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 This article compares Türkiye’s 2016 and 2025 nationally authorised 
undergraduate child development core curricula to examine how 
professional competence is carried forward, reorganised, and partially 
transformed in official curriculum policy. It responds to a specific gap in 
child development curriculum research: successive core curricula have 
rarely been analysed in terms of whether observed differences indicate 
substantive policy-text transformation, clearer textual organisation, 
increased explicitness, or rearticulation at a higher level of abstraction. 
Using a qualitative comparative document analysis design, the study 
focused on the two official core curriculum documents issued in 2016 and 
2025. No human participants, measurement instruments, or outcome data 
were involved. Sections serving comparable roles in the two texts were 
matched, and reflexive thematic analysis was used to interpret explicit 
statements and less directly stated policy meanings across these sections. 
Bernstein’s concept of recontextualisation and Ball’s policy-as-text 
perspective informed the reading of professional knowledge, pedagogical 
and evaluative framing, and institutional responsibility. The analysis 
generated five themes: structural design and organisational logics, 
graduate competencies and professional profile, learning domains and 
content organisation, teaching strategies and assessment approaches, 
and implementation conditions and institutional requirements. The 
comparison shows continuity in the minimum-standards rationale, 
together with clearer textual connections in the 2025 curriculum among 
graduate competencies, pedagogy, assessment, and institutional 
conditions. The 2025 text also consolidates several previously dispersed 
expectations into a more integrated intended graduate profile. The 
findings suggest that curriculum alignment should consider faculty 
capacity, assessment design, learning environments, and institutional 
readiness alongside formal curriculum revision. 
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  Introduction 

Undergraduate professional education is now expected to do more than organise 
disciplinary knowledge. It also has to define the forms of judgement, responsibility, and 
professional identity that graduates are expected to develop. This issue is especially important 
in child development, a multidisciplinary field concerned with biological, cognitive, emotional, 
and social dimensions of development and with professional work involving children and 
families in diverse, and sometimes vulnerable, contexts. Because professional competence in 
this field bears directly on children’s and families’ well-being, undergraduate preparation 
depends on a coherent curricular foundation that makes its assumptions about professional 
knowledge, pedagogy, and accountability sufficiently visible to guide institutional design. 

In the Turkish higher education system, National Core Curricula (Ulusal Çekirdek Eğitim 
Programları, UÇEP) function as nationally authorised reference frameworks issued under the 
authority of the Council of Higher Education (CoHE), defining minimum expectations while 
leaving room for institutional adaptation (CoHE, 2016, 2025). For child development education, 
two texts are particularly important for understanding the recent revision of the national core 
curriculum framework: The Child Development National Core Curriculum (ÇUÇEP; CoHE, 2016) 
and the Child Development Undergraduate Core Curriculum (ÇGL-UÇEP; CoHE, 2025). As the 
two most recent nationally authorised core curriculum frameworks in the field, these 
documents make it possible to trace how professional competence has been redefined across 
successive national curriculum texts. ÇUÇEP (2016) represents the earlier nationally recognised 
framework, whereas ÇGL-UÇEP (2025) functions as the current national reference point to 
which undergraduate child development curricula are expected to align. Their comparison is 
therefore significant because it captures a transition in the officially stated framework for 
undergraduate child development education in Türkiye. 

ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) explicitly presents itself not as a fully elaborated curriculum in the 
conventional sense, but as a national framework that departments were expected to use when 
structuring their own undergraduate curricula. It organises child development education 
around four main components: the aims and national competencies of undergraduate child 
development education, core concepts and approaches, the child development professional 
process, and applications with related skills. The document situates curriculum development 
within an approach organised around learning outcomes, competencies, and process-based 
principles, and expects departments to balance compulsory and elective coursework broadly 
within the 70-75% and 25-30% ranges, respectively (CoHE, 2016). In this way, it establishes a 
nationally standardised point of departure for curriculum design while leaving the more 
detailed elaboration of pedagogical and evaluative arrangements to institutional curricula. 

ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025), by contrast, articulates an updated national framework for 
undergraduate child development education and establishes the current point of reference for 
institutions by requiring curricula to be structured in line with it. While it retains the language 
of minimum standards and standardisation, it presents a more visibly integrated design 
through a four-layer structure that brings together core skills, innovative teaching methods 
and environments, learning-domain weightings, and environment and instructor 
competencies. The document further fixes the curriculum balance at 70% compulsory and 30% 
elective, and more explicitly identifies problem-based learning (PBL), performance-based 
formative assessment, digital and self-directed resources, and baseline infrastructural and 
instructional requirements as part of the framework itself (CoHE, 2025). These features make 
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the relationship among professional competence, pedagogical guidance, and enabling 
conditions more visible within a single national framework. 

For this reason, the two documents provide a useful basis for a policy-text comparison that 
goes beyond administrative curriculum design. From this perspective, the study approaches 
them as texts that define what counts as legitimate professional knowledge, foreground 
particular pedagogical priorities, and project intended graduate identities. The comparison 
therefore concerns differences in content and structure as well as how competence is textually 
organised, justified, and authorised across two nationally sanctioned frameworks. The study is 
informed by Bernstein’s (2000) concept of recontextualisation and Ball’s (1994) policy-as-text 
perspective, which are discussed below in relation to the analysis. 

Internationally, higher education policy has increasingly moved towards competency-based 
and learner-centred curricular models (OECD, 2018; Schleicher, 2018). Research on curriculum-
policy change further shows that such changes are mediated by institutional conditions, 
professional identity, and the interpretation of policy texts in practice (Li et al., 2011; Valdés 
Sánchez & Gutiérrez-Esteban, 2023). For curriculum policy research, this makes comparative 
reading of official curriculum texts especially valuable when the aim is to examine how 
knowledge, pedagogy, and accountability are framed before questions of enactment are 
addressed. 

Despite these wider shifts, the recent revision of the national core curriculum framework for 
undergraduate child development education in Türkiye remains only partially examined at the 
level of the core curriculum texts. Existing national studies have tended to focus primarily on 
course credits, structural standardisation, or implementation challenges (Demir & Ilgaz, 2024; 
Kürkçü, 2021). Less attention has been given to whether the recent revision reflects substantive 
change, clearer organisation of existing expectations, a shift in level of abstraction, or selective 
reconfiguration in the way competence is stated. The gap is important because these two 
nationally authorised core curriculum frameworks mark successive policy moments in which 
professional competence in undergraduate child development education has been defined, 
organised, and made more or less visible. Although competency-based core curriculum models 
have been examined in other professional fields such as medical education (Budakoğlu et al., 
2014), comparable theory-informed analyses of child development core curricula as policy texts 
remain limited. 

The present study therefore compares ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) and ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) as 
policy texts, with particular attention to their organising assumptions, professional identity 
model, and arrangement of competency expectations. Viewed through these theoretical 
lenses, the analysis examines how professional knowledge is recontextualised, how pedagogic 
and evaluative expectations are signalled and structured, and how responsibility for 
implementation and enabling conditions is positioned across system and institution. 
Methodologically, the study combines comparative document analysis with reflexive thematic 
analysis to organise and interpret evidence from the two authorised core curriculum 
documents. 

To keep the comparison clear, the study uses three terms in a specific sense. Organising 
assumptions refer to the educational rationale, structural logic, and pedagogical assumptions 
made visible in each text. Professional identity model refers to the formal graduate profile, 
dispositions, and forms of judgement that the curriculum seeks to promote. Competency 
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structure refers to how professional expectations are arranged in the document, including 
whether they appear as distributed task statements or as more integrated profiles. 

The central research question is: How do ÇUÇEP (2016) and ÇGL-UÇEP (2025) articulate 
continuity, rearticulation, increased explicitness, and selective reconfiguration in the organising 
assumptions, professional identity model, and competency structure of undergraduate child 
development education? This overarching question is addressed through five related sub-
questions: 

1. How do the two curricula frame their structural design and organisational logics, and what 
rationales are made explicit or implicit? 

2. How is the professional identity model, including the intended graduate profile, constructed 
in each text, and how is competence articulated across the two frameworks? 

3. How is curricular content organised through learning domains, sequencing, and disciplinary 
foundations, and how do these organisational choices affect the classification and visibility 
of legitimate knowledge? 

4. What teaching strategies and assessment approaches are specified or signalled in the texts, 
and how are pedagogic and evaluative expectations framed across the two documents? 

5. What implementation conditions and institutional responsibilities are articulated in the 
texts, and how do these expectations distribute responsibility across system and institution? 

The study makes three contributions. First, it approaches child development core curricula 
as policy texts that organise professional knowledge and project intended graduate identities. 
Second, it offers a theory-informed comparison that treats transformation as a differentiated 
pattern rather than a simple break between the two texts. In doing so, it shows how continuity, 
rearticulation, increased explicitness, and selective reconfiguration shape the way competence, 
pedagogy, and institutional responsibility are stated across the 2016 and 2025 national core 
curricula for child development in Türkiye. Third, it clarifies the interpretive scope of document-
based analysis by distinguishing intended policy-text orientation from enacted practice. 

Theoretical Framework: Recontextualisation and Policy-as-Text 

The comparison draws on Bernstein’s (2000) concept of recontextualisation and Ball’s (1994) 
policy-as-text perspective. This theoretical pairing is appropriate because ÇUÇEP (2016) and 
ÇGL-UÇEP (2025) are official curriculum texts, not simply lists of courses or competencies. They 
organise professional knowledge, make particular expectations more visible, and frame how 
undergraduate child development education is understood at the national level. Bernstein’s 
concept of recontextualisation draws attention to how knowledge is selected, relocated, and 
organised for educational purposes. A curriculum text does not transmit disciplinary 
knowledge in a neutral form. It selects what counts as relevant knowledge, places that 
knowledge within a pedagogical structure, and makes it teachable, assessable, and 
institutionally recognisable. In this study, recontextualisation is read mainly through 
classification and framing. Classification refers to how professional knowledge areas are 
separated, grouped, or integrated in the curriculum text. Framing refers to how strongly the 
text specifies pedagogical expectations, assessment approaches, learning environments, and 
implementation responsibilities. This distinction is important for the present comparison 
because some differences between the 2016 and 2025 documents concern the organisation 
and visibility of existing expectations, while others suggest a more selective restructuring of 
how competence, pedagogy, assessment, and institutional conditions are connected. 
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Ball’s (1994) policy-as-text perspective further clarifies the limits of the analysis. Policy texts 
set priorities, define responsibilities, and create expectations, but they do not determine 
practice in a linear or uniform way. Their meanings are interpreted by institutions and actors, 
and questions of enactment require a different kind of empirical evidence. In this sense, Ball’s 
perspective also helps the analysis treat the two curriculum documents as texts whose 
meanings are open to institutional interpretation rather than as direct descriptions of practice. 
For this reason, statements in ÇGL-UÇEP (2025) about problem-based learning, performance-
based formative assessment, digital resources, instructor competencies, or learning 
environments are read in this study as intended policy orientations. They are not treated as 
evidence that these expectations have been implemented in the same way across universities. 

Together, Bernstein (2000) and Ball (1994) provide the conceptual basis for comparing 
continuity and transformation across the two documents. Bernstein directs attention to the 
organisation of professional knowledge, the naming of learning domains, and the framing of 
pedagogical and evaluative expectations. Ball keeps the analysis focused on policy-text 
meaning, institutional interpretation, and the positioning of implementation responsibility, 
without treating the texts as proof of implementation. In this study, these concepts guided the 
reading of the documents without functioning as a fixed coding scheme. They help distinguish 
continuity, textual rearticulation, increased explicitness, and selective reconfiguration, while the 
themes themselves were developed through repeated reading and comparison of the two 
curriculum documents. 

Method 

Design and Analytic Approach 

The study was designed as a qualitative and interpretive comparative document analysis of 
two nationally authorised child development core curricula. The purpose was to examine these 
documents as policy texts rather than only as lists of courses or competencies. Comparative 
document analysis made it possible to match sections with similar roles in the two documents 
and to trace continuity, difference, and rearticulation in structure, emphasis, and organising 
rationale over time (Cleland et al., 2023). Reflexive thematic analysis was used to interpret 
patterned meanings within this focused document set (Braun & Clarke, 2022). Used together, 
these approaches supported an examination of how professional competence, pedagogy, and 
institutional responsibility were articulated within and across the two curriculum texts. 

This combination fits the study because the analysis needed to consider both the formal 
provisions of the documents and the way they present intended graduate identity and 
professional competence. In this study, “qualitative” refers to the analysis of meaning within 
official curriculum texts, while “interpretive” indicates that policy meaning was developed 
through sustained engagement with the documents rather than treated as self-evident. 

Analytic Boundaries 

As explained in the theoretical framework, Bernstein (2000) and Ball (1994) informed the 
reading of the documents without being used as a fixed codebook. The analysis therefore 
remained focused on what the two documents state, emphasise, and make visible, without 
making claims about how the curricula are enacted in practice. 
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Analytic Scope and Comparison Rules 

The five sub-questions were used to structure the comparison and were grouped into three 
broader lines of inquiry during coding. The first line of inquiry examined how the curricula 
classified disciplinary foundations, learning domains, sequencing, and rationales for inclusion. 
The second examined how the texts described teaching approaches, expected learning tasks, 
assessment orientations, tools, and evaluation criteria. The third examined how the documents 
assigned responsibility for implementation, including references to institutional roles, 
infrastructure, instructor capability, governance expectations, and quality assurance. Following 
Ball’s (1994) policy-as-text perspective, prescriptive statements were treated as intended 
framings rather than as evidence of enacted pedagogical effects. 

Because the 2016 and 2025 documents do not share the same structure, comparable 
sections were matched by the role they played in each document, not only by their headings. 
For example, the 2016 document presents teaching methods and assessment approaches 
under separate list-based headings, whereas the 2025 document incorporates these elements 
within an integrated framework of innovative teaching components. These sections were 
therefore compared because both shaped how the curriculum described teaching and 
assessment expectations. Where no comparable communicative function could be established, 
functional equivalence was not claimed. Such elements were treated as non-equivalent textual 
features and were not used as direct evidence of change. Similarly, task-level statements in the 
2016 document were not treated as direct equivalents of domain-level formulations in the 2025 
document unless a shared educational function could be established. 

The analysis also distinguished four types of comparative relationship. Continuity referred 
to expectations present in both texts. Textual rearticulation referred to similar expectations 
expressed at a different level of abstraction or through a different mode of presentation. 
Increased explicitness referred to expectations that became more visible or more systematically 
positioned in the 2025 text. Selective reconfiguration referred to cases where the 2025 text 
relocated an expectation within a new relational structure, for example by formally linking 
graduate competence to specified pedagogical orientations, assessment approaches, or 
institutional conditions that were not equivalently embedded in the 2016 framework. 

The comparison also accounted for differences in the nature of the two documents. ÇUÇEP 
(CoHE, 2016) explicitly defines itself as a national framework rather than a fully elaborated 
curriculum and notes that detailed explanations of teaching and assessment methods were not 
considered necessary. Accordingly, differences in pedagogical and evaluative specification 
were treated as meaningful for understanding policy-text construction, but not automatically 
as evidence of substantive curricular transformation. In this study, abductive analysis meant 
moving between the theoretical lens and the documentary evidence rather than applying a 
fixed theory-driven codebook. Bernstein’s (2000) and Ball’s (1994) concepts functioned as 
sensitising concepts that directed attention to classification, framing, policy orientation, and 
institutional responsibility. Within this broad conceptual frame, codes and themes were 
developed through repeated reading of the documents, with attention to their wording, 
emphases, and implied meanings. 

Data Sources and Context 

The study examined two official policy documents that constitute successive nationally 
authorised core curriculum frameworks for undergraduate child development education in 
Türkiye: (1) ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016), the Child Development National Core Curriculum, and (2) 
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ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025), the Child Development Undergraduate Core Curriculum. Both 
documents were retrieved from publicly accessible online sources issued under the authority 
of CoHE. They were selected because they are the only nationally authorised and standardised 
frameworks defining curricular structure, intended learning expectations, and professional 
orientations in child development during their respective periods. University-level curriculum 
handbooks were not included because they reflect institutional adaptations of the national 
framework rather than national policy frameworks themselves. The analysis focused on these 
two CoHE-issued documents to examine how continuity, rearticulation, increased explicitness, 
and selective reconfiguration appear in the curricular logic and intended professional identity 
of the 2016 and 2025 texts. All direct quotations from the Turkish curriculum documents were 
translated into English by the author and checked against the original wording during analysis 
to preserve conceptual accuracy. 

Both texts were produced through CoHE-coordinated processes that positioned core 
curricula within broader higher education policy priorities. The analysis therefore did not 
assume a simple opposition between standardisation and flexibility. Instead, each document 
was treated as a policy text that could simultaneously claim standardisation while articulating 
competence, pedagogy, evaluation, and institutional responsibility in different degrees of 
explicitness. 

Data Analysis 

Reflexive thematic analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2022) approach. Coding stayed 
close to the wording, structure, and comparative features of the documents. The analysis was 
conducted manually because close, repeated reading of two related but differently structured 
policy texts was central to tracing conceptual and terminological differences, including 
differences in level of abstraction and mode of presentation. The analysis moved through six 
steps. First, each document was read repeatedly. Meaning units were then coded, related codes 
were grouped into preliminary patterns, and these patterns were checked against the full 
document set. The final themes were refined through this comparison before the analytic 
account of similarities and differences was written. 

The findings are organised into five themes linked to the study’s sub-questions, but these 
themes were not used as pre-set categories. They were refined through repeated comparison 
of coded extracts across the two documents. The study’s sub-questions and the concepts 
drawn from Bernstein (2000) and Ball (1994) helped set limits for interpretation, while semantic 
coding and constant comparison shaped the final thematic structure. For example, the 2025 
requirement for “PBL classrooms” was first coded semantically as an infrastructure requirement 
for PBL. Read through Ball’s (1994) policy-as-text perspective, it was then interpreted as a 
policy-text articulation of enabling institutional conditions rather than as evidence of 
institutional enactment. This reading led to its inclusion in the theme on implementation 
conditions and institutional requirements. Table 1 illustrates how selected textual extracts were 
linked to theory-informed themes. 
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Table 1  
Example of Coding and Theme Development 

Document Extract (Original Text 
translated to English) Initial Code Interpretive Category 

(Theory-Informed) Final Theme 

2016: “Determines the 
observation technique(s) and 
appropriate observation 
form(s).” 

Task-specific 
practice skill 

Task-specific articulation 
of professional capability 

Theme 2: 
Graduate 
competencies and 
professional 
profile 

2025: “Uses technology 
effectively in professional work 
and acts in accordance with 
contemporary requirements, 
ethical principles, and quality 
management processes.” 

Integrated 
ethical and 
digital 
accountability 

Integrated textual 
articulation of 
professional 
accountability 

Theme 2: 
Graduate 
competencies and 
professional 
profile 

2025: “Problem-based learning 
classrooms (at least two), group 
study halls, free internet 
connection environments...” 

Infrastructure 
prerequisites 
for PBL 

Articulation of enabling 
institutional conditions 

Theme 5: 
Implementation 
conditions and 
institutional 
requirements 

Trustworthiness and Rigour 

Credibility, dependability, and confirmability were supported through several qualitative 
research procedures. Because the analysis was conducted by a single researcher within a 
reflexive thematic analysis framework, inter-coder reliability statistics were not used. Credibility 
was supported through systematic cross-document comparison and repeated checking of 
interpretive claims against the documentary evidence. 

Structured peer debriefing and a detailed audit trail were used to support the 
trustworthiness of the analysis. Peer debriefing consisted of three formal consultation sessions 
with an academic colleague whose expertise includes curriculum studies. Consistent with 
reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2022), the colleague did not independently double-
code the documents for statistical agreement. Instead, the colleague reviewed selected coded 
extracts from both curriculum documents, the coding rationale, and the preliminary thematic 
map, and then discussed possible over-readings or unsupported interpretations with the 
researcher. 

These discussions helped identify places where the 2025 curriculum could have been over-
read as evidence of pedagogical improvement rather than interpreted as a policy text 
articulating preferred orientations. In response, the researcher refined coding boundaries and 
thematic definitions to preserve a clear distinction between policy-level framing and enacted 
pedagogical impact. A detailed audit trail was maintained throughout the study. Analytic 
memos documented coding decisions, interpretive shifts, theme refinement, and the rationale 
for aligning functionally equivalent sections across the two documents. This documentation 
made it possible to trace how early coding decisions were revised, merged, or redefined over 
the course of the analysis. 
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Reflexivity was also maintained throughout the analytic process. The researcher was not 
involved in the development or implementation of either curriculum document. Nonetheless, 
disciplinary expertise may have shaped analytic sensitivity and thematic emphasis. This 
possibility was addressed through ongoing memo-writing, repeated returns to the 
documentary evidence, and continued attention to the distinction between articulated policy 
framing and enacted pedagogical impact. 

Ethical Considerations 

This study analysed publicly available official curriculum documents and did not involve 
human participants, personal data, or interventions. Ethics committee approval was therefore 
not required. All materials were analysed in accordance with academic integrity principles, and 
all sources are cited following APA 7. 

Findings 

The findings compare ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) and ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) across five themes 
developed through reflexive thematic analysis. Through these themes, the comparison follows 
five main aspects of the two curriculum texts: purpose, competence architecture, content 
organisation, teaching and assessment expectations, and the conditions associated with 
implementation. The analysis is confined to what is made visible within the curriculum texts 
themselves. Accordingly, the findings are presented as patterns in policy-text construction 
rather than as evidence of enacted practice or pedagogical impact across institutions. The four 
comparative terms defined in the Method section are used consistently in the findings: 
continuity, textual rearticulation, increased explicitness, and selective reconfiguration. 

Theme 1: Structural Design and Organisational Logics 

The first theme concerns the way each curriculum text legitimises its revision rationale and 
organising logic by specifying what the national baseline is expected to accomplish and how 
the curriculum is structurally oriented to that purpose. Both texts foreground a minimum-
standards and standardisation rationale, but they articulate the function of this baseline in 
different ways. ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) frames the core curriculum primarily as a national reference 
for comparability, setting out minimum qualification expectations and providing a shared point 
of alignment for institutional curricula. This structural logic is explicitly evidenced in the text, 
which defines its purpose as “establishing the main elements and principles (minimum 
standards) of the Child Development undergraduate education program on a national scale” 
(CoHE, 2016, p. 6). Furthermore, the 2016 document frames its curriculum rationale through 
educational outcomes, competencies, and process-based approaches, stating that “educational 
outcomes, competencies, and process-based approaches have been adopted” (CoHE, 2016, p. 6). 

ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) retains the same baseline rationale while expressing curriculum 
purpose through more explicit competence-oriented language. It foregrounds the 
characteristics expected of the 21st-century child development professional and incorporates 
learning, literacy, and life and career skills into its core structure (CoHE, 2025, pp. 4, 10). In 
doing so, the document signals a more explicit articulation of the organising rationale by 
linking this competence-oriented framing to problem-solving process-based approaches. As 
stated in the text, “During the creation of ÇGL-UÇEP, the characteristics expected of a child 
development professional in the 21st century, competencies, and approaches based on the 
problem-solving process were adopted” (CoHE, 2025, p. 4). It also makes curriculum design 
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considerations more explicit by specifying the teaching approach, assessment orientation, 
disciplinary pattern, learning environments, and instructor competencies expected to support 
curriculum implementation. The difference is primarily one of discursive framing. The 2025 
document legitimises its structural design through a more explicit competence- and problem-
solving-oriented logic, without implying pedagogical superiority or enacted institutional 
change. Table 2 summarises the comparative patterns in structural design and organisational 
logics between the two documents. 

Table 2 

Comparative Patterns in Structural Design and Organisational Logics Between ÇUÇEP 2016 and ÇGL-
UÇEP 2025 
Comparative Focus ÇUÇEP 2016 ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 
Main Objective Frames the core curriculum 

around minimum qualification 
expectations and national 
consistency. 

Retains the minimum-standards and 
standardisation rationale while making 
current professional expectations and 
competence orientation more explicit 
within the curriculum purpose. 

Educational Orientation Organises the curriculum through 
learning outcomes and national 
competencies, positioning the 
core text primarily as a national 
reference framework. 

Carries forward the outcomes and 
competencies rationale while adding 
more visible 21st-century professional 
characteristics and problem-solving 
process emphases. 

Core Objectives and 
Design Logic 

Identifies graduate competencies, 
reflects key professional 
situations in education, revises 
topics and competencies in 
response to developments in the 
field, and guides institutional 
curricula in line with the national 
framework. 

Rearticulates these objectives through 
a more integrated framework that 
connects the graduate profile, 
competence emphasis, core skills, 
learning-domain structure, and 
design-relevant components specified 
elsewhere in the text. 

Overall, the two texts show continuity in their minimum-standards and standardisation 
rationale, alongside greater explicitness in how this rationale is connected to competence 
orientation and curriculum design. The 2016 curriculum establishes a concise national baseline, 
whereas the 2025 curriculum makes the competence rationale, 21st-century professional 
expectations, and organising assumptions more visible within the structure of the text. The 
result is greater textual integration and visibility at the level of structural design, while the 
minimum-standards logic remains continuous across the two documents. 

Theme 2: Graduate Competencies and Professional Profile 

The second theme focuses on the intended graduate profile and on how each text defines 
the scope, level of detail, and normative expectations of competence statements. ÇUÇEP 
(CoHE, 2016, pp. 17-18) specifies 18 national competencies, while related practice-based skills 
appear elsewhere in the document as more function- and task-oriented statements. This 
pattern is visible, for example, in statements such as “Determines the observation technique(s) 
and appropriate observation form(s)” (CoHE, 2016, p. 28), and in requirements that graduates 
make the necessary referrals to relevant specialist physicians in cases where a child has no 
existing medical diagnosis but the developmental condition may require medical diagnosis 
(CoHE, 2016, pp. 17-18). This matters for the comparison because it positions referral within 
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the graduate’s role while reserving medical diagnosis for specialist physicians. Read in this way, 
the 2016 text already signals a distinction between developmental screening and diagnostic 
determination, although it does so through dispersed task statements rather than an 
integrated competency frame. 

ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025, p. 7) sets out eight nationally stated graduate competencies that 
present competence at a broader curriculum level, bringing into view expectations such as 
evidence-informed judgement, transdisciplinary working, communication, social responsibility, 
and digital and ethical accountability. Accountability-oriented expectations are stated explicitly 
within the graduate competency framework. For instance, the document notes that graduates 
should “use technology effectively in professional work and act in accordance with contemporary 
requirements, ethical principles, and quality management processes” (CoHE, 2025, p. 7). The 
reduction in the number of competency statements is therefore best understood as a change 
in level of abstraction and textual integration. The 2025 text gathers comparable expectations 
into a more compact graduate profile and brings ethical and digital accountability more clearly 
into the competency framework. Table 3 outlines these differences in competency articulation 
and graduate profile. 

Table 3  

Competency Articulation and Graduate Profile in ÇUÇEP 2016 and ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Comparative 
Focus ÇUÇEP 2016 ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Structure and 
Scope 

Presents 18 national competencies, with 
related practice expectations distributed 
across more detailed process and skill 
statements. 

Defines eight national graduate 
competencies at a broader 
curriculum level. 

Core 
Competency 
Focus 

Combines developmental assessment, 
planning, implementation, reporting, 
communication, ethics, quality processes, 
and interdisciplinary cooperation across 
multiple statements. 

Brings evidence-informed practice, 
assessment and decision-making, 
intervention and support, 
counselling, transdisciplinary 
working, communication, social 
responsibility, and technology-
ethics-quality alignment into a more 
compact graduate profile. 

Level of 
Articulation 

Expresses competence through a more 
distributed combination of curriculum-level 
competencies and task-oriented practice 
statements. 

Expresses competence through 
broader and more integrated 
curriculum-level formulations. 

Competency 
Framing 

Makes several professional responsibility 
expectations visible, but across a more 
dispersed textual structure. 

Makes professional responsibility, 
digital accountability, and quality-
related expectations more visible 
within a consolidated competency 
framework. 

Overall, the main difference between the two documents lies in level of abstraction and 
textual integration. Responsibility-oriented expectations are already visible in ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 
2016), including references to legislation, human rights, scientific and cultural values, 
professional ethics, and quality management processes, as well as in more detailed process 
and skill statements (CoHE, 2016, pp. 17-18). ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) gathers comparable 
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expectations into a smaller set of broader graduate competencies and presents them through 
a more unified professional profile. This pattern reflects textual rearticulation and increased 
explicitness in how competence is organised within the curriculum text. It also positions 
alignment among content organisation, practice-based components, pedagogical 
expectations, and institutional conditions as a more visible textual expectation within the 2025 
framework. 

Theme 3: Learning Domains and Content Organisation 

Theme 3 examines how each curriculum text organises and legitimises curriculum content 
by making disciplinary foundations and professional learning structures more or less explicit. 
ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) presents professional content through a catalogue-style, list-based 
structure without explicit thematic or domain-level grouping, leaving the organising logic 
primarily topic-driven. For instance, the 2016 document sequentially lists markedly different 
conceptual areas such as Moral Development, Family, and Brain Development as separate, 
unclustered subject headings (CoHE, 2016, pp. 24-26). 

ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025), by contrast, introduces six explicitly defined Professional Learning 
Domains, including Children at Risk and Children in Healthcare Settings, which foreground 
distinct practice contexts and professional focus areas across child development. The text 
formalises these boundaries by stating that “Professional learning domains have been addressed 
and explained under the headings of Child Development areas and periods, children with special 
needs, children at risk, children in healthcare institutions, parenting and family, and supporting 
development” (CoHE, 2025, p. 20). This domain-based organisation makes the curriculum 
content more readily interpretable by grouping it under named professional domains. In 
policy-text terms, the 2025 document classifies service contexts and professional focus areas 
more explicitly within its account of professional preparation. 

Viewed through Bernstein’s (2000) concept of recontextualisation, this pattern is best read 
cautiously as a clearer classification and naming of professional knowledge areas, rather than 
as evidence that the underlying knowledge base was fundamentally replaced. The 2025 text 
gives areas such as Parenting and Family and Children at Risk a more prominent status by 
positioning them as standalone domains within the core structure of professional preparation. 
In addition, by naming natural sciences alongside behavioural sciences and health-related 
foundations, the 2025 text makes the stated interdisciplinary pattern and scientific literacy 
expectations more explicit within the framework (CoHE, 2025, p. 26). Table 4 compares the 
curriculum structure and learning domains across the 2016 and 2025 texts. 

  



International Journal of Curriculum and Instructional Studies, 16(1), 2026, 32-55 Kart 

 44 

Table 4  

Comparative Patterns in Curriculum Content and Learning Domains in ÇUÇEP 2016 and ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Comparative 
Focus ÇUÇEP 2016 ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Curriculum 
Structure 

Alphabetically listed content 
headings, without thematic 
categorisation. 

Course content grouped under six clearly defined 
Professional Learning Domains. 

Core 
Professional 
Domains 

Key areas such as family-
focused work, special needs, 
and risk-related practice 
appear within the broader list 
but are not presented as 
distinct, conceptually 
clustered domains. 

Six structured domains: Developmental Areas and 
Periods, Children with Special Needs, Children at 
Risk, Children in Healthcare Settings, Parenting 
and Family, and Supporting Development. 

Course 
Weighting 

Flexible ratio: 70-75% 
compulsory, 25-30% elective 
(CoHE, 2016, p. 7). 

Fixed ratio: 70% compulsory, 30% elective (CoHE, 
2025, p. 26). 

Disciplinary 
Foundations 

Emphasises basic and 
behavioural sciences 
alongside professional 
content. 

Names natural sciences alongside behavioural 
sciences and health-related foundations, making 
the stated interdisciplinary pattern more explicit 
(CoHE, 2025, p. 26). 

Two key points warrant consideration here. First, the definition of Professional Learning 
Domains gives the 2025 curriculum a more explicit content architecture in relation to major 
service contexts in the field. This is best understood as increased textual organisation and 
visibility, not as evidence that the field’s underlying knowledge base was replaced. Second, the 
shift from a flexible to a fixed compulsory-elective ratio signals tighter national specification of 
curriculum structure while retaining a defined elective space at 30%, which preserves a formal 
area for institutional discretion. 

Theme 4: Teaching Strategies and Assessment Approaches 

Theme 4 examines how each curriculum text regulates pedagogical communication by 
specifying what counts as legitimate teaching and assessment practice and by making 
evaluative expectations more or less explicit. The two curricula differ most clearly in how they 
construct teaching and assessment. ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) provides extensive lists of 
instructional methods and evaluation tools, presenting them largely as a repertoire of 
approaches that can be combined. The document recommends using complementary methods 
and techniques together so that they support one another, instead of relying on a single 
method (CoHE, 2016, p. 68). Its repertoire includes case discussion, project-based learning, 
clinical practice, and simulation (CoHE, 2016, pp. 65-67). In assessment, ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) 
likewise lists a wide range of options, including written and oral examinations, portfolio-based 
assessment, peer assessment, and individual or group evaluations embedded in problem-
based and project-based interactive activities. These are presented as available assessment 
tools rather than as a single overarching assessment orientation for the curriculum (CoHE, 2016, 
pp. 68-69). 

ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) gives these pedagogical and evaluative expectations a more explicit 
programmatic status. The document states that “the basic teaching method for the Child 
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Development area innovative core education program is PBL” (CoHE, 2025, p. 17). Similarly, the 
evaluation approach is framed as “a performance-based formative approach” (CoHE, 2025, p. 
19), supported by tools such as rubrics, checklists, peer assessment, and self-assessment. In 
addition, the 2025 text specifies digital, accessible, and self-directed learning resources, linking 
the intended learning process to autonomy, reflection, and inquiry (CoHE, 2025, pp. 17, 19). 

From a policy-as-text perspective, this increased specificity is best read as a stronger textual 
specification of preferred pedagogical and evaluative orientations within the national 
framework. This interpretation remains limited to policy-text specification and does not make 
claims about pedagogical improvement or classroom impact. It also suggests that the 2025 
text narrows some local interpretive latitude by tying teaching and assessment more closely to 
a defined policy orientation. Table 5 contrasts the intended teaching and assessment 
orientations articulated in the two curricula. 

Table 5  

Teaching and Assessment Orientations in ÇUÇEP 2016 and ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Comparative 
Focus ÇUÇEP 2016 ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Teaching 
Approach 

Presents an eclectic repertoire of methods and 
techniques and recommends combining 
complementary approaches, including case 
discussion, project-based learning, clinical 
practice, and simulation (CoHE, 2016, pp. 65-68). 

Identifies PBL as the basic 
teaching method within the 
innovative core curriculum (CoHE, 
2025, p. 17). 

Assessment 
Approach 

Lists multiple assessment methods, including 
written and oral examinations, portfolio-based 
assessment, peer assessment, and individual or 
group evaluations embedded in problem-based 
and project-based interactive learning activities 
(CoHE, 2016, pp. 68-69). 

Specifies performance-based 
formative assessment as the 
stated evaluation approach (CoHE, 
2025, p. 19). 

Learning 
Resources 

Offers limited explicit guidance regarding the 
nature and selection of learning materials. 

Specifies digital, accessible, and 
self-directed learning resources to 
support autonomy, reflection, and 
independent inquiry (CoHE, 2025, 
p. 19). 

At the level of the policy text, the 2025 framework makes the relationship between 
pedagogical expectations and the organisation and evaluation of learning more explicit. The 
key difference lies in status and specification: approaches such as project-based or problem-
based interactive learning appear in the 2016 curriculum as part of a broader repertoire, while 
the 2025 text assigns PBL a more central and programmatic role by identifying it as the basic 
teaching method. The stronger emphasis on learner-centred resources positions students as 
active participants expected to engage in inquiry, reflection, and collaborative problem work, 
while linking competence to more explicit pedagogical and assessment expectations. 

Theme 5: Implementation Conditions and Institutional Requirements 
The fifth theme concerns how each curriculum text allocates responsibility and specifies the 

conditions presented as enabling implementation, particularly through references to learning 
environments and instructional capacity. ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) links implementation largely to 
the qualifications of those responsible for practice-based supervision, whereas ÇGL-UÇEP 
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(CoHE, 2025) incorporates learning environments and instructor competencies directly into the 
core structure of the framework. In ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016), implementation expectations are 
positioned primarily around practice-based supervision, with emphasis on formal preparation, 
professional experience, and interpersonal communication. This is evident in the requirement 
that the instructor should “have at least a bachelor’s degree in the relevant field, have been 
working in one of the application areas for at least two years, possess good interpersonal 
communication skills, and have the skills to transfer professional knowledge to students in the 
most effective way” (CoHE, 2016, pp. 30-31). In the same document, a detailed explanation of 
teaching and assessment methods is treated as unnecessary because ÇUÇEP 2016 is framed as 
a national framework rather than a fully elaborated curriculum (CoHE, 2016, p. 7). 

ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) specifies a set of enabling conditions aligned with its pedagogical 
and evaluative orientation. At the level of stated purpose, the document presents methods, 
materials, assessment approaches, disciplinary pattern, and basic environment and instructor 
requirements as part of a holistic national framework (CoHE, 2025, p. 4). This orientation is then 
formalised in the four-layer design of ÇGL-UÇEP-2025, whose fourth layer comprises 
environment and instructor competencies (CoHE, 2025, p. 8). More concretely, the document 
identifies infrastructure requirements such as “PBL classrooms (at least two), group study halls, 
[and] free internet connection environments” and a teaching management system that supports 
interaction among students, instructors, and materials (CoHE, 2025, p. 27). Instructor 
expectations are likewise framed in terms of demonstrable pedagogical capability. The 
document specifies competencies including “the ability to provide student-centred learning, 
provide PBL, conduct performance-based evaluation, provide online learning/distance education, 
and develop interactive multimedia content” (CoHE, 2025, p. 27). Table 6 summarises the 
institutional requirements and implementation conditions set out in the two core curricula. 

Table 6 

Institutional Requirements in ÇUÇEP 2016 and ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Comparative 
Focus ÇUÇEP 2016 ÇGL-UÇEP 2025 

Infrastructure and 
Environment 

No formal infrastructure requirements 
are specified. The focus is placed on 
mentor or supervisor qualifications. 

Specifies minimum standards for PBL 
classrooms, group study spaces, internet 
access environments, and a teaching 
management system that supports 
interaction and self-directed learning. 

Instructional and 
Supervisory 
Competencies 

Emphasises supervisor qualifications 
such as field experience, 
communication skills, and the ability to 
transfer professional knowledge 
effectively. 

Specifies instructional competencies 
including learner-centred teaching, PBL 
facilitation, performance-based 
assessment, and online or blended 
teaching capabilities. 

Implementation 
Logic 

Implementation readiness is linked 
primarily to the qualifications of 
individual field guides and supervision 
arrangements. 

Implementation readiness is articulated 
through environmental and instructor 
competencies aligned with the 
curriculum’s pedagogical orientation. 

This theme provides the clearest basis for interpreting the 2025 framework as a selective 
reconfiguration of implementation conditions within the curriculum text. In contrast to themes 
where many differences concern abstraction level, consolidation, or increased explicitness, the 
2025 curriculum incorporates environment and instructor competencies into the core 
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framework in a way that is not equivalently articulated in the 2016 document. The analysis 
shows that institutional conditions are made more explicit within the national framework, 
without implying that institutions have uniformly developed the capacity to meet them. This 
pattern suggests that learning environments, instructional infrastructure, and instructor 
competencies are made more visible as conditions for organising pedagogy and assessment. 

Discussion 

The comparison suggests that change between the two core curriculum texts is not uniform. 
For this reason, not every observed difference between ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) and ÇGL-UÇEP 
(CoHE, 2025) is treated as evidence of substantive curricular change. Several expectations 
visible in ÇGL-UÇEP were already present in ÇUÇEP, although they were distributed across task-
specific, process-oriented, or list-based formulations. The clearest change in the 2025 
curriculum concerns the level of abstraction and textual integration through which these 
expectations are organised. Selective reconfiguration is most defensible where the 2025 text 
links pedagogical orientation, assessment approach, and environment and instructor 
competencies within the national framework in a way not equivalently articulated in the 2016 
document. 

Read through Bernstein’s (2000) concept of recontextualisation, this pattern points to 
changes in the classification, visibility, and integration of professional knowledge. The later 
curriculum articulates its structural rationale through more explicitly competence-oriented 
language, consolidates graduate expectations into a smaller set of nationally framed 
competencies, and reinforces this organisation through named Professional Learning Domains 
that make service contexts and disciplinary relationships more visible within the curriculum 
structure. These shifts establish a clearer textual relationship among graduate expectations, 
pedagogical orientation, and the conditions under which learning is intended to take place. 

From Ball’s (1994) policy-as-text perspective, the stronger framing in the 2025 curriculum is 
best understood as a textual construction of preferred orientations rather than as evidence of 
enacted institutional change. The explicit designation of problem-based learning (PBL) and 
performance-based formative assessment makes pedagogical expectations more legible 
within the national framework. This increased specificity may be read as greater internal 
coherence, but it may also signal stronger central guidance, more visible accountability 
expectations, and reduced local interpretive latitude. 

This relationship becomes clearer when pedagogical orientation is considered alongside the 
environments, instructor capabilities, and technological conditions specified in the 2025 
curriculum text. In the later text, competence is framed in relation to graduate attributes as well 
as learning environments, instructional capability, and access conditions. The comparison 
therefore suggests that the 2025 revision links content, pedagogy, and institutional conditions 
more closely within the policy text. This is consistent with research showing that inquiry-
oriented and formative approaches depend on facilitation quality, institutional support, 
systemic alignment, and adequate assessment and infrastructure conditions (Awang et al., 
2025; Eğitim Reformu Girişimi [ERG], 2015; Heystek et al., 2025; Hmelo-Silver, 2004; Kusumatuty 
et al., 2018; McLure & Aldridge, 2023; Milner & Scholkmann, 2023; Savery, 2006). Within the 
limits of the document analysis, the study shows that the 2025 text incorporates these 
conditions more visibly into the curriculum framework. 
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A similar pattern appears in how accountability is stated. In the 2025 curriculum, ethical, 
digital, and quality-related expectations are brought into a more consolidated competency 
structure. Responsibility-oriented expectations were also present in the 2016 curriculum, but 
they were more dispersed across function- and process-oriented formulations. One concrete 
example of this earlier, more dispersed accountability logic is the distinction between referral 
and medical diagnostic authority in the 2016 text. Here, the graduate role is framed as 
identifying developmental concerns and directing children to relevant specialist physicians 
rather than making diagnostic determinations. In the 2025 curriculum, accountability-oriented 
expectations are gathered into a more unified competency structure and linked more visibly 
to assessment, communication, and professional judgement. Read through Bernstein’s (2000) 
perspective, the key change lies in the clearer articulation and visibility of evaluative 
expectations within the intended graduate profile. 

Overall, the findings offer a cautious and differentiated account of curriculum 
transformation within Türkiye’s national child development core curriculum architecture. 
Compared with ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016), ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) connects competence, 
pedagogy, assessment, and implementation conditions more explicitly within the curriculum 
text. This comparison helps distinguish continuity, rearticulation, increased explicitness, and 
selective reconfiguration in how professional competence, pedagogical guidance, and 
institutional responsibility are codified at the level of the policy text. 

Conclusion and Implications 

The comparison of ÇUÇEP (CoHE, 2016) and ÇGL-UÇEP (CoHE, 2025) shows both continuity 
and policy-text transformation in the articulation of professional competence. Transformation 
appears mainly through rearticulation, increased explicitness, and selective reconfiguration 
within the curriculum texts. More specifically, the comparison points to a rearticulation of 
organising assumptions, a more integrated textual articulation of the intended graduate 
profile, and a more explicit competency architecture in the 2025 curriculum text. The later 
curriculum keeps the national minimum-standards rationale in place while making the 
relationship among graduate competencies, learning domains, pedagogical orientation, 
assessment expectations, and implementation conditions more explicit. It consolidates and re-
expresses several expectations that were more dispersed in the earlier text, while selectively 
specifying institutional and pedagogical conditions that were not equivalently articulated in 
2016. 

For curriculum policy analysis, the study shows that national core curricula in child 
development organise professional knowledge, state pedagogical and assessment 
orientations, and define institutional responsibilities with varying degrees of explicitness. Its 
contribution is to clarify how curriculum-policy change can reshape the way professional 
competence is made visible and connected to pedagogy, assessment, and institutional 
responsibility, without assuming uniform institutional enactment. The findings therefore 
concern policy framing rather than institutional enactment. They show how the texts structure 
expectations, while questions of how those expectations are realised in practice across 
institutions remain beyond the scope of the study. The comparison also points to several 
implications. At the level of the documentary evidence, the 2025 curriculum makes more 
explicit the conditions under which graduate preparation, pedagogical design, and 
implementation are expected to align within the national framework. The recommendations 
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that follow distinguish between immediate text-based implications and wider context-sensitive 
possibilities for institutional adaptation. 

Recommendations 

Several implications can be drawn directly from the document analysis. As the 2025 
curriculum text makes pedagogical, evaluative, infrastructural, and instructional conditions 
more explicit, institutions seeking alignment may need to consider these dimensions more 
systematically in curriculum revision and implementation. At the level of policy-text 
interpretation, this points in particular to faculty capacity for problem-based learning (PBL) 
facilitation, formative and performance-based assessment design, and the use of digital and 
self-directed learning resources. It also points to the learning environments and digital 
infrastructure named within the curriculum text itself, including collaborative workspaces and 
systems that support interaction, access, and continuity of learning. 

Other possibilities for institutional adaptation require closer attention to local context. For 
example, the Professional Learning Domains could be used as an organising structure for 
mapping competencies, learning opportunities, and assessment tasks more coherently across 
the curriculum. Similarly, curriculum teams might consider developing shared case materials 
linked to major practice contexts where such an approach is feasible and educationally 
appropriate. In curricula where practice-based settings are central, structured feedback 
processes with relevant service contexts may support closer alignment between curricular 
expectations and professional demands. These suggestions are drawn from the document 
analysis. Their relevance is therefore likely to depend on institutional conditions, available 
resources, and local curriculum development processes. Read in this way, they indicate possible 
directions for alignment and adaptation without assuming uniform readiness or uniform 
enactment across institutions. 
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TÜRKÇE GENİŞ ÖZET 

Türkiye’deki Lisans Düzeyi Çocuk Gelişimi Çekirdek Programlarında 
Süreklilik ve Dönüşüm: Bir Politika Metni Analizi (2016–2025)  

Giriş 

Günümüzde yükseköğretim, bilgi aktarımına dayalı geleneksel işlevinin ötesine geçerek, 
öğrencilerin mesleki kimlik geliştirmelerini, etik duyarlılık kazanmalarını ve bütüncül yeterlikler 
edinmelerini destekleyen çok yönlü bir eğitim alanı olarak yeniden tanımlanmaktadır. Bu 
yönelim, OECD’nin (2018) ve Schleicher’in (2018) yükseköğretim politikalarına ilişkin 
değerlendirmelerinde de vurgulanmaktadır. Söz konusu dönüşüm, doğumdan yetişkinliğe 
uzanan çok boyutlu gelişim süreçlerini inceleyen çocuk gelişimi alanını doğrudan 
etkilemektedir. Çocuk gelişimi uzmanlarının yeterlikleri, çocukların ve ailelerin iyi oluşu kadar 
eğitim kurumlarının işleyişi ve toplumsal refah açısından da belirleyici görüldüğünden, lisans 
eğitiminin tutarlı bir kuramsal yönelim ve pedagojik anlayışla yapılandırılması kritik önem 
taşımaktadır. Alanyazındaki çalışmalar da program değişikliklerinin kurumsal düzeyde 
sahiplenildiğinde ve sürdürülebilir biçimde desteklendiğinde daha anlamlı sonuçlar 
üretebildiğini göstermektedir (Honkimäki vd., 2024; Laivuori vd., 2026). 

Türkiye’de Ulusal Çekirdek Eğitim Programları (UÇEP), çocuk gelişimi dâhil birçok lisans 
alanında mesleki roller, öğrenme çıktıları ve temel yeterlikler için ulusal bir referans çerçevesi 
sunan politika metinleri olarak işlev görmektedir. Buna karşın çocuk gelişimi lisans eğitimindeki 
değişimlere yön veren yapısal, kavramsal ve pedagojik eğilimler alanyazında çoğu zaman 
sistematik biçimde incelenmemektedir. Kürkçü (2021) program tartışmalarında bu yönelimlerin 
sıklıkla uygulama sorunlarının gölgesinde kaldığını vurgulamaktadır. Demir ve Ilgaz (2024) ise 
program yapılarını ele almakla birlikte, çekirdek programdaki değişim ve yeniden düzenlenme 
sürecini analitik düzeyde ayrıntılandırmamaktadır. 

Bu çalışma, Yükseköğretim Kurulu tarafından yayımlanan 2016 tarihli Çocuk Gelişimi Ulusal 
Çekirdek Eğitim Programı’nı (ÇUÇEP; YÖK, 2016) ve 2025 tarihli Çocuk Gelişimi Lisans Ulusal 
Çekirdek Eğitim Programı’nı (ÇGL-UÇEP; YÖK, 2025) karşılaştırarak süreklilik ve dönüşümün 
metin düzeyinde nasıl ifade edildiğini ve düzenlendiğini incelemektedir. Bu doğrultuda söz 
konusu belgeler, ders listelerinin ötesinde mesleki bilginin nasıl meşrulaştırıldığını, pedagojik 
ve değerlendirmeye ilişkin hangi önceliklerin görünür kılındığını ve mezun kimliğinin nasıl 
tasarlandığını ortaya koyan politika metinleri olarak değerlendirilmiştir.  

Yöntem 

Araştırmada nitel ve yorumlayıcı bir anlayış benimsenmiştir. İki ulusal çekirdek program 
arasındaki süreklilik ve dönüşümü incelemek amacıyla temel strateji olarak karşılaştırmalı 
doküman analizi kullanılmıştır. Bu yaklaşım, politika metinlerinde zaman içinde ortaya çıkan 
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yapısal düzenlemeleri, kavramsal öncelikleri ve örgütleyici mantıkları sistematik biçimde 
incelemeye elverişlidir (Cleland vd., 2023). Araştırmanın veri setini, Yükseköğretim Kurulunun 
kamuya açık resmî internet portalında yer alan ÇUÇEP (YÖK, 2016) ve ÇGL-UÇEP (YÖK, 2025) 
belgeleri oluşturmaktadır. 

Veriler, Braun ve Clarke’ın (2022) refleksif tematik analiz yaklaşımı doğrultusunda 
çözümlenmiştir. Bu çalışmada refleksif tematik analiz, sınırlı ve odaklı bir belge kümesindeki 
açık ve örtük politika anlamlarını kuramsal çerçeveyle ilişkili biçimde yorumlamak amacıyla 
kullanılmıştır. Karşılaştırmalı doküman analizi, iki metin arasında işlevsel olarak karşılaştırılabilir 
bölümlerin hizalanmasını sağlamıştır. Refleksif tematik analiz ise metin içi örüntülerin yakın, 
yinelemeli ve yorumlayıcı biçimde çözümlenmesine imkân vermiştir. Kodlama ve yorumlama 
sürecinde Bernstein’ın (2000) yeniden bağlamsallaştırma kavramı ile Ball’ın (1994) politika 
metni yaklaşımından yararlanılmıştır. Bu kuramsal çerçeve, mesleki bilginin nasıl 
sınıflandırıldığını, pedagojik ve değerlendirmeye ilişkin beklentilerin nasıl görünür kılındığını ve 
uygulama sorumluluğunun nasıl konumlandırıldığını yorumlamak için kullanılmıştır. 

Analizler yapısal tasarım ve organizasyon mantığı, mezun yeterlikleri ve mesleki profil, 
öğrenme alanları ve içerik düzeni, öğretim stratejileri ve değerlendirme yaklaşımları ile 
uygulama koşulları ve kurumsal gereksinimler olmak üzere beş tema ortaya çıkarmıştır. 
Araştırmanın inandırıcılığını artırmak amacıyla akran değerlendirmesi, denetim izi ve bulguların 
metinsel kanıtlarla gerekçelendirilmesi stratejileri kullanılmıştır. Çalışma, kamuya açık resmî 
dokümanların analizine dayandığı için insan katılımcı ya da kişisel veri içermemektedir. 

Bulgular 

Bulgular, ÇUÇEP (YÖK, 2016) ile ÇGL-UÇEP (YÖK, 2025) arasındaki ilişkinin süreklilik ve metin 
düzeyinde dönüşüm örüntüsüyle açıklanabileceğini göstermektedir. Bu dönüşüm özellikle 
yeniden ifade, artan açıklık ve seçici yeniden yapılandırma yoluyla görünür hâle gelmektedir. 
Her iki belge de ulusal düzeyde asgari beklentiler oluşturma ve standartlaştırma amacına 
hizmet eden ortak bir çerçeve sunmaktadır. Bununla birlikte ÇGL-UÇEP (YÖK, 2025), yeterlik 
mantığını pedagojik yönelim, değerlendirme beklentileri, öğrenme kaynakları ve uygulama 
koşullarıyla daha bütüncül biçimde ilişkilendirmektedir. 

Mezun profili açısından 2025 metninde görev ve teknik beceri vurgusunun yanı sıra yansıtıcı 
düşünme, etik sorumluluk, iletişim, dijital sorumluluk ve farklı hizmet bağlamlarına uyum gibi 
boyutların daha belirgin hâle geldiği görülmektedir. Bu değişim, yeterlik söyleminin soyutlama, 
bütünleşme ve bağlamsallaşma düzeyinde farklılaştığını düşündürmektedir. İçerik 
örgütlenmesinde parçalı ve liste temelli sunumun yerini, mesleki öğrenme alanları altında 
kurulan daha düzenli bir yapı almaktadır. Bu yönelim program metninde hizmet bağlamlarının 
ve mesleki odak alanlarının daha görünür ve sistematik hâle gelmesini sağlamaktadır. 

Öğretim ve değerlendirme yaklaşımı bakımından ÇUÇEP (YÖK, 2016), öğrencinin aktif 
katılımını destekleyen yöntem ve araçları geniş bir repertuvar olarak sunmaktadır. Belge 
tamamlayıcı yaklaşımların birlikte kullanılmasını öneren esnek bir öğretim anlayışına 
dayanmaktadır. Buna karşılık ÇGL-UÇEP (YÖK, 2025), probleme dayalı öğrenmeyi (PDÖ) temel 
öğretim yönelimi olarak daha açık biçimde konumlandırmaktadır. Ayrıca değerlendirmeyi 
performansa dayalı ve biçimlendirici bir anlayışla yapılandırmakta ve ölçütlerin süreç boyunca 
görünür olmasını öne çıkarmaktadır. 
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Son olarak, ÇGL-UÇEP program revizyonunu fiziksel ve dijital altyapı, öğretim elemanı 
yeterlikleri, öğretim yönetim sistemi ve kalite güvencesi gibi koşullarla daha açık biçimde 
ilişkilendirmektedir. Bu durum, uygulama sorumluluğunun ders yürütücüsü düzeyini aşarak 
kurumsal kapasite, öğrenme ortamları ve kalite süreçleriyle birlikte tanımlandığını 
göstermektedir. Dolayısıyla 2025 metni, program dönüşümünü daha geniş bir kurumsal 
sorumluluk çerçevesi içinde konumlandırmaktadır.  

Tartışma 

Bulgular iki belge arasındaki dönüşümün içerik düzeyini aşarak yapısal yönelim, pedagojik 
çerçeve ve sorumluluk dağılımı bakımından çok katmanlı bir metinsel görünüm kazandığını 
göstermektedir. Bernstein’ın (2000) yeniden bağlamsallaştırma kavramı, program değişikliğinin 
mesleki bilgiyi ve yeterliği hangi ölçütlerle meşrulaştırdığını ve hangi pedagojik beklentileri 
belirginleştirdiğini açıklamada işlevsel bir çerçeve sunmaktadır. Ball’ın (1994) politika metni 
yaklaşımı ise program değişikliğinin metinde nasıl ifade edildiği ile uygulamada nasıl karşılık 
bulacağı arasındaki ayrımı hatırlatarak yorumların kapsamını ölçülü tutmayı sağlamaktadır. Bu 
nedenle bu çalışma, bulguları uygulamaya ilişkin kesin sonuçlar düzeyinde ele almamaktadır. 
Bulgular niyet edilen program değişikliğinin metin düzeyinde nasıl ifade edildiği ve 
düzenlendiği bağlamında tartışılmaktadır. 

Önceki belgede daha dağınık biçimde görülen beklentilerin 2025 metninde daha sistematik 
bir standartlar bütününe bağlanması, program tutarlılığını artırma potansiyeli taşımaktadır. 
Ancak bu yönelim, artan merkezileşme ve azalan kurumsal esneklik riskini de beraberinde 
getirmektedir. Bu açıdan bulgular, yeterlik temelli yükseköğretim program değişikliklerinin 
içerik güncellemesinin ötesinde pedagojik yaklaşım, değerlendirme kültürü ve kurumsal 
kapasiteyle birlikte ele alınması gerektiğini savunan tartışmalarla ilişkilendirilebilir (Laivuori vd., 
2026). 

Bununla birlikte PDÖ gibi yaklaşımların işlevsel biçimde uygulanabilmesi; değerlendirme 
kültürü, dijital altyapı ve öğretim elemanı kapasitesi gibi koşullara bağlıdır (Awang vd., 2025; 
Eğitim Reformu Girişimi [ERG], 2015; Kusumatuty vd., 2018). Bu nedenle metinde tanımlanan 
tasarım beklentilerinin kurumsal düzeyde karşılık bulabilmesi, eşgüdüm ve sürdürülebilir destek 
mekanizmalarıyla yakından ilişkilidir. Başka bir deyişle program metninde görünür hâle gelen 
pedagojik niyetin uygulamada karşılık bulabilmesi, belge düzeyindeki düzenlemelerle birlikte 
bu düzenlemeleri taşıyacak kurumsal yapılara, kaynaklara ve mesleki kapasiteye bağlıdır. 

Sonuç ve Öneriler 

Karşılaştırmalı analiz, çocuk gelişimi lisans eğitiminde mesleki yeterliğin 2025 metninde 
süreklilik ve metin düzeyinde dönüşüm ilişkisi içinde daha bütünleşik, görünür ve sistematik 
biçimde ifade edildiğini göstermektedir. Bu bulgu, 2016 metnindeki beklentilerin tümüyle 
ortadan kalktığı ya da bütünüyle yeni bir mesleki model kurulduğu anlamına gelmemektedir. 
Bulgular, 2025 metninde pedagojik yönelimin ve politika düzeyindeki rehberliğin daha açık, 
düzenli ve kurumsal koşullarla ilişkili biçimde yeniden ifade edildiğini ortaya koymaktadır. 

Çalışma, 2025 metninin çocuk gelişimi lisans eğitiminde mesleki yeterliği, mezunların 
edinmesi gereken bilgi ve beceriler, öğrenme ortamlarının niteliği, öğretim süreçlerinin yapısı 
ve değerlendirme uygulamalarının düzenlenişi olmak üzere dört temel ölçüt üzerinden 
tanımladığını göstermektedir. Bu yönüyle 2025 metni, yeterlik söylemini yalnızca bireysel bilgi 
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ve becerilerle sınırlamamakta, kurumsal sorumluluk, kalite güvencesi ve hesap verebilirlik 
boyutlarını da içeren daha geniş bir politika çerçevesi içinde ele almaktadır. 

Kurumsal uygulamaların 2025 metniyle uyumunun sağlanması bakımından, politika 
metninde açık biçimde tanımlanan fiziksel ve eğitsel koşulların dikkate alınması önemli 
görünmektedir. ÇGL-UÇEP (YÖK, 2025), PDÖ ve performansa dayalı biçimlendirici 
değerlendirme gibi ilkeleri merkeze alırken uygulama sorumluluğunu yalnızca ders 
yürütücüsüne bırakmamakta, bu sorumluluğu öğrenme ortamları, dijital altyapı ve öğretim 
elemanı kapasitesi gibi kurumsal koşullarla ilişkilendirmektedir. Bu doğrultuda doküman temelli 
bulgular, öğretim elemanlarının öğrenmeyi kolaylaştırma, örnek olay tasarımı, geri bildirim 
verme ve performansa dayalı değerlendirme alanlarındaki kapasitelerinin güçlendirilmesi 
gerektiğine işaret etmektedir. Ayrıca grup çalışmasına uygun fiziksel ve dijital öğrenme 
ortamlarının oluşturulması, uyum sürecinde dikkat edilmesi gereken başlıca alanlardan biri 
olarak öne çıkmaktadır. 

Bu çerçevede, bağlama duyarlı bazı uyarlama seçenekleri de tartışmaya açılabilir. Program 
düzeyinde yeterlik alanlarıyla uyumlu örnek olay ve görev havuzlarının geliştirilmesi, uygun 
kurumsal koşullar sağlandığında uygulamalı öğrenme fırsatlarının daha dengeli dağıtılmasına 
katkı sunabilir. Benzer biçimde öğrenme yönetim sistemlerinin çekirdek derslerde daha tutarlı 
kullanılması, değerlendirme ölçütlerinin görünür kılınması ve erişilebilir öğrenme kaynaklarının 
yapılandırılması yararlı olabilir. Bu öneriler, doküman çözümlemesinden türetilen çıkarımlara 
dayandığı için uygulama kanıtlarıyla ayrıca sınanmalıdır. Bu nedenle önerilerin geçerliği 
kurumsal kapasiteye, yerel önceliklere ve uygulama koşullarına bağlı olarak değişebilir. 

Genel olarak bu çalışma, çocuk gelişimi lisans eğitimine ilişkin çekirdek programlarda 
süreklilik ve dönüşüm ilişkisini mesleki bilginin, pedagojik yönelimin ve kurumsal sorumluluğun 
yeniden düzenlenmesi bağlamında değerlendirmektedir. Bu çerçevede 2025 metni, çocuk 
gelişimi lisans eğitiminde yeterlik temelli yaklaşımın daha açık, bütüncül ve uygulama 
koşullarıyla ilişkili biçimde ifade edildiği bir politika metni olarak öne çıkmaktadır. 


