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Teacher training undergraduate programs are of great importance in the training of qualified and
well-equipped teachers. Within the scope of this research, 1998, 2006 and 2018 music education
undergraduate programs were examined in line with the content of the field education, vocational
knowledge, general culture courses and the opinions of the instructors. In this research, which
aims to examine the 1998, 2006 and 2018 Council of Higher Education (YOK) music teaching
programs, qualitative method was followed and case study model was used. The study group of
the research consists of academicians who provide education within the 1998, 2006 and 2018
YOK music education programs and have a command of all three programs. Of these academics,
20 were contacted via e-mail and phone, and 11 academicians volunteered to participate in
the study. The data obtained in terms of instructor opinions were analyzed by content analysis
technique. Based on the findings of the research, it was concluded that the content knowledge,
vocational knowledge and general culture courses of the 1998, 2006 and 2018 curricula differed
in terms of course hours, course periods and number of courses, and that the 2018 curriculum
was insufficient in terms of field education courses compared to the 1998 and 2006 curriculum.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the most important roles of education is to contribute
to the development and progress of countries in the fields of
science, art, culture and technology. “One of the basic el-
ements required for a country to be in developed country
status is to have an education system that meets the needs
of the society” (Kara et al., 2018, p. 1068). For this reason,
the quality of education is among the main goals in Turkey
as well as in the countries that have kept it high and in ac-
cordance with today’s conditions. The quality of educa-
tion provided in schools is directly related to the quality of
pre-service education received by teachers (Ballantyne and
Packer, 2004). In this process, the main element that plays
a role in determining the quality and quality of education
is teacher and teacher training. According to the Council of
Higher Education (YOK, 2007) teacher training has been
on the agenda since the foundation of the republic. With
the establishment of the Council of Higher Education with
the 1982 Constitution in our country, teacher training pro-
grams affiliated to the Ministry of National Education were
included in the structure of universities. Institutions such
as higher education schools and educational institutes have
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tried to create a standard model by structuring the teacher
training programs affiliated to them within the faculties of
education/educational sciences and the education colleges
that have been transformed into four-year education facul-
ties (Akdemir, 2013; YOK, 2018). Among these changing
systems, the issue of training qualified teachers has always
remained up-to-date and necessary. There is no doubt that
qualified teacher training education programs are necessary
for the training of qualified teachers. Likewise, as stated
by Giiler, “Increasing the quality of education can be done
by implementing qualified education programs. Therefore,
training programs should be prepared in accordance with the
requirements of the age” (2022, p. 2). Varis (1997) defines
the education program as all activities organized by an ed-
ucational institution for individuals and carried out for the
purposes of national education and the institution. Demirel
(2021, p. 4) defines it as “the learning experiences mecha-
nism provided to the learner through planned activities at
school and outside the school”. The curriculum is a program
aimed at acquiring knowledge and skills for the purposes of
the education program and within the framework of a specif-
ic plan (Varis, 1997).
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Since the transfer of teacher training to universities, reg-
ulations have been made many times regarding teacher train-
ing undergraduate programs. Updates/improvements are
made to teacher training programs within universities due to
the requirements of the age and the emergence of new needs
from the day they are structured to the present day. YOK
(2018) explains the general reasons for the updates made
in teacher training undergraduate programs as; the fact that
many years have passed since the programs, the needs and
demands that differ from today, the necessity of structuring
courses for field education and teaching vocational knowl-
edge courses, the training of socially and culturally equipped
teachers; and bases the changes made in teacher training
programs on the training of more qualified and equipped
teachers. It was stated that the updated teacher training un-
dergraduate programs were prepared in three stages. These
are the process of creating program development commis-
sions, performing field scanning and updating the program.
In this process, it was stated that for each undergraduate
program, a separate commission was created for teaching
profession knowledge and general culture courses with com-
missions consisting of three or five members, including ed-
ucation programs and education-area trainers (YOK, 2018;
Ulubey and Basaran, 2019).

Within the scope of the program, which was started to
be used in 1998, special teaching methods were focused on,
and both content knowledge and teaching formation cours-
es increased and expanded. In this program, it is stated in
the reports published by the Council of Higher Education
that there is no specific standard in subjects such as content,
number of courses and credits, when the courses are exam-
ined, there is no stepwise and complementary logical rela-
tionship between the courses, theoretical courses are given
more weight than other courses, and applied courses are ne-
glected. In 2006, the disrupted parts in the 1997-1998 regu-
lation were discussed and tried to be revised. Accordingly,
arrangements were made in vocational science courses and
the number of courses and credits given increased compared
to the previous program. In the update of 2006, the ratio
of some general culture courses removed in the regulation
made in 1997 was increased, 50-60% of them were distrib-
uted as field knowledge, 25-30% of them were distributed
as vocational knowledge and 15-20% of them were distrib-
uted as general culture courses. Considering the modern de-
velopments in the fields of educational sciences and teacher
training and the structural changes in the Turkish education
system, the needs and demands of the society, it was stat-
ed that the faculties of education should be restructured
in terms of department and department and teacher train-
ing undergraduate programs should be updated again. The
relevant programs, which started to be implemented since
the 2006-2007 academic year, were updated again in 2018.
As a result of the evaluations, it was stated that the cours-
es for field education and teaching vocational knowledge
courses should be reviewed and revised and these courses
should be emphasized in the programs. Programs; Teaching
Profession General Competencies and Teacher Strategy, 10.
Development Plan, MEB 2015-2019 Strategic Plan, Turkey

Higher Education Qualifications Framework Teacher
Training and Educational Sciences Field Competences, it
was stated that it is important to comply with official doc-
uments such as the reopening of quality and accreditation
studies in faculties of education, adaptation to the Bologna
process in the field of European higher education and the
need to create common core programs in parallel with the
developments in the world. With this program, teaching
vocational knowledge courses were 35%; general culture
courses were 15-20% and field education courses were 45-
50% (YOK, 1998; 2007; 2018). In teacher training under-
graduate programs, three types of content courses are given
to teacher candidates throughout the education process.
These are teaching vocational knowledge, field knowledge
and general culture courses. Kiigiikkahmet (2007) explains
the three content courses as follows;

Teaching profession knowledge: These are the courses
that answer the questions of “Who, why, where, how should
the teacher candidate be taught?”’

Field knowledge: They are courses that provide deep and
extensive field knowledge about the field of teaching.

General culture: Lessons that give the general culture
that will help to place small knowledge, phenomenon and
event categories in a large structure.

“These three contents, which constitute the skeleton of
teacher training programs, were included as “field and field
education”, “teaching vocational knowledge”, “general cul-
ture” in the 2006 curriculum, while they were included as
“field education”, “vocational knowledge”, “general culture”
in the 2018 curriculum” (Akarsu et al., 2020 p.26). When the
literature related to teacher training undergraduate programs
is examined, it is seen that various studies have been car-
ried out in different branches. Kaymakc1 (2012), Tokcan and
Tangiilii (2019), Sahin (2020), Akarsu et al. (2020), Tonga
(2020) social studies undergraduate program, Yaman (2018),
Celik and Kasap (2019) English teaching undergraduate
program, Bozpolat and Tanriverdioglu (2020) and Zelyurt
(2021) preschool teaching undergraduate program, Dagtekin
and Zorluoglu (2019), Ardug et al. (2020) science teaching
undergraduate program, Deregozii (2020) German teaching
undergraduate program, Yurdakal (2018) classroom teach-
ing undergraduate program, Coban (2010) Turkish teaching
undergraduate program, Demir et al. (2021) primary mathe-
matics undergraduate program have been examined by com-
paring the previously used programs within the framework
of course contents and hours. Karakaya et al. (2020), Ozmen
(2019), Stebler and Aykag (2019) presented the general eval-
uation of the new program updated in 2018. Sagdic (2020)
examined the geography teaching undergraduate program
in terms of field knowledge, general culture and pedagogy
courses, while Aran and Derman (2020) examined the 2018
science teaching undergraduate program in terms of science
competencies of different countries. Karabacak (2022) ex-
amined the revision process of the classroom teaching un-
dergraduate program.

One of the undergraduate programs that are being reg-
ulated within the faculties of education is music teaching
undergraduate programs. Music teaching programs, which
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were partially autonomously developed by universities be-

fore 1998, were renewed and reduced to a model based on

the reasons published by the Council of Higher Education.

The general outline of this process has been formed by

throwing out, partially changing or expanding certain

points of the programs being implemented and adding new
courses. The position and programs of music teaching ed-
ucation in the faculties of education were changed in the

1998-99 academic year and the faculties of education were

transformed into music education departments and the

practice of the renewed program was started by combining
the painting-work education department under the name of

“fine arts education department” (Kalyoncu, 2005). Ugan

(2018, p. 73) explains the music education program as

“the pre-designed plan of the ‘music education’ process

and the view of this plan in practice”. Sarag (2006, p. 113)

explains the importance of music curriculum in music

education by explaining that “the most important branch
of music education program is music curriculum”. For

Ugan (2018), the main elements of music teaching

programs are divided into six as goals, target behaviors,

content-topics, teaching situations, testing-measuring
situations and evaluation procedures.

When the literature on music teaching undergraduate
programs is examined, it is seen that Bozkaya (2000) first
examined the 1998 music teaching undergraduate program
in terms of content. Kalyoncu (2004) examined the relation-
ship between the music teaching undergraduate program
and basic music teacher competencies and investigated the
reasons for the revision of the music teaching undergrad-
uate program in 2005. Gokge (2019) examined the music
teaching undergraduate program in line with the opinions of
students, music teachers and faculty members. Oztiirk and
Bulut (2021) examined the vocational knowledge courses
in music teaching undergraduate programs applied between
1998-2018. However, when the relevant literature is exam-
ined, no study has been found in which 1998, 2006 and 2018
programs are discussed in terms of program elements. For
this reason, it is important to examine the programs in terms
of content, course distributions and instructor opinions be-
cause of the changes made.

Based on this purpose, within the scope of the study,
1998, 2006 and 2018 music education undergraduate pro-
grams were researched in line with the program elements
and the opinions of the instructors. The main research ques-
tion of this research was determined as “What is the evalua-
tion of 1998, 2006 and 2018 music education undergraduate
programs in terms of program elements?”

In line with this main question, answers to the following
questions were sought:

1. What are the course distributions of 1998, 2006 and
2018 music education undergraduate programs?

2. What is the appearance of 1998, 2006 and 2018 music
education undergraduate programs in terms of field edu-
cation courses?

3.  What is the appearance of 1998, 2006 and 2018 music
education undergraduate programs in terms of general
culture courses?

4.  What is the appearance of 1998, 2006 and 2018 music
education undergraduate programs in terms of vocation-
al knowledge courses?

5. What are the opinions of the instructors regarding the
1998, 2006 and 2018 music education undergraduate
programs?

METHOD
The Model of the Research

Karasar defines the model as “the representative of a sys-
tem”. Models are simpler than the system they represent.
The model is a representative of an “ideal” environment
and is a summary of the real situation including only the
variables that are considered “important” (Karasar, 2009,
p. 76). In this study, which aims to examine the 1998, 2006
and 2018 YOK Music Teaching Undergraduate Programs,
the case study model, one of the qualitative research meth-
ods, was used. “Qualitative research focuses the sweat of
quantitative research on ‘cause-and-effect’, ‘how much’
and ‘numerical relationships’ on the question of ‘why’ and
‘how’. Qualitative research is used more when an explana-
tion is needed rather than a yes or no answer to a question”
(Ocak and Olur, 2019, p. 19). Mcmillan defines case study
as a method in which one or more events, environments,
programs, social groups or other interconnected systems are
examined in depth (Tiirkmen, 2022, p. 80). “Case studies are
used in researches to define and see the details that make up
an event, to develop possible explanations about an event
and to evaluate an event” (Biiyiikoztiirk et al. 2010, quoting
from Borg and Gall, p. 273).

Data Collection

Document analysis and interview method, one of the qualita-
tive research designs, were used in the data collection phase
of the study. The contents of the 1998, 2006 and 2018 YOK
Music Teaching Undergraduate Programs were examined
by document analysis method and the data were obtained.
The data related to the 5" sub-problem of the research were
collected by interview method. Based on the contents of the
YOK programs, a pool of 9 questions was created by the
researchers, including the achievements related to the pro-
grams, content, learning teaching and evaluation dimensions.
The generated question pool was presented to the opinion of
a program development expert and a measurement and eval-
uation expert and reduced to 5 questions, and 2 questions
were detailed. The revised form is ready for implementation.

Document review involves the analysis of written ma-
terials containing information about the phenomenon or
phenomena to be investigated (Yildirim and Simsek, 2008,
p. 187). The interview method is the study conducted by
talking to the person or group concerned mutually, asking
questions and recording the information received (Arikan,
2007, p. 112). Interviews are divided into different types ac-
cording to the characteristics and accessibility of the data. In
this study, “structured interview method”, one of the inter-
view types, was used. In structured interviews, the questions
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of the researchers are ready and sequential in advance. This
method allows faster coding and analysis of the data, ease
of measurement and comparison with the scope of the re-
search. Contrary to the self-administered survey method, it
provides the interviewer with the opportunity to answer the
questions of the source person when needed (Biiyiikoztiirk,
etal., 2010, p. 163).

Working group

While determining the working group to be interviewed for
the 5" sub-problem of the research, academics who gave
training in all three of the 1998, 2006 and 2018 YOK Music
Teaching Programs and had a good command of the program
were determined. Twenty of these academicians were reached
by e-mail and telephone, and 11 of the reached academicians
volunteered to participate in the study. Information about the
study group of the research is given in Table 1.

Analysis of Data

In order to analyze the data in the research, the “program re-
view form” created by the researchers was used to examine
the 1998, 2006 and 2018 YOK Music Teaching undergrad-
uate programs. In this form, each program was examined in
terms of achievement, content, learning, teaching and eval-
uation, and the results of the examination were presented to
three field experts to provide competence and activity. In the
study, the data obtained by the interview method were pro-
vided through face-to-face interviews and Zoom. During the
interviews, audio recordings were taken with the permission
of the participants and the audio recordings obtained were
dictated and transferred to the digital environment. Content
analysis technique was used to analyze the dictated data and
their frequencies were determined and tabulated under the
relevant categories. The sample instructor opinion for each
category is indicated by the Instructor Number (IN1, IN2,
etc.) under the relevant table. In order to increase the reliabil-
ity of the research, the method of coding the data proposed by
Biiyiikoztiirk et al. (2010, p. 265) was used by all research-
ers. Each researcher coded the audio recordings obtained
from the instructors separately, and then these codings were

Table 1. Instructors in the working group

University where the Instructor Serves Title

Ankara Miizik ve Giizel Sanatlar University Prof. Dr.
Gazi University Prof. Dr.
Gazi University Prof. Dr.
Uludag University Prof. Dr.
Trabzon University Prof. Dr.

Assoc. Prof. Dr.
Assoc. Prof. Dr.
Assoc. Prof. Dr.

Assistant Professor

Bolu Abant izzet Baysal University
Harran University
Atatiirk University
Erzincan Binali Yildirim University
Trabzon University Doctoral Lecturer

Agr1 Tbrahim Cecen University Lecturer

compared and consistency was checked. The opinions of
three field experts on these codes and themes were taken and
necessary arrangements were made in line with these opin-
ions. The reliability of the study was calculated with Miles
and Huberman’s (1994) Reliability Formula = Consensus/
Consensus + Disagreement formula. The reconciliation rate
was found to be 89%. The codes and themes created were
presented to three field experts, a measurement and evalu-
ation expert and a program development expert, and nec-
essary arrangements were made according to the feedback
received.

Limitations

Among the music education undergraduate programs exam-
ined within the scope of the research, the 1998 and 2018 pro-
grams are divided into compulsory and elective courses, and
the 2006 program is only included as a package program as
compulsory courses. Since the programs do not have a stan-
dard in compulsory and elective courses and every universi-
ty is autonomous in elective courses, elective courses were
not included in the research, and the findings were obtained
only through the compulsory courses of three programs.

FINDINGS

Findings and Comments on the 1st Research Question

Table 2 shows the course distributions of Music education
undergraduate programs in 1998, 2006 and 2018.

Elective courses in the programs are not included in this
study as they may differ in each school. There are 9 hours
of elective courses in the 1998 program and their types are
not specified in the program. There are 32 hours of elective
courses in the 2018 program, including 12 hours of field ed-
ucation, 12 hours of vocational knowledge and 8 hours of
general culture, and there are no elective courses in the 2006
program. According to Table 2. when the number of cours-
es is compared according to the programs, it is 2006, 2018,
1998, respectively. The highest number of courses is in the
2006 program. The curriculum in which field education
courses are most intense is the 2006 curriculum. In the 2018
curriculum, the rate of field education courses decreased
compared to other programs. In the 2006 curriculum, gener-
al culture courses are higher than other programs and voca-
tional science courses are lower than other programs. When
the ratio of vocational courses is examined, it is seen that the
highest number of courses is in the 2018 program. When the
course hours are examined, the 2006 program has the high-
est number of course hours with 201 hours of lessons. This
is followed by the 1998 and 2018 programs, respectively.
When the theoretical hours of the courses are examined, they
are listed as 2006, 1998 and 2018 programs according to the
high and low.

Findings and Comments on the 2nd Research Question

Table 3 summarizes the field courses in music teaching un-
dergraduate programs in 1998, 2006 and 2018.
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Table 2. Course distributions of 1998, 2006 and 2018 Music education undergraduate programs

1998 Program 2006 Program 2018 Program
T P Hour % NoL T P Hour % NoL T U Hour % NoL
Field Education 75 28 103 61 42 72 56 128 64 62 51 32 83 56 40
Vocational Knowledge 24 24 48 28 11 28 14 42 21 12 32 12 44 30 16
General Culture 16 2 18 11 7 25 6 31 15 12 18 2 20 14 8
Total 115 54 169 100 60 125 76 201 100 86 101 46 147 100 64
*T: Theoretical, P: Practice, NoL: Number of Lessons
Table 3. Field courses in music teaching undergraduate programs in 1998, 2006 and 2018
1998 2006 2018 C
1% semester ~ Music Theory Musical Hearing, Western Music 3
and Hearing Reading, Writing | Theory and
Education 1 Practice 1
Piano [ Piano [ Piano Education 1 1
Individual Individual Individual 1
Instrument Instrument 1 Instrument
Training | Training 1
Individual Voice Individual Voice Voice Training | 1
Training | Training |
School School Instruments I
Instruments [ (Guitar, baglama, flute)
Culture of Music
2" semester  Music Theory Musical Hearing, Western Music 3
and Hearing Reading, Writing 11 Theory and
Education II Practice 2
Piano 11 Piano 11 Piano Education 2 1
Individual Individual Individual 1
Instrument Instrument II Instrument
Training 11 Training 2
Individual Voice Individual Voice Voice Training 2 1
Training II Training 1T
School School Instruments II
Instruments 11 (Guitar, baglama, flute)
Choir I
General Music Culture of Music 2
History
3 semester ~ Music Theory Musical Hearing, Music Learning 2
and Hearing Reading, Writing 111 and Teaching
Education III Approaches
Piano III Piano III
Individual Individual Individual 1
Instrument Instrument 111 Instrument
Training II1 Training 3
Collective Voice Individual Voice
Training | Training II1
Choir 1T Polyphonic 2
Choir 1
Harmony - Harmony and 2
Counterpoint - Accompaniment 1
Accompaniment I
Traditional Turkish Turkish Folk 2
Folk Music Music Theory

and Practice 1

(Contd...)
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Table 3. (Continued)

1998

T*

2006

2018

4™ semester

5™ semester

School
Instruments 111

Piano IV

Individual
Instrument
Training IV

Collective Voice
Training II

Music History

Electronic
Keyboard Training

School Band

Piano V

Individual
Instrument
Training V

Choir I

Orchestra/Chamber
Music 1

Turkish Folk Music

Accompaniment
(Corepetition)

Current/Popular
Music

Music Culture

School Instruments
III (Guitar, baglama,
flute)

Turkish Music
History

Musical Hearing,
Reading, Writing IV
Piano IV

Individual
Instrument IV

Individual Voice
Training IV

Choir 111

Harmony -
Counterpoint -
Accompaniment II
Traditional Turkish
Folk Music Practice

Electronic Keyboard
Training

Musical Hearing,
Reading, Writing V
Piano V

Individual
Instrument V

Harmony -
Counterpoint -
Accompaniment I11

Choir IV

Orchestra/Chamber
Music 1

Traditional Turkish
Classical Music

Playing
Accompaniment

Educational Music
Repertoire

Current and Popular
Music

Baglama
Education 1

Western Music
History

Music Teaching
Programs

Individual
Instrument
Training 4

Polyphonic
Choir 2

Harmony and

Accompaniment 2

Turkish Folk
Music Theory
and Practice 2
Baglama
Education 1
Turkish Music
History

Individual
Instrument
Training 5

Turkish Folk
Music Choir 1
Orchestra/
Chamber
Music 1

Turkish Classical

Music Theory
and Practice 1

Guitar
Training and

Accompaniment 1

—

(Contd...)
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Table 3. (Continued)
1998 T* P 2006 2018 T C
6™ semester Musical Hearing,
Reading, Writing VI
Piano VI 2 Piano VI
Individual 1 Individual Individual 1 1
Instrument Instrument VI Instrument
Training VI Training 6
Harmony - Guitar 1 1
Counterpoint - Training and
Accompaniment [V Accompaniment 2
Choir II 1 2 Choir V Turkish Folk 1 2
Music Choir 2
Orchestra/Chamber 2 2 Orchestra/Chamber Orchestra/ 1 2
Music 11 Music 11 Chamber
Music 2
Turkish Classical 2 0 Traditional Turkish Turkish Classical 1 2
Music Art Music Practice Music Theory
and Practice 2
Instrument School Music 2 2
Maintenance and Repertoire
Repair Information
Music Forms
7" semester Piano VII
Individual 1 0 Individual Individual 1 1
Instrument Instrument VII Instrument
Training VII Training 7
Choir 111 1 2 Choir VI Turkish Classical 1 2
Music Choir 1
Orchestra/Chamber 2 2 Orchestra/Chamber Orchestra/ 1 2
Music 11T Music 11T Chamber Music
3
Turkish Music
Polyphony
Special Teaching
Methods 11
Game, Dance and 2 0 Game, Dance and Orff Instruments 2 2
Music Music
8" semester  Choir and 1 2 Choir and Conducting Turkish Classical 1 2
Conducting Music Choir 2
Orchestra/Chamber 1 2 Orchestra/ Orchestra/ 1 2
Music and Chamber Music and Chamber Music
Conducting Conducting 4
Individual Instrument
and Teaching
General Approaches
in Preschool Music
Education
Composing 2 2 Composing

Educational Music

Individual 1 0
Instrument
Training VII

Educational Music

Piano and Teaching

*T: Theoretical, P: Practice, C: Credit
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When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that the course,
which was included as Music Theory and Hearing Education
in the 1998 curriculum for the first 3 semesters as 6 hours
(4 hours theory + 2 hours practice), was included as a total
of 6 semesters in the 2006 curriculum, 4 hours in the first 4
semesters (2 hours theory + 2 hours practice), and 2 hours in
the 5" and 6" semesters. The course, which was included as
Western Music Theory and Practice 1-2 in the 2018 curricu-
lum, was reduced to 4 hours (2 hours theory + 2 hours prac-
tice). It is seen that Turkish Folk Music Theory and Practice
1-2 and Turkish Art Music Theory and Practice 1-2 cours-
es, which were not included in other programs, were added
to the 2018 curriculum. The course, which was named as
Piano in the 1998 and 2006 programs, was changed to Piano
Education in the 2018 program. The first 6 semesters of the
1998 program, 2 hours of theoretical piano lesson was rear-
ranged to be 1-hour theory by upgrading to the first 7 semes-
ters in the 2006 program. In the 2018 program, this course
was reduced to 1 hour only in the first 2 semesters. 1 hour in
the semester is theoretically included. It is seen that the rel-
evant course is not included in the 1998 and 2018 programs.
The course, which is included in the 1998, 2006 and 2018
programs with the name of Individual Instrument Training,
is given theoretically for 1 hour for 8 semesters in the 1998
program, while the first 7 semesters are included theoreti-
cally for 1 hour in the 2006 and 2018 programs. The course
named Individual Instrument and Teaching was added theo-
retically for 1 hour to the 8" semester of the 2006 program.
It is seen that the relevant course is not included in the 1998
and 2018 programs. The course included in the Individual
Voice Education title in the 1998 and 2006 programs was
changed to Voice Education in the 2018 program. While the
relevant course was given as 2 hours theory in the 1% and
2" semesters in 1998 program, 1 hour was given theoret-
ically in the 1*, 2", 3™ and 4" semesters in 2006 program.
In the 2018 programs, it is seen that the course hour is re-
duced to 1 hour as in the 1* and 2" semesters. Mass Voice
Education 1-2 course, which is included as 3 hours (1-hour
theory + 2 hours practice) in the 3" and 4" semesters of 1998
program, is not included in the 2006 and 2018 programs.
The course, which is called School Instruments in the 1998
program and School Instruments (Guitar-Baglama- Flute) in
the 2006 program, is given as the first 3 semesters in both
programs, while it is theoretically included in the 1998 pro-
gram for 2 hours, it is practically included in the 2006 pro-
gram for 2 hours. It is seen that this course is not included
in the 2018 program, but there is only one course on the ed-
ucation of the baglama instrument among the guitar, bagla-
ma and flute instruments taught under the name of School
Instruments in other programs. In the 3™ and 4" semesters
of the 2018 program, 1 hour theoretically included Baglama
Education lesson. The course, which was named as Choir in
the 1998 and 2006 programs, was changed to Polyphonic
Choir in the 2018 program. While the course was given as
3 hours (1 hour theoretical + 2 hours practice) in the 5%,
6" and 7" semesters of the program in 1998 program, the
2006 program was given as 2 hours practice in the 2" se-
mester, 4 hours (2 hours theoretical + 2 hours practice) in the
3™ and 4" semesters, 3 hours (1 hour theoretical + 2 hours

practice) in the 5" and 6™ semesters, and 4 hours (2 hours
theoretical + 2 hours practice) in the 7" semester. When the
2018 program is examined, it is seen that the Polyphonic
Choir course is included as 3 hours (1 hour theoretical +
2 hours practice) in the 1* and 2™ semesters of the pro-
gram. It is not included in the 3 hours (1 hour theoretical +
2 hours practice) in the 8" semester of the 1998 program,
and in the 8" semester of the 2006 program as 2 hours ap-
plied place and in the 2018 program. It is seen that Turkish
Folk Music Choir 1-2 courses, which are not included in the
other two programs, are included in the 5" and 6™ semes-
ters of the 2018 program as 3 hours (1 hour theoretical +
2 hours practice), and Turkish Art Music Choir 1-2 cours-
es, which are included in the 7" and 8" semesters of the
program with the same hour, are added to this program. In
the 5%, 6" and 7" semesters of the 1998, 2006 programs, the
course under the name Orchestra/Chamber Music in the 5%,
6", 7™ and 8™ semesters of the 2018 program is included as
4 hours (2 hours theoretical + 2 hours practice) in the 1998
program, 3 hours (1 hour theoretical + 2 hours practice) in
the 2006 and 2018 programs. The course under Orchestra/
Chamber Music and Management, which is included as
3 hours (1 hour theory + 2 hours practice) in the 8™ semes-
ter of the 1998 and 2006 programs, is not included in the
2018 program. The Accompanying (Corepetition) course,
which takes place theoretically for 1 hour in the 5" semester
of the 1998 program, takes place theoretically for 2 hours
in the 3%, 4% 5% and 6" semesters of the 2006 program. In
addition, it is seen that the 2006 program has 2 hours of
practical Accompanying course in the 5" semester. In the
2018 program, it is seen that the course called Harmony
and Accompaniment is in the 3 and 4% semesters of the
program and is reduced to 2 hours. In addition, it is seen
that the course titled Guitar Training and Accompaniment,
which is not included in other programs, takes place theo-
retically for 1 hour in the 5" and 6" semesters of the 2018
program. While 3 hours in the 5" semester of the 1998
program are theoretically included in the 1998, 2006 and
2018 programs, 2 hours in the 1* semester of the 2006 pro-
gram is given theoretically, and the 2018 program is in the
2" semester and 2 hours theoretically. It is seen that only
the courses named Turkish Folk Music, Turkish Art Music,
School Band, Music History included in the 1998 curric-
ulum are not included in the 2006 and 2018 curriculum.
It is seen that the courses named Instrument Maintenance
Repair Knowledge, Music Forms, General Music History,
Traditional Turkish Folk Music, Traditional Turkish Folk
Music Practice, Traditional Turkish Art Music, Traditional
Turkish Art Music Practice, Turkish Music History, Turkish
Music Multiple Voicing, Special Teaching Methods, General
Approaches in Preschool Music Education, which are only
included in the 2006 program, are not included in the
1998 and 2018 programs. It is seen that the courses named
Music Learning and Teaching Approaches, Music Teaching
Programs, Western Music History, Orff Instruments, which
are not included in the 1998 and 2006 programs, are includ-
ed in the 2018 program.
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Findings and Comments on the 3" Research Question

Table 4 shows the general culture courses in music education
undergraduate programs 1998, 2006, 2018.

When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that the course con-
tents are similar in all three programs. Foreign Language I-11
courses were theoretically included in the 1998 and 2006
curricula for three hours, while they were reduced to two
hours in the 2018 curriculum. Turkish I: Written Expression
and Turkish II: Oral Expression courses are theoretical-
ly available for two hours with the same name and course
hours in 1998 and 2006. In 2018, the name of this course
was simplified as Turkish Language 1-2 and the course hours
were increased to three. Atatiirk’s Principles and History of
Turkish Revolution courses are theoretically seen in all three
programs for three hours, two semesters each. The computer
course is included in the 1998 program as four hours (2 the-
ories + 2 practices), one semester, and the course hours re-
mained the same in the 2006 program by dividing it into
two semesters as Computer I-II. In the 2018 program, the
name of the relevant course was changed to Information
Technologies and the course hours were reduced to three. In
addition, general culture courses started to be held through
distance education in 2018 and became permanent during
the pandemic period. It can be said that this situation allows

students to devote more time to their fields. Unlike the 1998
and 2018 programs, the 2006 program includes two hours of
Philosophy, two hours of Turkish Education History, three
hours (1-hour theory + 2 hours practice) of Community
Service Practices and two hours of Scientific Research
Methods courses. In addition, there were some music cours-
es in the 2006 program, which were stated as general culture
courses by the Council of Higher Education. These courses
were evaluated as field education courses within the scope
of this study.

Findings and Comments on the 4™ Research Question

The information on vocational courses in 1998, 2006, 2018
music education undergraduate programs is presented in
Table 5.

When Table 5 is examined, it is seen that the course,
which was theoretically included in the 1998 curriculum as
Introduction to Teaching Profession for three hours, was in-
cluded in the 2006 curriculum as Introduction to Educational
Science and the same course time. In the 2018 curriculum,
the course, which was changed as Introduction to Education,
was included in the theoretical two hours. The course, which
was named Development and Learning in the 1998 program,

Table 4. General culture courses in music education undergraduate programs 1998, 2006, 2018

1998 T P C 2006 T P C 2018 T P C
1 Semester  Atatiirk’s Principles 2 0 0 Atatiirk’s Principles 2 0 2 Atatiirk’s Principles
and History of Turkish and History of and History of Turkish
Revolution I Turkish Revolution I Revolution 1
Foreign Language I 3 Foreign Language | Foreign Language 1
Turkish I: Written 2 2 Turkish I: Written 2 Turkish Language 1
Expression Expression
Philosophy 2 0 2 Information
Technologies
2" Semester  Atatlirk’s Principles 2 0 0 Atatiirk’s 2 0 2 Atatiirk’s Principles
and History of Turkish Principles and and History of Turkish
Revolution II History of Turkish Revolution 2
Revolution II
Foreign Language II 3 Foreign Language II Foreign Language 2
Turkish II: Oral 2 Turkish II: Oral Turkish Language 2
Expression Expression
3 Semester ~ Computer 2 2 3 Computerl 3
4% Semester Computer 1T
History of Turkish 2
Education
5% Semester
6™ Semester
7™ Semester Community Service 1 2 2
Practices
Scientific Research 2 0 2

8" Semester

Methods
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Table 5. Vocational courses in 1998, 2006, 2018 music education undergraduate programs

1998 T P C 2006 T P C 2018 T P
1** Semester Introduction to the 3 0 3 Introduction to 3 0 3 Introductionto Education 2 0 2
Teaching Profession Education Science
Education Psychology
2" Semester  School Experience I 1 4 3 Education 3 0 3 Education Sociology
Psychology

Educational Philosophy

34 Semester  Development and 3 0 3 Teaching Principles 3 0 3 Turkish Education History 2
Learning and Methods
Teaching Principles and 2 0 2
Methods
4™ Semester Planning and 3 2 4 Measurement and 3 0 3 |Instructional Technologies 2 0 2
Evaluation in Evaluation
Instruction
Research Methods in 2 0 2
Education
5% Semester Instructional 2 2 3 Instructional 2 2 3 Turkish Education System 2 0 2
Technologies and Technologies and and School Management
Material Development Material Design
Measurement and 2 0 2
Evaluation in Education
6™ Semester Classroom 2 2 3 Classroom 2 0 2 Moralsand Ethics in 2 0 2
Management Management Education
Special Teaching 2 2 3 Special Teaching 2 2 3 Classroom Management 2 0 2
Methods 1 Methods 1
7™ Semester Special Teaching 2 2 3 Guidance 3 0 3 Teaching Practice 1 2 6 5
Methods 11
School Experience 11 1 4 3 School Experience 1 4 3 Guidance in Schools 2 0 2

8" Semester Teaching Practice 2 Teaching Practice 2 Teaching Practice 2
Guidance 3 0 3 Turkish Education 2 0 2 Special Education and 2 0 2
System and School Inclusion

Management
Special Education 2 0 2

was changed to Educational Psychology in the 2006 and
2018 programs. This course was theoretically included in
the 1998 and 2006 programs for three hours, while it was re-
duced to two hours in the 2018 program. The course, which
was named as Planning and Evaluation in Teaching for five
hours (3 hours theory + 2 hours practice) in the 1998 cur-
riculum, was divided into three hours theoretical Teaching
Principles and Methods and 3 hours theoretical Measurement
and Evaluation courses in the 2006 curriculum. In the 2018
curriculum, these courses were included as two hours theo-
retical Teaching Principles and Methods and 2 hours theoret-
ical Measurement and Evaluation in Education. The course,
which was held for four hours (2 hours theory +2 hours prac-
tice) in the 1998 curriculum under the name of Instructional
Technologies and Material Development, continued with the
same name and course time in the 2006 curriculum, and in
the 2018 curriculum, the name of the course was changed to
Instructional Technologies and reduced to 2 hours. Although
material development was extracted from the course name,

material development is included in the course content. As
technology develops, more up-to-date information is includ-
ed in the content of this course. The Classroom Management
course in the 1998 program was reduced from four hours to
two hours in the 2006 and 2018 programs under the same
name. Special Teaching Methods I and Special Teaching
Methods II courses, which are included in the 1998 curric-
ulum as four hours (2 hours theory + 2 hours practice), are
also included in the 2006 curriculum with the same name
and lesson time. However, the Special Teaching Methods 11
course is included in the field education category in the 2006
curriculum and has a special content for music education.
There is no course with this name in the 2018 curriculum.
School Experience I and School Experience II courses in the
1998 curriculum consisted of five hours (1-hour theory + 4
hours practice) and this course was included in the 2006 cur-
riculum as five hours again as one semester and 8 hours (2
hours theory + 6 hours practice) Teaching Practice course
was added. In the 2018 curriculum, the relevant course
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was divided into two semesters as Teaching Practice 1 and
Teaching Practice 2 and the course was included as eight
hours (2 hours theory + 6 hours practice). The Guidance
course in the 1998 curriculum is considered theoretical for
three hours. The 2006 curriculum includes the same name
and lesson time, and has been changed to two hours in the
2018 curriculum under the name of Guidance in Schools.
The Turkish Education System and School Management
course, which is theoretical for two hours in the 2006 cur-
riculum, is also included in the 2018 curriculum with the
same name and lesson time. This course is not included in
the 1998 program. The Special Education course, which is
theoretically available for two hours in the 2006 curriculum,
is given under the name of Special Education and Inclusion
with the same course time in the 2018 curriculum. The
courses added in the 1998 and 2006 programs are as fol-
lows; Education Sociology, Education Philosophy, Turkish
Education History, Research Methods in Education, Ethics
and Ethics in Education.

Findings and Comments on the 5™ Research Question

In the last sub-problem of the research, expert opinions on
1998, 2006 and 2018 music education undergraduate pro-
grams were included. In all three training programs, five
questions were asked to the instructors who taught about
this sub-problem. The most striking of the opinions ob-
tained from the lecturers are given under this sub-prob-
lem. The opinions of the lecturers on the programs are as
follows;
Question: What are your thoughts on the similarities or
differences of 1998, 2006, 2018 music teaching programs?
Programs differ in terms of gains. It can be said that the
2006 program is more effective in cognitive and mobili-
ty gains related to Western Music and the 2018 program
is more effective for Turkish music. The 1998 program
is the least effective among these programs in terms of
gains. In terms of content, the 2018 program differs
from other programs. The 1998 and 2006 programs are
similar in terms of teaching and learning, and 2018 is
different from these programs. When all the programs
are evaluated, we can say that the 2006 program is the
most appropriate program to train more qualified teach-
ers, although there are some deficiencies. (IN3)
In terms of achievements, although the 1998 and 2006
programs are similar, the 2018 program has significant
differences compared to these two programs. I think that
some field and field knowledge courses in the 2018 pro-
gram should be reviewed and included in the program.
In terms of content, it is thought that the 2018 curricu-
lum draws a partially sufficient picture in terms of the
knowledge and equipment that a music teacher should
have and the level of gaining the necessary competen-
cies, but the information to be gained in these courses
forms the basis of music teaching and puts the musical
skills designed to be gained in the framework deter-
mined before the service, especially in field knowledge
subjects, in a limited position. In terms of learning and
teaching, it is thought that the 1998 and 2006 curricula

are in a broader framework in terms of field and field
knowledge compared to the 2018 curriculum in terms of
vocational music education. (INS)

1998 music teaching program was a program with very
high level of achievements and high-quality aspects.
2006 music teaching program was a program with good
achievements. 1998-2006 music teaching programs can
be said to be close to each other in terms of achieve-
ments. 2018 music teaching program is a low and in-
adequate program in terms of achievements. Although
2018 music teaching program is partially similar to
other years, it can be said that its achievements are low.
1998 music teaching program subjects were broad and
well-equipped in terms of content. 2006 music teach-
ing program subjects were good in terms of content. At
the same time, it can be said that the 1998-2006 music
teaching programs overlap with each other in terms of
their content. The 2018 music teaching program does
not have a sufficient level in terms of content. It seems
to be given as simple and simplified compared to other
music teaching programs. (IN7)

The views of the lecturers on the similarities and differ-
ences of the three programs are seen above. According to
the opinions, the experts believe that the 1998 and 2006 pro-
grams are similar in many respects, but the 2018 program is
quite different from these programs.

Question: When 1998, 2006, 2018 music teaching
programs are compared, what are your thoughts on their
strengths and weaknesses?

There is a weakness there because all three of these pro-
grams are made by the Council of Higher Education.
Although opinions seem to be taken, opinions are not
100% reflected in the program. Even if they are reflect-
ed in 20%, the program was prepared one-handed at
the rate of80%. There is nothing good or crippling to
say, but we have seen in the process whether the same
is applied or not everywhere. In the 98 program, pia-
no is 6 semesters, hearing is 3 semesters. Harmony and
musical forms are weak because they are in the hearing
class. Individual instrument is strong because it has 8
semesters. Folk music and art music are weak because
they are periods. Music is weak because it is a histor-
ical period. Considering that an instrument will be
taught in school instruments every semester, it is insuf-
ficient. Although it was made by the Council of Higher
Education in 2006, a little more opinion was received
from the teachers. Hearing is strong because it is 6 se-
mesters, piano is strong because it is 8 semesters, it is
more functional than 98. We were able to make these
additions because we have 25% improvement right in
2006. We added them to the Turkish Folk Music and
Turkish Art Music Courses as a semester practice. In
2018, the theory of piano and western music decreased
to 1 year. 2018 is a worse program than 1998 in terms
of course content. There is no 8" semester instrument.
The school music class was abolished and replaced by
piano, baglama and guitar lessons for one year. (IN2)

First of all, I do not think that the 2018 program has
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strengths here. However, considering the weaknesses, 1
think that the piano lesson is 1 year, the vocal educa-
tion lesson, the collective vocal education (choir) lesson
hours are low and the students are divided into theoret-
ical and practical courses of traditional music lessons
too intensely. I think that the 1998 and 2006 programs
are sufficient for traditional music lessons. In fact,
I think that Turkish folk music and Turkish art music
courses in the 1998 program are sufficient for a teach-
er candidate. Because after that, the teacher can also
increase the equipment himself with the information he
received in undergraduate education. We see that there
are practice courses in the 2006 program, but I can say
that the fact that there are too many traditional music
courses in the 2018 program is the weakest aspect of
the 2018 program. The part where the 2018 program
is strong is the inclusion of elective courses, 1998 and
2006, but in 1998 the student could only take 4 cours-
es. In the 2018 elective program, the student could take
other courses both inside and outside the department.
As a matter of fact, in each program, orchestra lessons
are taught in the same way, but when we look at choir
lessons in 1998 and 2006, there was only a program in
which (IN6)

The 1998 program came out of nowhere and was a very
different program from the past. I don 't think the 1998
program has any strengths. It is only possible to talk
about the possibility of devoting more time there since
some music lessons such as piano and instrument are
2 hours long, but I could not find another strong direc-
tion. The 1998 program was a weak program due to
obstacles such as hearing, harmony and early hours of
some skill lessons such as school experience, courses
that were far from analytical thinking until the last year.
The 2006 program may be seen as a musically strong
program in terms of some musical skills, intensity of ba-
sic piano lesson, intensity of hearing lesson, harmonics
lesson, choir and orchestra. In this program, elective
courses and some general culture courses remained
weak. (IN11)

Experts who were consulted about the strengths and
weaknesses of the programs stated that the 1998 and 2006
programs were strong in courses such as piano and hearing,
but 2018 was a weak program in this respect. They found
the increase in the number of Turkish Music lessons with the
2018 program as the strength of this program.

Question: Do you think there are courses that require
prerequisites in the 2018 music teaching program? Which
courses, if any, require prerequisites?

Instrument education, piano education, hearing educa-
tion, harmony, traditional Turkish music lessons should
be prerequisite. It should not be accepted that the stu-
dent who could not digest the basic skill should take the
course that includes advanced skill. It s like waiting for
a child who learns to walk to run 100 meters. (INS)
Naturally sequential courses (individual instrument, pi-
ano) teaching practice I and II, Orchestra and chamber
music I, II, I1I, IV (IN11)

1 think there are 3 courses that require prerequisites in
the 2018 program, the first is “Western Music Theories
and Practices”, the second is “Individual Instrument”
and the third is “Piano”. In addition, I think that
“Western Music Theory and Practices” and “Piano”
courses should be given during the undergraduate peri-
od and “Individual Instrument” course should be given
during the VIII semester. (IN5)

Almost all of our experts in the subject of courses that
should be prerequisite have focused on the same courses.
Piano and individual instrument lessons are courses that they
think should be prerequisite for all experts. In addition, they
agreed that all applied courses such as hearing education,
orchestra and chamber music and traditional Turkish music
should be prerequisite.

Question: Do you think there are lessons that need to be
added, removed or changed given the 21 century teacher
skills?

It is a fact that the piano education course given for 2 se-
mesters in the 2018 music teaching program is extreme-
ly inadequate and even the most basic behaviors are not
acquired during this period. Again, in the 2018 music
teaching program, it is difficult to conduct the course
because the most basic behaviors are not acquired in
the piano for the harmony-accompanying course given
in the 3" and 4™ semesters. Continuity of the piano les-
son is mandatory for 6 semesters before the harmonics
and accompaniment course. In the 2018 curriculum, it
is not possible to carry out Piano Education 2, 4 octave
scale studies in the course content, cadence and prac-
tice, vocalization of accompanying school songs, and
studies for musicality. (IN1)

A course on mobile learning should be introduced in
music education. (IN4)

The program should be restructured in terms of field and
field education courses, and the course hours should be
increased in areas such as sound education, instrument
education, piano education, and musical hearing, which
students should improve themselves individually. The
relevant courses should be structured in such a way that
they are trained for at least two years. (IN9)

When the opinions of the instructors about the skills they
should have for the 21* century teacher skills are examined,
the opinion that today’s teacher has higher skills related to
piano is the opinion of an expert. Another expert is of the
opinion that courses related to mobile learning should defi-
nitely be added to the curriculum.

Question: What do you think about the adequacy of the
distribution of general culture, vocational knowledge and
field education courses in the 2018 music teaching program?

1 wrote a report about it. Vocational knowledge is 32%,
general culture is 17%, field education is 51%. 51% is
extremely inadequate. We fed some of them to general
culture and vocational knowledge. We included music
culture course in the general culture. We stated the spe-
cial education method as professional knowledge. By
doing this, even if it looks 51%, its up to 60%. 51%
is not science. Make sense of what’s going on. For
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example, the passing grade should be 65, at least 65%,
20% should be vocational knowledge and 15% should
be general culture. The change in this ratio is related
to the framework program regulation of the Council of
Higher Education. We can't make any changes at this
rate. It is unnecessary to explain the general culture to
someone at the undergraduate level. We re already giv-
ing him the general culture of his field. Students should
develop their own general culture. A rate of17% is too
much for general culture courses. (IN2)

When I look at it in terms of achievements, a very log-
ical proportioning field education courses 112 AKTS
general culture 42 AKTS vocational knowledge 86
seems very good in terms of distribution, but when we
look at it in terms of achievements, there are parts of mb
and ae courses that need to be changed. Similarly, we
thought that reducing these courses, which should be
organized in terms of content, required the student to
learn more harmony and we increased the course hours
and the course period. This is what we saw as the real
deficiency. When we look at the past years, I see that our
student quality has decreased with 800 thousand dams.
1 think that the students who come with 800 thousand
dams are lacking in harmony and hearing. (IN6)

When asked about their opinions on the distribution of
course diversity, our experts stated that this distribution was
not very good and qualified, and there were more qualified
distributions in the 1998 and 2006 programs, but the distri-
bution was unbalanced, especially in the 2018 program. In
this regard, some universities started to develop their own
programs as of 2021 and arranged their distribution accord-
ing to the distributions that a music teacher would need.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

As a result of this research, in which the undergraduate pro-
grams of 1998, 2006 and 2018 music education were exam-
ined, it was determined that elective and compulsory courses
varied in each program, and in elective courses, the elec-
tive pool was left to universities, but in the 2006 program,
there was no elective course, and the program consisted of
fixed courses. When the variety of courses and the number
of course hours are examined, the 2006 program comes first
and this program is followed by the 1998 and 2018 programs.

When the field education courses of the programs are
examined, the biggest change is seen in musical hearing
and piano lessons. Although there were no major changes
in 1998 and 2006 programs and improvement studies were
carried out, both courses were reduced to two semesters in
2018 program. This situation, according to expert opinions,
caused students to be unable to prepare a sufficient basis
for other lessons and their teacher competencies were in-
complete. Sahin and Giiven (2022), in their study measuring
the attitudes of individuals who received piano education in
2006 and 2018 music education undergraduate programs,
concluded that the attitudes of students who received edu-
cation in the 2018 program were negative and found them-
selves inadequate. Atalay and Kumtepe (2022) Atalay and
Kumtepe (2022) emphasized the importance of the hearing

education course in terms of including psychomotor goals,
thanks to applied goals such as being able to hear intervals,
reading solfege and writing musical dictation along with
cognitive goals. It can be said that these psychomotor goals
contribute to many lessons in the music department. While
the choir course had a similar place in the 1998 and 2006
programs, it was reduced to two semesters in the 2018 pro-
gram, and the course, which was included in the program
as choir and management, was not included in the new pro-
gram. Bozkaya (2000, p. 131) stated that the choir lesson
should be a course in which both the student’s collective
singing skills develop and the art consciousness matures
with works with different style characteristics. The reduc-
tion of the choir lesson, which is so important for a music
teacher, to two semesters and the lack of education on man-
agement were also found to be quite negative in line with
expert opinions.

When the three education programs were examined in
terms of general culture courses, it was concluded that the
basic courses did not change significantly in any program,
but distance education was started as of 2018. This has been
a big and useful step as part of the developing technology and
digital literacy, and it has enabled students to devote more
time to practical work during the day. In line with the expert
opinions, it was concluded that the contents of the courses
in the general culture dimension in the programs should be
updated according to today’s conditions and courses such
as community service practice and mobile learning should
definitely be added to the program. According to the results
of Tuncer and Celik6z’s (2021) study, examining students’
attitudes in the distance education process, although students
were undecided that distance education would be the edu-
cation of the future, the studies examined in this field show
that distance education is becoming more widespread and
important day by day. This shows that distance education has
become permanent in our lives.

Another result obtained from the research is related to
the vocational knowledge content of 1998, 2006 and 2018
programs. Accordingly, while the vocational knowledge
courses in the 1998 and 2006 curricula are almost the same,
the 2018 curriculum is more comprehensive in terms of the
number and hours of courses. However, this situation may
cause the credits of the courses to be divided and the load
of the student to increase compared to the past. Oztiirk and
Bulut (2021) found similar results in their research on the
vocational knowledge course contents of 1998, 2006 and
2018 music education programs. In this respect, these two
studies support each other.

As a result, although the 1998, 2006 and 2018 programs
are similar in some respects, the hourly distribution of the
courses and even the period they are in the program affect
the quality of education. Raising teachers who will raise the
new generation is a very serious and responsible job. At this
point, the investment to be made in the future should be well
planned and ensured. In the light of all these examinations,
it was concluded that the 1998 and 2006 curricula responded
more to the competencies that a teacher should have, while
the 2018 curriculum was not accepted by any expert. Many
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universities switched to their own curriculum in 2021 be-
fore the 2018 education program gave its first graduation,
and the standard of education across the country disappeared
again. In this respect, the boards should interview the aca-
demicians, and the courses, credits, hours and places in the
program should be well determined in line with the needs
of the teachers and the needs of the age. It should not be
forgotten that we are in a digital age, and the digital literacy
of music teachers should definitely be taken into consider-
ation. A good future will only be possible with a good educa-
tion, and a good education will only be possible with a good
curriculum.
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