistir:

Ornek olay incelemesine konu edilen Universitede ve donemde;

1. Aragtirmalara etik onay almak i¢in bagvurular nasil yapilmaktadir?
2. Sosyal bilimler etik kuruluna yapilan bagvurularin yogunlugu nedir?
3. Yapilan bagvurularin inceleme sonuglar1 ne olmustur?

a. Ne kadar ilk incelemede etik onay almigtir?

b. Ne kadar i¢in diizeltme istenmistir?

4. Diizeltme isteme nedenleri nelerdir? Diizeltme istemine uyma durumu
arastirma diizeylerine (yiiksek lisans, doktora vd.) gore istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bi¢imde farklilagmakta midir?

Simirhklar

Bu aragtirma;

-arastirmacinin  drnek olay incelemesine konu edilen iiniversitenin sosyal
bilimler etik kurulunda gorev yaptigi 2018-2020 y1l1 arasindaki 26 ay i¢inde etik onay
almak i¢in yapilan bagvurularla,

- ve bunlar iginden ilk incelemesini arastirmacinin yaptigi ve bu donemdeki
toplam bagvurularin yaklasik %20°sini olusturan kismiyla sinirlidir.

Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirma “nedir” sorusuna yanit arayan bir érnek olay arastirmasidir. Ornek
olay aragtirmalari, evrendeki herhangi bir birimin derinligine ve genisligine, o birim
hakkinda bir yargiya varmaya olanak verecek bigimde incelenmesidir (Karasar,
1982). Son yillarda bu tiir arastirmalarin daha ¢ok ‘durum calismasi’ ya da ‘vaka
caligmas1’ adiyla anildig1 ve “bir veya daha fazla vakanin yogun ve detayli bir tanimi
ve analizi” olarak tanimlandig1 goriilmektedir (Christensen ve dig., 2015, 5.416).

Ornek olay veya durum ¢alismalarmin gesitli tiirleri bulunmaktadir. Bu arastirma
ise bir olaya iliskin birtakim kuramsal agiklamalar gelistirmek, durumu iyilestirmek
ve gelistirmek i¢in kullanilan (Christensen ve dig., 2015) genel durum ¢alismasidir.

Bu tiir aragtirmalarin sonuglar1 esas olarak drnek olayin disina genellenemezler
ve fakat iki bakimdan deger kazanirlar: Birincisi benzer 6rnek olay aragtirmalarimin
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sonuglarindaki ortiigmeye bagl olarak, ikincisi de incelenen 6rnek olaylarin ¢aligma
evrenine benzerligi bakimindan.

Arastirma Belgesi

Bu arastirmada ele alinan 6rnek, 2012 yilindan beri Tiirk iiniversitelerinin
cogunda bulunan ‘sosyal bilimler etik kurullarindan’ birisidir. Bu kurullar, sosyal
bilimler alaninda yapilmasi tasarlanan ve veri kaynagi olarak insanlardan yararlanan
yiiksek lisans, doktora, {iniversite destekli bilimsel arastirma projeleri ile bireysel
aragtirma projelerinin etik incelemesini yapmakla gorevlidir.

Arastirmanin konusu olan ilgili iiniversitenin sosyal bilim etik kurulunun etik
onay verme gorevini nasil yerine getirdigini saptamak amaciyla, arastirmacinin
kendisi tarafindan hazirlanan inceleme raporlari, belirli kosullara uymak kosuluyla
tiniversitenin etik kurulundan onay alinarak temel veri kaynagi olarak kullanilmistir.

Incelemeye konu olan etik kurulun ¢aligma usuliine gore, kurula yapilan yeni
bagvurular genel olarak rastgele bir bi¢imde kurul {iyelerine dagitilmakta; diizeltme
istenmis bagvurularin incelemesi ise ilk incelemeyi yapan kurul iyesine
verilmektedir. Kurul iiyelerinin hazirladiklar1 inceleme raporlar kurul toplantisinda
goriisiiliip, karara baglanmaktadir. Toplantt siirecinde kurul tarafindan bireysel
raporun igeriginde bir degisiklik yapilmissa ve bu konuda bir uzlagsmazlik yoksa,
kararlarin yazilmasini kolaylastirmak i¢in, rapor lizerinde de degisiklik yapildigi i¢in
raporlarinin son hali, kurul iiyesinin degil, kurulun goriisiinii yansitmaktadir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Coziimlenmesi

Veri, gozlenen ve kaydedilen ama heniiz islenmemis olan kanitlardir (Karasar,
1982). Bu o6rnek olay arastirmasinin verileri, belgesel tarama yoluyla, bir bagka
deyisle arasgtirma belgelerinin amagli bir bigimde incelenmesiyle elde edilmistir.
Belgesel kayitlar 6rnek olay arastirmalarinda sikga kullanilan veri kaynaklaridir.

Verilerin ¢éziimlenmesi igin ise igerik ¢éziimlemesi yapilmis ve bu amagla
hazirlanan ‘kodlama cetveli’ kilavuz olarak kullanilmistir. Arastirmaci tarafindan
hazirlanan kodlama cetveli uyarinca, her bir bagvuru i¢in hazirlanan inceleme raporu
bir arastirma birimi olarak ele alinmigtir. Raporlardaki nitel i¢erik, dnce hangi diizey
aragtirma (yiliksek lisans, doktora ve dig.) olduguna gore, daha sonra etik
degerlendirmeye alinip alinmadigina gore; etik degerlendirmeye alinmis ise diizeltme
istenip istenmedigine gore; diizeltme istenmis ise ka¢ kez diizeltme istendigine gore
ve diizeltmenin yapilip yapilmadigina gore siniflanmistir.

Her birimde (inceleme raporunda) yazili olan diizeltme nedenleri 6nce maddeler
halinde kaydedilmis; daha sonra bunlar gdzden gegirilerek benzerliklerine gére ama
birbirlerini dista tutmalarina 6zen gosterilerek kiimelere, bir baska deyisle temalara
ayrilmistir. Temalarin olusturulmasinda etik kurul bagvurularinda istenen bilgi ve
belge ¢esitleri de dikkate alinmustir. Bu yiizden temalar tablolarda (diizeltme yeri)
baglig1 altina gosterilmistir. Bir temanin altina kaydedilen maddeler, anlamca aynilig1
veya farkliligi gozetilerek yeniden siniflanmis ve bdylece alt temalar ya da kodlar
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olusturulmustur. Her maddeye (1) degeri verilerek, yinelenme sikligina gore kodlarin
ve temalarin frekansi ve yiizdesi hesaplanmig ve boylece nitel veriler
sayisallastirilarak yorumlamaya hazir hale getirilmistir.

Etik kurulun diizeltme istemine uyma durumunun arastirma diizeylerine gore
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bi¢imde farklilagip farklilagsmadigint anlamak igin ise, non-
parametrik veri dagilimlari igin uygun olan ki-kare testi yapilmustir.

Bulgular

Bu aragtirmanin bulgulari, arastirma sorularina yanit olacak bicimde asagida dort
kiimede sunulmaktadir:

Basvurularin Yapilma Bigimiyle flgili Bulgular

Internet siteleri incelendiginde, iiniversitelerin etik kurullarin yapilanmalarinda
cesitlilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ornegin Ortadogu Teknik Universitesinde (ODTU)
biri hayvan deneyleri ile biri insan aragtirmalaryla ilgili yalnizca iki etik kurul varken,
Bogazici Universitesinde dis iliskiler, cevre, &grenci, iiniversite yasami, insan
aragtirmalar1 ve hayvan deneyleri ile ilgili olan alt1 ayr etik kurul bulunmaktadir. Bu
iki Universitede insanlarla etkileserek vyiiriitiilen arastirmalara etik onay veren
kurullarin ad1 ‘Insan Arastirmalar1’ iken, Hacettepe Universitesinde ‘Universite Etik
Komisyonu’, Ege Universitesinde, ‘Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi Kurulu’dur.
Sosyal bilimlerle ilgili alt etik kurullarin adi ise bazilarinda ‘Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
Etik Kurulu’ bazilarinda ise ‘Sosyal Bilimler Etik Kurulu’ olarak anilmaktadir. Bu
kurullarin {iye sayisinda ve basvuru formlarinda da gesitlilik gézlenmektedir.

Ornek olay arastirmasina konu edilen iiniversitede ise verilerin alindig1 donem
itibariyle iki tiir etik kurul bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan birisi saglikla ilgili fakiiltelerin
kurullardir. Insan ve hayvan deneyleri ile klinik arastirmalarin etik incelemesi bu
kurullar tarafindan yapilmaktadir. Digeri, tiniversite (iist) etik kuruludur. Bu kurula
bagli olarak galisan saglik sosyal ve fen bilimleri (alt) etik kurullar1 bulunmaktadir.
Alt etik kurullar, incelemenin yapildigt donemde, bes liyeden olugmuslardir. Bu
iiyelerden birisi iist etik kurulun da {iyesi olarak gorev yapmakta ve alt kurullarin
esglidiimiinii saglamaktadir. Universiteye iliskin tiim etik ihlal iddialar1 ile
TUBITAK’a sunulacak olan arastirma projelerini etik bakimdan inceleme ve
degerlendirme gorevi (iist) Etik Kurula; tniversite destekli bilimsel aragtirma
projelerinin, bireysel arastirma projelerinin ve lisansiistii arastirmalarin etik bakimdan
incelenmesi alt etik kurullara verilmistir.

Arastirmalar i¢in bagvuru bi¢imi kurullara gére farklilasmamustir. Universitenin
Etik Kurul web sayfasinda bulunan ‘Basvuru’ diigmesi altinda bu kurullarin gérevi ve
bagvurunun nasil yapilacagi agiklanmigtir. Arastirma etik onayr icin yapilan
bagvurularda;

a) etik kurul bagvuru formunun doldurulmas,

b) lisansiistii aragtirmalarda tez 6nerisin eklenmesi,
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¢) kurumsal destege (TUBITAK vb.) gereksinen arastirmalarda, arastirma
projelerinin eklenmesi ve

d) bunlarin bir dilekge ile etik kurul biirosuna teslimi gerekmektedir.
Bu dort ana belgenin yani sira;

e) aydinlanmig onam formunun,

f) veri toplama araglarmin (anket, 6lgek, agik uclu sorular vb.),

g) eger bir baskas1 tarafindan gelistirilmis bir veri toplama araci
kullanilacaksa, bunlart kullanmaya iligkin izin yazisinin da basvuruya
eklenmesi beklenmektedir. Birden fazla kisinin ortaklasa gelistirmis oldugu
veri toplama araglar1 igin bunlardan birinin izin vermesi yeterli
sayilmaktadir.

Etik kurul ayrim1 yapilmaksizin, iniversitenin arastirma etik onay siirecinde tek
bir bagvuru formu kullanilmaktadir. Ancak bu formun saglik bilimleri arastirmalari
icin daha uygun oldugu, sosyal bilimler i¢in bazi yonlerden diizeltilmesi gerektigi
degerlendirilmektedir. Ornegin bagvuru formunda yer alan “arastirmanmin sonlanim
noktas1” baglig1 sosyal bilim aragtirmacilarinin yaratici yanitlarini artirmaktan 6te pek
ise yaramamaktadir. Konu ve amag basliklari ise bagvuru formunun iki ayr1 kisminda
ikiser kez yer aldig1 i¢in hem arastirmacilarin ayni agiklamalari yinelemelerine; bazen
de birinden birini doldururken daha &zensiz davranmalarina yol agabilmektedir.
Dolayisiyla bagvuru formunun sosyal bilim arastirmalarina 6zgiilenmesinin ve daha
yalin hale getirilmesinin uygun olacag1 diisiiniilmektedir.

Ornek olarak incelenen ‘sosyal bilimler (alt) etik kurulu’, sosyal bilimler ve
egitim bilimleri enstitiilerinde yapilan lisansiistii aragtirmalar ile {iniversitenin 6gretim
elemanlarinca yapilan diger sosyal bilim aragtirmalarmin etik incelemesini
yapmaktadir. Cansiz varliklar {izerinde yapilan arastirmalara etik onay almak igin
genellikle kurula basvuruda bulunulmamaktadir. Ancak enstitiilerin bu konudaki
tutumlar1 da farklilasabilmektedir: Ornegin sosyal bilimler enstitiisiinde cansiz
varliklarla yapilan lisansiistii aragtirmalar i¢in kurula hi¢ basvuru olmazken egitim
bilimleri enstitiisii, bu durumdaki lisansiistii aragtirmalar i¢in de etik onay
aramaktadir. Ancak, zamaninda etik onay i¢in basvurmamus, arastirma bittikten sonra
yaptigi bagvuruya da ‘etik degerlendirme yapilamayacagi’ yaniti almis aragtirmalara
enstitiilerin savunma izni vermesinin, lizerinde disiiniilmesi gereken yeni bir etik
soruna yol actig1 da sdylenebilir.

Basvurularin Yogunluguyla ilgili Bulgular

Anilan donemde ilgili {niversitenin sosyal bilimler etik kuruluna gelen
bagvurular, asag1 yukar1 esit sayida ve rastgele kurul iiyelerine dagitilmis; kurul
tiyeleri her bir bagvuru igin ayr1 bir etik inceleme raporu hazirlamistir. Raporlar kurul
toplantilarinda, hazirlayan iiye tarafindan ana hatlariyla sozlii olarak sunulmus; genel
olarak iiyenin inceleme sonuglari kurul kararina doniigmiistiir. Ancak bu isleyis, iki
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durumda farklilagmugtir: Bazen kurul iyelerinin raportorden dosyayla ilgili ek
aciklamalar istemesi ve bagvurunun bu baglamda gozden gecirilmesi kararin; bazen
de herhangi bir nedenle, degerlendirmede kullanilan ‘normlar’ {izerinde tartisma
ctkmast hem kararin hem de degerlendirme yaklasgiminin degismesine yol
acabilmistir. Bir uzlagsmazlik s6z konusu degilse, kurulda degismeler karar yazimini
kolaylastirmak i¢in inceleme raporuna da yansitilarak son bi¢imi olusturulmustur.

Siirecin betimlemesinden de anlasilacagi {izere; basvurularin sonuglart her bir
iiyenin gdsterebildigi 6zenden, ayirabildigi zamandan etkilenerek farklilagsma
olasiligimma sahipken; ortak degerlendirme normlarmin gelistirilebilmis olmasi
6l¢iisiinde de benzesme olasiligr artmaktadir.

Arastirmaya konu edilen yaklasik 26 aylik donemde incelenen arastirma
tasarimlarinin diizeylerine gore dagilimi Cizelge 1°de verilmektedir.

Tablo 1
Etik Onay I¢in Incelenen Arastirma Tasarimlarimin Diizeylerine Gore Dagilimi
Yiiksek lisans Doktora BAP* Bireysel Toplam
Aragtirma
Say1 % Say1 % Say1 % Say1 % Say1 %
68 45.6 67 45.0 3 2.0 11 74 149 100

*BAP: Universitenin finansal destek sagladig1 ‘bilimsel arastirma projeleri’

Tablo 1°de goruldiigii iizere, ele alinan doénemde, toplam 149 bagvuru
incelenmigtir. Bunlarin tamamina yakini (%90°1) yiiksek lisans ve doktora tezi
arastirmalaridir. Bir bagka deyisle etik kurulun is yiikiinii asil olarak lisansiistii
Ogrenim aragtirmalar1 olugturmustur.

Arastirilan donemde sosyal bilimler etik kurulunun bes iiyeden olustugu
diistiniilir ve bagvurularin iiyelere asagi-yukari esit sayida dagitildigt géz oniine
almirsa, bu donemde Etik Kurul’a yaklasik 750 arastirma tasarimi i¢in bagvurulmus
oldugu oOngoriilebilir. Bu durum, Etik Kurul’a her ay yaklasik 30 bagvurunun
yapilmasi, her bir etik kurul iiyesinin ayda yaklasik alt1 yeni aragtirma tasarimini etik
uygunluk bakimindan incelemesi anlamina gelmektedir. Kurulun gerekli gordigii
diizeltmeleri yaptiktan sonra yinelenen bagvurularin incelenmesi buna dahil degildir.
Diizeltilmis bagvurularin incelenmesi de hesaba katildiginda (Tablo 3), her iiyeye
ayda yaklasik dokuz dosya diigsmiistiir.

Bir bagvurunun incelenmesi igin ayrilan siirenin; tasarimin ve bagvurunun
karmasikligina ve yeni bir bagvuru olup olmamasina gore farklilastig1 sdylenebilir.
Omegin genellikle anket, goriisme, lgek gibi birden ¢ok veri toplama aracim
kullanan psikoloji arastirma tasarimlarinin incelenmesi daha uzun zaman almaktadir;
amaci, yontemi belirgin bigimde agiklanmamis bagvurular da dyle. Ancak en yalin ve
en diizgiin bicimde diizenlenmis yeni bir bagvurunun incelemesi ve degerlendirme
raporunun yazimi bile en az bir saatlik siirede gerceklesmektedir. Karmagik veya iyi
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diizenlenmemis bir arastirmay1 incelemek i¢in ise bir giin gerekebilmektedir. Etik
alanyazin incelenmesi veya baskalarinin da goriislerinin 6grenilmesi gereksinimini
hissettiren yeni durumlarla karsilagildiginda, bir incelemeyi tamamlamak iki haftay1
bile alabilmektedir. Onceden incelenip diizeltme istenmis basvurulara harcanan
zaman azalmakla birlikte, bu siire, rapor yazimi dahil, yarim saatten az olmamaktadir.

Betimlemelerden de anlasilabilecegi gibi, etik kurul tiyeligi 6gretim tiyeleri igin
ciddi bir is yiikii artisina neden olmaktadir. Bu artisin gerektirdigi zaman, ya gretim
iiyeliginin ve yasamin gerektirdigi diger zamanlardan ¢alinarak (!) bulunmakta, ya da
Ozensizlige yol agtig1 gézlenmektedir.

Etik kurulun g¢aligmalarmi diizenleyen Yonergeye gore, kurulun kendisine
yapilan bagvurulari kabul etmeme hakki bulunmamaktadir. Dolayistyla kurul
kendisine yapilan Dbiitin bagvurulart etik uygunluk bakimindan inceleyip
sonuglandirmak durumundadir. Is yiikiinii artiran nedenlerden birisi de bu
zorunluluktur. Ancak bu zorunlulugun kendisinin etik olup olmadig: tartigilmaya
deger goriinmektedir. Ciinkdi:

-Bu zorunluluk etik kurulun, aragtirma tasarimlarini etik uygunluga kavusturma
kuruluna doniigmesine; nigin diizeltme istendigine iliskin uzun uzun agiklama
yazmaya neden olmaktadir. Saydamligin ve hesap verebilirligin bir geregi de olsa, bu
durum is yilikiinii artirmaktadir. Dahasi bazen danigmanlarin ihmal ettigi danigmanlig
etik kurul dyelerine yiikleyen bir angarya hissinin uyanmasina yol agmaktadir. Ayni
danigmanin lisansiistii 6grencilerinin bagvurular1 igin sitirekli benzer nedenlerle
diizeltme istemek durumunda kalmak; ayni arastirma tasarimi icin birden fazla
diizeltme karar1 vermek, bu hissi pekistirmektedir.

-Etik kurul her aragtirmanin etik bakimdan uygunlugu konusunda sorumluluk
iistlenmek zorunda mudir? Ornegin kanser hastalari {izerinde yapilacak olan bir
arastirma onlara, nereye gomiilmek istedikleri gibi, yagsamlarin1 yitirmeleri sonrasina
iligkin sorular sorabilir. Herhalde higbir etik kurul boyle bir arastirmanin
yapilamayacagini ileri siirmeyecektir. Ve fakat bu durumda ‘Gnce zarar verme’
ilkesine uygunlugun nasil gergeklestirilecegini de 6gretmek sorumlulugu, hakki ve
hatta yetkinligi olmak zorunda degildir herhalde.

-Fakat kurulun kendisine yapilan bazi basvurulari ‘kabul etmeme’ hakkinin
olmasinin keyfilige yol agabilecegi de akla gelmektedir. Ama en azindan basvurularin
bazi sekil sartlarin1 karsilamamasi durumunda ‘kabul etmeme’ hakkinin kullanilmasi
miimkiin olabilmelidir.

Ote yandan etik kurullar arasinda is yiikii bakimindan fark bulunmaktadir: Etik
kurullar, ‘verilerin insanlarla etkileserek toplandigi’ arastirmalari incelemekle
sorumlu oldugu icin, fen bilimleri etik kurulunun is yiikiiniin, sosyal ve saglk
bilimleri etik kurullarina gére daha az oldugu; bu son iki kurulun olduk¢a yogun bir
ig ylki bulundugu gozlenmektedir.
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inceleme Sonuclariyla ilgili Bulgular

Aragtirmaya konu edilen yaklagik 26 ayda yapilan basvurularin sonuglar1 Tablo
2’de verilmektedir.

Tablo 2
Arastirma Tasarimlarina Iliskin Etik Onay Bagvurularimin Sonuglart
Toplam

*
Sonug YL DR BAP BA Say1 o
Etik onay verilen 31 43 3 6 83 557
Diizeltme kararinin geregini yapmayan 6 4 - 5 15 10.1
Etik onay gerektirmeyen 3 6 - - 9 6.0
Etik uygunluk degerlendirmesi yapilmayan 28 14 42 282

*BA: Bireysel arastirma

Tablo 2’de goriildiigi tizere, incelenen 149 arastirma tasariminin yarisindan
biraz ¢oguna, yalnizca %55.7’sine etik onay verilmistir. Yaklagik dortte biri iginse
degerlendirme yapilmamistir. Bunlar, etik onay almadan tamamlanan aragtirmalardir.
Herhangi bir etik sorun saptandiginda diizeltilmesi olanakli goriilmediginden,
tamamlanmis arastirmalar etik incelemeye alinmamigslardir. Ancak bu tiir
bagvurularin ¢oklugu, etik onam siirecinin heniiz yerlesmediginin de bir gostergesi
sayilabilir.

Etik onay gerektirmedigine karar verilen aragtirmalar ise belgeler gibi cansiz
varliklar iizerinde ya da hipotetik, arastirmaci tarafindan belirli yontemlerle iiretilen
veriler tizerinde yapilan aragtirmalardir. Aslinda bu tiir aragtirmalarin da, ornegin
verilerin elde edilme bigimi, gizliligine 6zen gosterilmesi vb. bakimindan etik
incelemeye konu yapilmasi gerektigi disiiniilmektedir. Hatta bu tiir arastirma
tasarimlar1 i¢in kendine 0zgii bagvuru formlari olusturulabilir. Fakat hem etik
kurullarin ¢aligmalarint diizenleyen Yonergenin bunlart etik incelemenin kapsami
disinda birakmasi hem de bunlar1 incelemek i¢in yeterli norm gelistirilememis olmasi
nedeniyle bunlarin etik onay gerektirmedigine karar verilme yoluna gidilmistir. Zaten
bu tiir aragtirmalarin biiylik ¢ogunlugu icin etik onay basvurusu yapilmamaktadir.

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii izere, baz1 arastirma tasarimlarina ilk inceleme sonunda
etik onay verilirken bazilarinda diizeltme istenmis ve bu diizeltmeler yapildiktan sonra
onay verilebilmistir. Etik onay verilen bagvurularin diizeltme yapma sikliklarina gére
dagilimi Tablo 3’de verilmektedir.
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Tablo 3
Etik Onay Verilen Bagvurularin Diizletme Yapma Sikliklarina Gore Dagilimi

. Birinci S Ugiincii

Ik bagvuruda diizeltme Ikinci diizeltme ditveltme Toplam

onay sonrasi onay
sonrasi onay sonrasi onay
Say1 % Say1 % Say1 % Say1 % Say1 %
30 36.1 43 51.8 9 10.9 1 1.2 83 100

Tablo 3°de goriildiigii lizere, 83 arastirma tasarimina etik onay verilmistir.
Bunlarin yaklasik 1/3’iine ilk inceleme sonunda, 2/3’line ise diizeltmeden sonra etik
onay verilmistir. Bu sonug, diizeltme istemenin yaygin, adeta olagan bir hal oldugunu
gostermektedir. Herhalde ilk bagvuruda etik onay verilmesinin yaygin, diizeltme
istemenin istisna olmasi beklenirdi. Oysa goriildiigii gibi, (etik onay alan) tasarimlarin
yarisina ancak 1 diizeltmeden sonra etik onay verilmistir; yaklasik 1/10’unun etik
onay almasi ise ancak 2 veya 3 diizeltmeden sonra miimkiin olabilmistir.

Aragtirma tasarimlarmnin etik bakimdan incelenmesi, dogal olarak belli bir siire
almaktadir. Bu siire esas olarak arastirmacinin diizeltmeyi yapmakta ne kadar hizh
davrandigina ve kag¢ diizeltme istendigine bagli gériinmektedir. Ancak bu siire, en
hizli davrananlar i¢in bile 2 aya yaklagmaktadir. Arastirmacilarin 2 ya da 3
diizeltmeyle karsilagmasi durumunda siire bir yila kadar uzayabilmektedir.

Incelenen aragtirmalarin tamamina yakininin lisansiistii tez arastirmalar1 oldugu
ve bunlar i¢in bir siire sinirlamas: bulundugu g6z 6niine alinirsa, siirenin uzamasinin
kendisinin —arastirmay1 da olumsuz etkileyebilen- bir etik soruna doniistigi
sOylenebilir. Etik onay siireci diipediiz, arastirmacilarin arastirma siirecini aksatan ve
hatta arastirma siiresini ‘calan’ bir duruma doniismektedir. Bu durum TUBITAK,
BAP ve bireysel aragtirmalar i¢in de gegerlidir; etik onay alinamadiginda arastirma
icin uygun olan zamanlar ya da dénemler kagabilmektedir.

Bazi arastirmacilar, siirenin uzamasindan kaynaklanan olumsuz sonuglardan
kaginmak i¢in, aragtirmalarina etik onay almadan baslayabilmektedir. Elbette bu
durum etik incelemeyi gostermelik hale getirmekte; aragtirmayr — etik bakimdan
dogru tasarlansa bile- etik bakimdan kusurlu sayilan bir duruma itmektedir.
Dolayistyla etik onay almadan arastirmaya baslamak ya da baglamak zorunda kalmak
da herhalde bir etik sorundur.

Etik kurul iyeleri, etik onay alma siiresinin uzamamast i¢in, hicbir ayrim
yapmadan, ulasabildikleri tiim aragtirmacilara eksik goriilen hususlar1 tamamlatarak,
diizeltme kararlarinin yazilmasi imzalanmasi iletilmesi gibi zaman alict siiregleri
ortadan kaldirmaya c¢alismislardir. Oyle ki, belli bir donemden sonra kurulun
ongordiigii  diizeltmeler karara  donistiirilmeyip, sekretarya araciligiyla
arastirmacilara ulasilip, bu eksiklerin giderilmesi yoluna gidilmis; iki kez diizeltme
alanlarla sorun yiiz-yiize miizakere edilmeye calisilmistir. Aslinda bagvurularin
%36’s1na ilk inceleme sonunda etik onay verilmesi biraz da kurul iyelerinin bu
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¢abalari ile miimkiin olabilmistir. Herhalde bu sonug karsisinda bunun aksinin nigin
gerceklesmediginin, diizeltme istemenin nic¢in istisnai bir hal olmadiginin
sorgulanmasi gerekir.

Bu sorunun olasi yanitlarindan bazilart sunlar olabilir:

-Etik kurul iiyeleri yetkilerini asip, yontem bakimindan kendi anlayiglarina
uygun olmayan arastirma tasarimlarina karigiyor olabilirler,

-Etik kurul iyeleri, etik bakimdan sorun olmayan hususlari etik bir sorun sayiyor
olabilirler,

-Etik kurul iiyeleri ile arastirmacilarin (ve danismanlarin) aragtirma yaklagimlari
birbiriyle uyusmuyor olabilir,

-Arastirmacilarin arastirma egitimleri, arastirma tasarimlarinda yanilmaya neden
olabilecek durumlar1 fark etmelerine elvermiyor olabilir,

-Universiteler alan yeterligine odaklamp arastirma kiiltiiriiniin gelisimine daha
az dnem veriyor olabilir,

-Arastirmacilar arastirmalarimi tasarlarken danigmanlarindan yeterince katki
alamryor olabilir,

-Arastirmacilar (ve danmigmanlar) etik onay almayi arastirma Ozgiirligiine
karisilan bir siireg olarak gériiyor ve karsi koyucu bir egilim iginde bulunuyor olabilir,

-Arastirmacilar (ve danismanlar) etik onay alma siirecini ‘usulen’ uyulan,
gereksiz ve yararsiz bir islem olarak goriiyor olabilir,

-Ve belki de bu olas1 nedenlerin hepsinin, az ya da ¢ok, pay1 bulunabilir.

Bu sorularin iizerinde 6nemle durulmasi, aydinliga kavusturulmasi gerektigi
sOylenebilir. Asagida yer alan diizeltme nedenleriyle ilgili bulgular bu yondeki
arayislara bir ipucu saglayabilir.

Tablo 2°de goriildiigii lizere, diizeltme kararinin geregini yerine getirmedigi i¢in
sonuglandirilamayan, etik onay verilemeyen arastirma tasarimlarinin sayisi da dikkate
deger olgiide yiiksektir: Basvuru yapanlarin %10’u, Ongoriilen diizeltmeleri
yapmamigtir.

Etik Kurulun diizeltme karari vermesinden sonra arastirmacilarin diizeltme
yapip yapmama durumunun arastirma diizeylerine gore dagilimi ve bu dagilimin
aragtirma diizeylerine gore anlamli bigimde farklilagip farklilasmadigina iligskin ki-
kare ¢6ziimlemesinin sonuglar1 Tablo 4’de verilmektedir.
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Tablo 4

Aragtirmacilarin  Diizeltme Kararmmin Geregini Yerine Getirme Durumlarinin
Aragtirma  Diizeylerine Gore Dagilmi ile Anlamli  Bigimde Farklilasip
Farklilagmadigina lligkin Ki-Kare Céziimlemesi Sonuglar

Bireysel

Sonug YL DR Arastirma Toplam
say1 % say1 % say1 % say1 %
Diizeltme yapan 17 73.9 32 889 4 444 53 77.9
Diizeltme yapmayan 6 26.1 4 11.1 5 55.6 15 22.1

Toplam 23 100 36 100 9 100 68 100
Sd=2, y=8,4<0.01

Tablo 4’te goriildiigii tizere, bagvurularin 68’inden diizeltme istenmis; bunlarin
yaklagik beste biri diizeltme istemine uymamistir. Yiksek lisans ve doktora tez
aragtirmalarindan bazilari i¢in aragtirma tamamlandiktan sonra etik onay bagvurusu
yapildig1 dikkate alinirsa, diizeltme isteminin geregini yapmayan aragtirmaci oraninin
bundan daha az oldugu sdylenebilir. Yine de diizeltme istemine uymayanlarin oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Diizeltme istemlerinin arastirma yapmaktan vazge¢gmeye mi yoksa
yalnizca etik onay almaktan vazgegmeye mi yol actigi bilinmemektedir. Ancak bu
sonug, etik onay siirecinde diizeltme istemi ile karsilasmanin arastirma yapmay1
caydirict bir etkisinin olabilecegini akla getirmekte ve bu etkinin dzellikle bireysel
aragtirmalar i¢in olduk¢a yiiksek olabilecegini diisiindiirmektedir. Fakat diizeltme
istemini yerine getirip getirmeme durumunun arastirma diizeylerine gore farklilagip
farklilagmadigimi anlamak i¢in yapilan ki-kare testi sonuglarmin (Tablo altinda
bulunan degerlerin) gosterdigi gibi, diizeltme kararinin geregini yerine getirenlerle
getirmeyenler arasinda arastirma diizeyleri bakimindan 0.01 giiven araliginda anlamli
bir farklilagma saptanmamustir.

Diizeltme Nedenleriyle ilgili Bulgular

Incelenen basvurularda icerik ¢dziimlemesi ile saptanmis olan diizeltme
nedenleri Tablo 5’de verilmektedir.
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Tablo 5
Arastirma Tasarimlarina Etik Onay Vermek Icin Istenen Diizeltmelerin Nedenleri
Duzel?me Diizeltme nedeni f
yeri
1. Degerlendirme yapmaya yetmeyecek dlciide bilgi verme 11
2. Bagvuru formu ile tez dnerisinin igerigi arasindaki ¢eligki 2
3. Bagvuruya tez onerisini eklememe 1
4. Bagvuruya tamamlanmamusg tez Onerisi ekleme 1
Bagvuru 5. Bagvuru formu ile onam formunun igerigi arasindaki geliski 1
formu 6. Bagvuru formunun kendi igerigi arasindaki ¢eligki 2
7. Basvuru formu ile bagvuru dilekgesini farkli kisilerin 1
imzalamasi
8. Bagvuru formunda, onamda ve (6neride) amacin farkl 2
yazilmasit
Toplam %10.2 21
1. Sorumlu arastirmacinin koordinasyondan sorumlu arastirmaci 3
Arastirmaci (danigman) olarak gosterilmesi
ad1 2. Sorumlu aragtirmacinin belirtilmemesi 1
Toplam %1.9 4
1. Arastirma adinin genel olmasi, sinirliklart yansitmamasi 9
2. Arastirma adinin kapsamindan daha dar ifade edilmesi 2
3. Basligin anlasilmamasi 3
Aragtirmanin 4. Baslikta Ingilizce s6zciik kullanilmast 1
bashig 5. Baslikla amag ifadesinin birbiriyle uyumsuzlugu 6
6. Bagvuru formu ile tez 6nerisi basliginin ayr1 olmasi 3
7. Baglikta arastirilan degiskenin saptanmig gibi ifade edilmesi 1
Toplam %12.1 25
1. Yontemin agiklanmamasi 2
2. Agiklamanin yontemle ilgili olmamasi 3
. 3. Arastirma yonteminin yanlis adlandirmasi 8
Yontem e . - .. .
aciklamalarr 4. Goriismelerin gasﬂ l?aylt altina ahna?aglmn belirtilmemesi 2
5. Arastirilan degiskeni gozleyecek veri toplama aract yoklugu 1
6. Arastirmanin sayiltiya dayanmasina karsin belirtilmemesi 1
Toplam %8.3 17
1. Evren- 6rneklem iligkisi (6rneklemin evreni temsili) 19
Evren, 2. Orneklem ya da calisma kiimesinin belirsiz olmasi 5
drneklem, 3. Orneklem veya calisma kiimesi biiyiikliigiinde geliskiler 3
arastirma 4. Ornekleme yanliligi 3
kiimesi, 5. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin nasil se¢ileceginin belirsizligi 2
aragtirma 6. Deney ve/veya kontrol gruplarina yapilacak islemin belirsizligi 2
belgesi 7. Ontest yapilacak grubun sontest yapilacak grup olmamast 1
Toplam %17.0 35

(devam ediyor)
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Tablo 5 (devam)

Diizeltme
yeri

Diizeltme nedeni

Veri toplama
araci

1. Anketin veya 6lgegin bagvuruya eklenmemesi

2. Kullanilacak anket veya 6l¢egi kimin hazirladiginin belirsiz
olmast

3. Anket veya 6l¢egi kimin hazirladigiyla ilgili celisik ifadeler

4. Anket- 6l¢ek kullanma izninin alinmamis olmasi

5. Bir bagka arastirmacinin aldigi 6l¢ek kullanma izninin eklenmesi
6. Izin alinanlarin (sirket, dernek) dlgekle ilgisinin belirsiz olmasi
7. Anketlere deneklerin e-posta adreslerini yazmalarinin istenmesi
8. Anketlere denek adinin yazilmasinin istenmesi

9. Anket maddelerinin bir kisminin aragtirma amaci ile ilgisizligi
10. Yanli, yonlendirici, 6nkabule dayali anket maddeleri

11. Maddelerin anlasilmasini veya herkesge ayni bicimde
anlasilmasini dnleyecek dl¢iide anlatim bozukluklar:

12. Olgegin nasil doldurulacaginin belli olmamasi

13. Hangi veri toplama aracinin hangi alt kiimeye yoneltileceginin
belirsiz olmasi

14. Deneklere sahip olmadiklari 6zellige iliskin soru yoneltilmesi

Toplam %30.6

Onam formu

1. Onam formunun olmamast

2. Veri toplanacak kiimelerden birisi i¢in onam formu olmamasi

3. 18 yasindan kiigiiklerin veli onam formunun olmamast

4. 12-18 yas araliginda olanlarin kendi onam formlarinin olmamasi
5. Ayri kiimelere ayn1 onam formunun kullanilmasi

6. Deneklerin adreslerini, telefonlarinit onam formuna yazmalarinin
istenmesi

7. Onam formuna ses ve/ veya goriintii kaydi yapilacaginin
yazilmamasi

8. Onam formunun igermesi gereken bilgileri eksik icermesi

9. Onam formunun etik kurula hitaben yazilmasi

(OO i il \ ]

(o]

Toplam %17.0

Once zarar
verme

Dilimleme
Yasallik
Alint1

1. Once zarar verme ilkesine aykirilik

2. Aragtirma tasariminin iki farkli aragtirmay1 birlestirmesi
3. Insan haklari, cinsiyet ayrimeilig1 ve yiiriirliikteki yasalara
aykirilik

4. Metinde yapilan alintilarin kaynagini géstermeme

Diger Toplam1 %2.9

Diizeltme nedenleri toplami %100

olkr W ke

206

Tablo 5°de goriildigii tizere, etik onay incelemelerinde, arastirmacilardan 58
¢esit nedenle toplam 206 diizeltme istenmistir. Arastirmanin ele aldigi dénemde
toplam 68 bagvuru i¢in diizeltme istendigi animsanacak olursa, diizeltme karari
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verilen her bir dosya i¢in ortalama 3 farkli nedenle diizeltme istendigi de anlasilabilir.
Baska bir deyisle, diizeltme kararlar1 genellikle birka¢ diizeltmeyi birlikte icermistir;
tek bir nedene dayali diizeltme kararlar1 olduk¢a azdir. Ozellikle daha karmasik,
yeniden incelemeyi gerektirecek diizeltmeler yoksa, daha yalin, kolayca giderilebilir
nedenler igin diizeltme istenmemistir. Ornegin koordinasyondan sorumlu arastirmact
(danigman) ile sorumlu arastirmacinin karistirilmig olmasi, ya da arastirmacinin
bagvuru evrakinin bir kismini evlilik 6ncesi soyadiyla, bir kismini evlilik soyadiyla
imzalamasi gibi durumlar tek baglarina diizeltme nedeni olarak goriilmemistir. Bu tiir
durumlarda, 6zensizligin yenilenmesini Onleyecegi beklentisiyle, aragtirmacilara
dosya iizerinde diizeltmeyi yapmalar1 yalnizca not olarak iletilmistir.

Basvuru formu. Tablode goriildiigii iizere her 10 diizeltmeden birisi basvuru
formundaki eksiklerle ilgilidir. Bu eksiklerin ¢ogunlugu form {izerine, inceleme
yapmanin  olanakli  olamayacagr Ol¢iide az aciklama  yazilmasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir. Bunlar, lisansiistii arastirmalara iliskin bagvurulardir. Kural
olarak, lisansiistii aragtirmacilarin enstitiilerinde kabul edilmis tez Onerilerini
bagvurularina eklemeleri gerekmektedir. Basvuru formunda yetersiz agiklama
yapmanin bu durumla iligkili oldugu; ‘inceleyenler gerekli bilgiyi Oneride
bulabilirler,” diye diisliniildiigii akla gelmektedir. Oysa incelemelerde basvuru
formundaki agiklamalar esas alinmakta, gereksinim hissedildiginde Onerilere
bakilmaktadir.

Aksi bir tutum iginde olan tez Ogrencilerine de rastlanmaktadir: Bunlar,
onerilerindeki hemen tim aciklamayi kes- yapistir yontemiyle, sik satir ve kiiciik
punto kullanarak basvuru formuna aktarmakta; bdylece incelenme siirecini bir eziyet
stirecine doniistiirebilmektedirler.

Bagvuru formlarinda gozlenen 6zensiz tutumlardan birisi de birbiriyle gelisen
aciklamalar yazilmasidir. Bu duruma ornek olarak, bagvuru formundaki ve onam
formundaki veya tez onerisindeki amag ifadelerinin birbiriyle tutarsiz olmasi; farkli
bagliklar altindaki agiklamalarin, &zellikle destekleyici kurulus, orneklem ya da
aragtirma kiimesi biiylikligi, verilerin toplanacagi alan gibi konulardaki
aciklamalarin ve sayilarin birbirinden farkli olmasi gésterilebilir.

Arastirma bashgi. Yaklasik olarak, her 10 diizeltmeden birisi arastirma basligi
ile ilgilidir. Arastirma basliklarinin, arastirma sinirhigini  yansitmiyor olmasi
okuyucular1 yaniltabilecek bir durum olarak goriildiigiinden dnceleri diizeltme nedeni
sayilmistir. Ancak zaman igerisinde bu degerlendirmeye, arastirmalarin sinirliginin
siirlik bagligi altinda agiklandigi, okuyucunun buraya bakabilecegi saviyla itirazlar
olmustur. Incelenen arastirmalarin neredeyse yarisindan ¢ogunun geldigi egitim
bilimleri enstitiisii de yaptigi bir diizenlemeyle, baslikta arastirmanin sinirligin
gosteren ifadelerin yer almamasii kararlastirmistir. Bu gelismelere bagli olarak,
kurul sonraki zamanda arastirma adlarmin genel olmasini bir diizeltme nedeni
saymaktan vazge¢cmistir.
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Arastirma siireglerinde nelerin yanilmaya ve yaniltmaya yol acabilecegi her
zaman belirgin bir bigimde goriilebilir degildir. Bu yilizden etik degerlendirmeler;
karsilagilan durumlardan dersler ¢ikarmayi, miizakereyi ve dolayisiyla 6grenmenin
stirekliligini gerektirmektedir. Bu baglamda arastirma bagliklarinin nasil olmasi
gerektiginin degil ama nasil olmamasi gerektiginin tartigilmasi yararl olabilir:
Bilindigi iizere her arastirma belli simirliklar icerir. Ornegin suyun 100 derecede
kaynadig1 bilgisi bugiin bir kanun niteligindedir ama bu bilgiyi ortaya koyan
aragtirmanin, deniz seviyesi ile sinirli olduguna dikkat etmeyen bir kimse suyun
Ankara ve Mersin’de ayni sicaklik degerinde kaynadigin diisiinerek yamlabilir. Ideal
olarak, boyle bir aragtirmanin baslig1 ‘suyun kaynama derecesi’ mi olmalidir, yoksa
‘suyun deniz seviyesinde kaynama derecesi’ mi? Etik degerlendirmeleri anlamli kilan
bu tiir dgretici sorularin arkasindan gitmek yararli olabilir. Ornegin bir ilcede gorev
yapan bes 6gretmenle yapilan bir aragtirmanin basliginda, ‘6gretmenlerin goriislerine
gore...” ifadesinin kullanilmasi, elde edilen sonuclarin Tiirkiye’deki biitiin
Ogretmenlerin gortsleriymis gibi algilanmasina yol acacak bir ¢agrisima sahip olmasi
nedeniyle okuyucu ig¢in kasitsiz bir yaniltma nedeni sayilir mi?

Aragtirma bagliklar ile amag ifadelerinin uyumsuzlugu da bir diizeltme nedeni
sayilmistir. Bu baglamda bazi arastirma bagliklarinin arastirmanin degiskenleriyle, bir
bagka deyisle konusuyla ilgisiz oldugu degerlendirilerek diizeltme istenmistir.
Bunlarin ¢ogunda, arastirmanin basgligi arastirmanin kapsamini daha dar olarak
gostermistir. Ornegin x degiskeninin z kiimesine nasil uygulanacagini tasarlamak,
tasarladig1 araci gelistirdikten sonra z kiimesine uygulamak ve uygulamanin sonucun
degerlendirmek isteyen bir aragtirma; basghgini, ‘x degiskeninin z kiimesine
uygulanmasinin sonuglar1’ olarak ifade edebilmekte ve araci tasarlamanin ve
uygulamanin aragtirma siireciyle ilgisinin olmadigt gibi yaniltici bir izlenimine yol
acabilmektedir.

Arastirma bashginda Ingilizce bir kavramin kullanilmasi, bir kez karsilagilmis
olsa da, etik bakimdan ilging bir &rnektir. Bu durum, o Ingilizce kavramin Tiirkce
karsiliginin olmamasindan ya da bilinmemesinden kaynaklanmis olabilir. Boyle bir
kavramsal dagarcik sorunuyla karsilasildiginda ne yapmak gerekir? Yabanci bir
kavrami1 oldugu gibi kullanmak segeneklerden biridir. Ama aragtirmanin adini ilgili
herkesin anlamasini gii¢lestirecek de bir tutumdur bu. Bir yabanci kavrami Tiirkge
alanyazina tanitan, sokan bir aragtirmacinin, o kavrama Tiirk¢e bir karsilik 6nermesi
de onun bir sorumlulugu sayilmali midir?

Yontem aciklamalarl. Yontem, bilimsel arastirmalarla iiretilen bilgilerin
denetlenebilir olmasini saglar. Bu yiizden bir bilgi kaynagi olarak bilimsel
arastirmalar1 diger bilgi kaynaklarindan ayiran temel yon, yontemdir. Boyle olmasina
karsin, incelenen basvurularin 2’sinde, formun yontem baslig1 altina, arastirmalarin
hangi yontem izlenerek yapilacagina iliskin aciklama eklenmedigi; 3 bagvuruda ise
aciklamalarin dogrudan yontemle degil, ele alinan konunun felsefi dayanaklari ile
ilgili oldugu goriilmistiir.
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Alanyazinda arastirma yontemlerinin adlandirilmasinda ve siniflandirilmasinda
farkliliklar vardir: Arastirma yontemleri tarama modelleri- deneysel modeller,
prospektif- retrospektif, nicel- nitel aragtirmalar gibi siniflara ayrilmakta; 6rnek olay/
durum c¢aligmasi, vaka incelemesi, eylem arastirmasi/ Ogretmen arastirmasi,
temellendirilmig kuram, katilimer gézlem, boylamsal- kesitsel aragtirmalar vb. gesitli
yontem adlar1 kullanilmaktadir. Arastirmanin yontemiyle ilgili bir adlandirma, insan
zihninde karsiligi bulunan bir ‘sembol’ islevi gérmekte ve arastirmaciya yol
gosterdigi gibi okuyucunun da ‘nasil’ sorusuna yanit olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmasinin
yontemini nasil adlandiracagi arastirmacinin bilgisine ve uygun gormesine gore
degisebilir. Anket yontemi veya korelasyon arastirmasi denildiginde de insan
zihninde yonteme iliskin sinirli bir anlam ¢agrigmaktadir; anket denilmesi
aragtirmalarda verilerin nasil toplanacagi, korelasyon denilmesi verilerin nasil
coziimlenecegi konusunda bir aydinlanmayr saglamaktadir. Ancak anket veya
korelasyon, birbirinden oldukg¢a farkli yontemler olan iligkisel tarama modellerinde
de eylem arastirmalarinda da kullanilabilir. Dolayisiyla arastirmacinin uygun
gormesine ve bilgisine de dayali olsa, yontem adinin en azindan alanyazinin
gesitliligine uygun olmasi beklenmektedir.

Bagvuru formunun kendisi de arastirma yontemleri konusunda bir karisikliga yol
aciyor olabilir: Bagvuru formunda, yine yontemin agiklamasiyla ilgili olan “Arastirma
Tiiri” basligi yer almaktadir. Buradaki birinci secenek ‘“Nicel Arastirmalar” alt
basligini, bunun karsiti gibi algilanan segenek ise “Gorgiil Arastirmalar” alt basligini
tagimaktadir. Gorgiill aragtirmalar kavrami genellikle ‘nitel arastirma’ olarak
anlagilmakta ve bu secenek satirina ya dogrudan nitel arastirma ya da nitel
arastirmalarin alt tiirlerinden biri yazilmaktadir. Oysa gorgiil arastirma esas olarak
empirik arastirmalar karsiligi kullanilir ve genellikle nicel veriler toplama
egilimindedir.

Deney ve kontrol gruplu ve/ veya ontest- sonteste dayali aragtirmalarin da yaygin
bicimde ‘deneysel arastirma’ olarak adlandirildigi goriilmektedir. Sosyal bilimlerde
bu tiir aragtirma desenleri yaygin olarak ‘deneysel arastirma’ olarak kabul edilse de
¢ogu aragtirmact bu kapsamdaki deney 6ncesi modelleri ve yari- deneysel modelleri
unutmus goziikkmektedirler. Bu tiir bir desene sahip arastirmalarin deneysel aragtirma
mi, eylem aragtirmast mi olarak adlandirilacagi konusunda da bir giliglik yasandigi
gozlenmektedir.

Evren, orneklem, arastirma kiimesi. Bagvuru formunun “Yontem” bagligi
altinda yer alan agiklamalarda evrene, 6rnekleme, arastirma kiimesine veya arastirma
belgelerine iliskin bilgiler verilmesi beklenmektedir. Ancak buradaki evren- 6rneklem
iligkisine iligkin agiklamalar pek ¢cok zaman diizeltme nedeni olabilmektedir. Ciinkii
bir evrenden veya caligma evreninden sozedildikten sonra Orneklemin -amaglt
ornekleme, maksimum ¢esitlilik 6rneklemesi, kartopu oOrnekleme, kolay
ulagilabilirlik 6rneklemesi gibi- nitel arastirmaya 6zgii 6rnekleme yaklasimlariyla
almacagmin belirtildigi goriilmektedir. Evren veya caligma evreni kavramiyla nitel
ornekleme yaklagimlarinin iligki iginde kullanildigi bu durum, diizeltme nedeni
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sayilmaktadir. Ciinkii evren- 6rneklem iliskisi bir temsiliyeti ¢agristirir ve dolayisiyla
bir evrenden bir 6rneklem alinacaksa, o drneklemin evreni temsiliyetini saglamak igin
hangi kosullarin gozetildiginin de kisaca agiklanmasi gerekir. Eger arastirma
sonuglarinin evrene genellenmesi sozkonusu degilse, bu durumda belki yine evrenden
s6z edilebilir ama arastirma sonuglarinin genellenebilirlik iddiasinin bulunmadig ve
bu ylizden bir arastirma kiimesi ile galisilacaginin da vurgulanmasi beklenir; ya da
daha kolayi, evren kavrami hi¢ kullanilmadan, aragtirmanin bir ¢aligma kiimesi
tizerinde yapilacagi belirtilebilir.

Veri toplama araci. Her ii¢ diizeltme isteminden birinin nedeni, veri toplama
araglarinda gozlenen bir eksikliktir. Bu sonucun da gosterdigi iizere, etik kurul
degerlendirmesinin  agirlik  noktasini  veri  toplama araglarinin  durumu
olusturmaktadir. Bu yiizden, veri toplamak amaciyla kullanilacak 6l¢egin, anketin,
acik uglu sorularin, bunlar son halini almamis bile olsalar, bagvuru formuna
eklenmesi; arastirmacinin  kendisi dahil, kimin tarafindan gelistirilmis veya
gelistirilmekte oldugunun belirtilmesi beklenmektedir. Kuskusuz veri toplama
araglar1 bu sayilanlardan ibaret degildir; kitap ve resim gibi yazili ve gorsel
uyaranlarin, oyun kartt ve benzerlerinin de olasi ise bir 6rneklerinin, degilse en
azindan bir fotograflarmin basvuruya eklenmesi, incelemeyi olanakli kilmak i¢in
gereklidir.

Onam formu. Arastirmaya katilacak, kendilerinden veri toplanacak olan
kisilerin her birinden arasgtirmaya goniillii olarak, kendi istengleriyle katildiklarini
belirttikleri bir belgeyi imzalamalar1 istenmektedir. Giderek ve 6zellikle Kovid-19
salgini stiresinde, verilerin internet araciligiyla toplanmasi yayginlagmakta; bu yiizden
onam belgelerinin imzalanmasi yerine onay kutusunun isaretlenmesinin kabul
edilmesi kaginilmaz olmaktadir.

Etik kurul sayfasinda aydinlanmig onam formunun bir 6rnegi bulunmaktadir.
Bazi aragtirmacilar bu formu oldugu gibi kendi arastirmalarina uyarlarken, bazilari
formu begenilerine gore yeniden olusturmaktadirlar. Her iki durumda da, onam
bilgilendirmesi i¢in gerekli olan;

a) arastirma amacinin,

b) arastirma siiresince denegin nasil bir islemle karsilasacaginin,
C) varsa olasi risklerin,

d) yaklasik olarak ne kadar zaman alacaginin,

e) veri toplama siirecinin herhangi bir asamasinda arastirmaya katilmaktan
vazgegmeye hakki oldugunun belirtilip belirtilmedigine bakilmakta ve
belirtilmisse onam kabul edilmektedir.

f)  Verilerini goriisme yoluyla toplayacak olanlardan, ses ve/veya goriinti
kaydir mu1 yapacaklarini yoksa yazili not mu alacaklarini onam formunda
belirtmeleri de beklenmektedir.
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g) Onam formu hazirlarken aragtirmacilarin, tek bir onam formunun yeterli
olup olmayacagma da dikkat etmeleri gerekmektedir. Aragtirmanin alt
kiimelerine ayr1 veri toplama araglari ve siiregleri uygulandiginda, bunlarin
her biri icin ayr1 birer onam formu hazirlamak gerekmektedir. Veriler 18
yasindan kiigiiklerden toplanacaksa, wvelileri i¢in bir onam formu
hazirlanmis olmasina bakilmakta; verilerin toplanacagi ¢ocuklar eger 12
yasindan biiyiik iseler, velilerinin yanisira kendileri ig¢in de onam formu
hazirlanmasi beklenmektedir.

Diger diizeltme nedenleri. Diger diizeltme nedenleri i¢inde en dikkate deger
goziikeni, dilimlemedir: Etik onay almak i¢in bagvurulan bir aragtirma tasarimina,
biitiiniiyle farkli oldugu degerlendirilen ikinci bir tasarim eklendigi goriilmiistiir. Bir
aragtirma tasarimi ise etigin temel ilkesi olan, ‘Once zarar verme’ ilkesine aykir
bulunmustur. Iki arastirmanin ise evrensel insan haklarina ve yasal diizenlemelere
aykirilik tasidigi diigiiniilmiistiir.

Bu degerlendirmeler bazi arastirmalarin etik kurul onayiyla yapilamayacagi
bi¢ciminde yorumlanabilir. Fakat hangi arastirmalarin yapilabilecegi, hangi
arastirmalarin yapilamayacagina, degil etik kurullarin, baska herhangi bir toplumsal
yapinin bile karar vermesi diisiiniilemez. Yukarida karsilagilanlara benzer durumlarda
arastirmanin yapilmasi agisindan asil sorun, arastirmanin tasariminda goriinmektedir.
Daha acik bir deyisle, bazi konular1 ele alirken, bazi insanlardan veri toplarken daha
6zenli ve daha incelikli olmaya gayret etmenin, kimseye zarar vermeden, insan
haklariyla ¢atismaya diigmeden bilgi iiretmeyi olanakli kilacak yollar1 bulmanin
gerektigi diigiiniilmektedir.

Sonug¢ ve Oneriler
Bu ornek olay ¢alismasinin ortaya koydugu lizere;

Aragtirma etik onay1 i¢in bagvuru bigimi, kurulun saglik sosyal veya fen bilimleri
etik kurulu olmasina gore farklilasmamaktadir; ayn1 bagvuru formuyla ve aym
belgelerle basvurulmaktadir. Bu durum formlarin doldurulmasinda ikilemlere
diistilmesine yol agabilmektedir.

Bu nedenle bagvuru formunun sosyal bilim aragtirmalarina dzgiilenmesinin ve
daha yalin hale getirilmesinin uygun olacag: diigiiniilmektedir.

Bilimsel arastirmalari tasarlarken bilim etigine konu olabilecek onlarca 6zgiin
durumla karsilasmak kaginilmazdir.

Bu yiizden bilim etiginin islevinin; a) arastirmacilar arastirmalarint daha 6zenli,
daha duyarli olarak tasarlamaya, b) etik kurul {iyelerini de arastirma tasarimlari
iizerinde diigliniim (reflection) yapmaya yoneltmek oldugu sdylenebilir.
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Arastirma tasarimlarinin daha 6zenli, daha duyarl tasarlanmasi ve incelenmesi;
aragtirma yeterligi yaninda yeterli zaman ayirmayi da gerektirir. Oysa etik kurul
iiyeligi 6gretim iiyeleri i¢in ciddi bir is ytikii artisina neden olmaktadir.

Etik kurul iyelerine bu artisin gerektirdi§i zaman saglanabilmelidir. Etik
kurullarin gorevi boyle siirecekse, zaman baskisint azaltacak ¢esitli ¢oziimler
diistiniilebilir: Etik kurullarin, is yiiklerinin goreli olarak daha az ama arastirma
deneyimlerinin daha yiiksek olacagi kabuliiyle, emeklilige yaklasmis goniilli
profesorlerden veya emeritus profesorlerden olusturulmasi bunlar arasinda sayilabilir.

Etik kurullarm ig yiikiiniin artigindaki en 6nemli nedenlerden birinin, diizeltme
istenmesi ve dolayisiyla ayni basvurunun tekrar ve tekrar incelenmesi oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Bunu 6nlemek i¢in etik kurullar tarafindan bagvurucular i¢in bir dogrulama
listesi (check list) olusturulabilir. Boylece 6zensiz bigimde, eksik bilgi ve belgeyle
yapilan bagvurular etik kurula gelmeden, sekreteryanin 6n incelemesine dayali olarak
iade edilebilir. Bu 6rnek olay arastirmasinin ‘diizeltme nedenleriyle ilgili bulgular’
kismindaki bilgiler i¢inde uygun goriilenlerden boyle bir dogrulama listesi olusturmak
icin yararlanilabilir. Ayrica zorunlu belgeler eklenmediginde bagvurunun
tamamlanmamis sayilarak ‘kabul edilmemesi’ yoluna gidilebilir.

Diizeltme nedenlerinin neler olduguna bakildiginda, hem bagvuru belgelerinin
hazirlanmasinda 6zensizlik fark edilmekte hem de yontemsel yanlislarin yanilmaya
yol agabilecegi konusundaki duyarligin eksik oldugu akla gelmektedir: Arastirma
adinin veya orneklem biiyiikligiiniin ayn1 bagvuruda farkli farkli yazilmasi, bagvuru
belgelerinin hazirlanmasindaki 6zensizlige bir drnek olarak verilebilir. Bir evren-
orneklem iligskisi kuruldugunda, orneklemin evreni temsil yeterliginin nasil
saglanacaginin agiklanmamasi, anket veya 6lcek maddelerindeki anlatim bozukluklar
da yontemsel duyarlik eksikligine 6rnek gosterilebilir.

Yonteme iliskin duyarlik eksiginin olasi nedenlerinden biri arastirma kiiltiiriine
yeterince 6nem verilmemesi olabilir. Bir lisansiistii egitim veya akademik kariyer,
kisinin yalnizca bir bilgi alaninda uzmanlik elde etmesi anlamina gelmez; bu
uzmanliga, ayni diizeyde bilimsel arastirmada uzmanlik yeterligi de eslik etmelidir.
Akademisyenligin bu ikinci bilesenine iilkemizde az 6nem verildigi konusunun
alanyazinda oldukga fazla vurgulandigi bilinmektedir.

Arastirma yontemleri konusundaki her diizeltme isteminin arastirmalarda
gecikmeye, arastirmacilarda engellenme duygusuna yol actig1 gdzlenmektedir.

Bu durumda yanilma (6zensiz veya disiplinsiz arastirma) olasiligin1 en aza
indirmek sorumlulugu biitiinliyle aragtirmaciya (ve varsa danigmanina) birakilabilir.
Birakilmalidir da. Etik kurullar bu durumda anlamli iki iglev iistlenebilirler:

-Bunlardan birisi, arasgtirmacilarin etik bakimdan tereddiide diistiikleri
durumlarda onlara danigsmanlikta bulunmak ve bdylece bilim eti§i normlarin
gelismesine katki yapmak olabilir.
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-Bir digeri de diizenli araliklarla, tamamlanmig arastirmalardan yansiz 6rnekler
alarak etik bakimdan incelemek ve saptadigi olasi etik aykiriliklari, aragtirmacilarin
tekrarlamamasi i¢in, arastirmacitya ve arastirmalarin kendisine gondermede
bulunmadan bilim kamuoyuyla paylagmak olabilir.

Etik kurullarin varolan isleyisi, canli varliklar {izerinde yapilan arastirmalara
yogunlasmis gdziikmektedir.

Oysaki belgeler, ¢opler, kamyon yazilari, hipotetik veriler gibi cansiz varliklar
da arastirmalara konu olmaktadir ve bilim etiginin disinda tutulmalarinin nedeni
anlagilabilir degildir. Bu tiir arastirmalar i¢in de etik normlar gelistirilebilir ve boylece
bilim etiginin tiim bilimsel arastirmalar1 kapsamasi olanakli olabilir.
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