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The aim of this study is to examine the music literacy levels of primary teachers. In line
with this objective, it is considered that assessing the music literacy levels of primary
teachers according to diverse factors is crucial for enhancing the quality of the education
provided. The study employed the relational survey model, which is one of the non-
experimental quantitative research methods. The research sample consisted of 337
primary teachers who work in the urban and rural areas of Agri, Ardahan, I1gdir, and Kars
provinces, located in the Eastern Anatolia region. Data were collected through the
“Music Literacy Scale to Preschool and Elementary School Education Department” and
a personal information form. The results showed that the music literacy of primary
teachers was at an intermediate level. Demographically, the variables of gender,
employment province, and the number of semesters involving music education in their
undergraduate studies did not make a statistically significant difference. However, the
variables of age, seniority, adequacy of music education received in the undergraduate
period, having extracurricular music education beyond the undergraduate study, and
receiving a music certificate during or after the undergraduate study made significant
differences.
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Arastirma Makalesi

Bu calismada sinif 6gretmenlerinin muzik okuryazarlik dizeylerinin incelenmesi
amaglanmigtir. Bu amag dogrultusunda sinif 6gretmenlerinin muzik okuryazarhk
dizeylerinin gesitli degiskenlere gére hangi seviyede oldugunun belirlenmesinin verilen
egitimin niteligi agisindan 6nem tasidigi dusinilmektedir. Arastirmada deneysel
olmayan nicel arastirma tirlerinden iliskisel tarama yontemi kullaniimistir. Calisma
grubunu Dogu Anadolu bélgesinde yer alan Agri, Ardahan, 1gdir ve Kars il merkez ve
merkez koylerinde goérev yapmakta olan 337 sinif 6gretmeni olusturmaktadir.
Arastirmanin veri toplama araci olarak “Okul Oncesi ve Sinif Egitimi Ana Bilim Dallarina
Yénelik Miizik Okuryazarhigi Olgegi” ve kisisel bilgi formu kullaniimistir. Arastirma
sonucunda sinif 6gretmenlerinin muzik okuryazarlik diizeyinin orta diizeyde oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Demografik oOzelliklere gore istatiksel agidan sinif 6gretmenlerinin
cinsiyet, calisilan il, lisans egitiminde alinan muzik egitimi donem sayisi degiskenlerinin
anlamli bir fark olusturmadig, yas, kidem, lisans doneminde verilen mizik egitiminin
yeterligi, lisans harici muizik egitimi alma durumu, lisans siireci veya sonrasi muzik
sertifikasi alma durumu degiskenlerine gére anlamli bir fark olusturdugu sonuglarina
ulasiimigtir.

“This study was originated from a part of the master’s thesis entitled “A Comparative Analysis of Music Literacy Levels of Preschool
and Classroom Teachers” carried out by the first author under the supervision of the second author. (CoHE) Thesis Database

(Publication No. 779944).
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Introduction

In the initial stage of primary education, primary teachers deliver music classes once a week. However,
in various private schools, music teachers conduct this lesson. The music course usually attracts students
because singing, playing instruments, and acting with music resembles the experience of playing. “The
musical communication between the teachers and the students is vital in primary school music education.
The teachers should foster their inclination toward music, nurture their overall development, and
incorporate music into their daily life through simple methods.” (Ugan et al., 1999, p. 5). The competence
of teachers is crucial in this process. The teachers are required to adroitly apply their knowledge, skills,
and experiences in the educational process.

The acquisition of musical proficiency and aptitude among pre-service primary teachers is provided
through the “Music Teaching” course, offered only in the seventh semester of undergraduate study. This
class consists of three weekly sessions, in which teacher candidates need to acquire competencies such
as;

Music teaching methods and techniques; notation teaching techniques; arranging children’s
songs with Orff instruments by using rhythm and melody; effective use of musical instruments
for song-teaching; the relationship among playing, music, dance, drama, and speech; music-
aesthetics relationship and the improvement of musical appreciation; associating music lesson
activities with other disciplines; practical events related to primary school music curriculum.
(Council of Higher Education [CoHE], n.d.)

The effectiveness of music education at the primary level is directly related to the teacher’s music
literacy level. Music, which harmoniously conveys emotions and ideas, has its own set of literary elements.
These elements include notes, which are the alphabet of music, as well as signs, symbols, and marks that
indicate various aspects of sound. Music literacy encompasses the learning process that involves
stimulating the auditory memory with knowledge and technical skills to enhance the individual’s musical
level. The outcomes of this learning process can be used to assess the music literacy level of the individual.
“Learning the basics of music literacy is the starting point of music education” (Drobni, 2018, p. 22).
According to Gudmundsdottir (2010), music literacy emerges with an effective combination of decoding
and motor response (p. 332). Basically, it is the process of converting musical sounds into signs and musical
signs into sounds (Pugh, 2006, p. 29). Music literacy generally encompasses all aspects of method and
technique, application skill, and knowledge level. Kabatas (2017) identified the dimensions of music
literacy in 6 items as follows: “The nature of music, key music concepts, musical process skills, music-
technology-society-environment interactions, musical and technical skills, values that constitute the
essence of music” (p. 244). Music literacy entails a considerable effort, and the literacy level may vary
depending on the individual’s interest, aptitude, and disciplined study. Since music is a domain that
requires talent, individuals may have different literacy levels.

In Tirkiye, music education is a compulsory component in the curriculum from primary to tertiary
levels. This curriculum aims to raise the students’ music literacy levels within the framework of national
and universal rules incrementally from simple to more intricate.

In the literature, some studies examine the music literacy levels of individuals through measurement
tools such as scales or tests (Afacan & Sentiirk, 2016; Arslan, 2010; Mentis-Koksoy, 2018). In the field of
primary education, the literature also contains studies on situation assessment, opinion, competence,
self-efficacy, and attitude towards music education, besides the studies that directly measure music
literacy (Aciimis & Kusdemir-Kayiran, 2021; Akgiil-Baris & Ozata, 2009; Albayrak, 2020; Arapgirlioglu &
Karagoz, 2011; Aydinli, 2007; B. Celik, 2001; Y. Celik, 2018; Celik & Yetim, 2017; Cevik, 2011; Ding-Altun &
Uzuner, 2018; Ercan, 2006; Karadas, 2019; Karan, 2008; Kavakl, 2022; Kinesci & Keles, 2023; Kocabas,
2000; Kocamanoglu, 2019; Kurtuldu, 2009; Mentis-Kéksoy, 2017; Morrow & Connor, 2011; Ocak, 2023;
Okan, 2010; Oymakcier & Ozaltunoglu, 2019; Oymakcier, 2019; Ozden, 2017; Ozgiil, 2017; Sahin & Aksiit,
2002; Sahin, 2009; Umuzdas & Isildak, 2019; Yokus & Onk-Avsar, 2014).
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The present study aims to investigate the music literacy levels of primary teachers. In line with this
purpose, the analysis of music literacy concerning various variables is deemed significant for the quality
of education provided in this period. Furthermore, due to the limited number of studies, this research is
expected to make a significant contribution to the field of music literacy. The research question is “What
is the music literacy level of the primary teachers?” Based on this question, the music literacy of the study
group will be examined according to certain variables (gender, age, province, seniority, the number of
semesters involving music education in the undergraduate program, adequacy of music education
received in the undergraduate program, receiving extracurricular music education beyond the
undergraduate program, and receiving a music education certificate during or after the undergraduate
program).

Method

The present study adopted the survey design from the descriptive research methods to assess the
music literacy of primary teachers and employed the correlational survey method, which is a type of
quantitative research.

Study Group

The study group of the research comprised randomly selected 337 primary teachers employed in the
central and rural areas of Agri, Ardahan, Igdir, and Kars provinces in the 2021-2022 academic year.

Table 1.
Demographic and Descriptive Characteristics of Primary Teachers
Variable Category N %
Male 222 66.0
Gender Female 115 34.0
Total 337 100.0
Between 20-24 22 6.5
Between 25-29 94 27.9
Age Between 30-34 85 253
Between 35-39 43 12.7
40 and above 93 27.6
Agrni 34 10.0
. Ardahan 27 8.0
Employment Province lgdir 133 39.5
Kars 143 42.5
1-4 years 102 30.3
L. 5-9 years 92 27.3
Seniority 10-14 years 34 10.1
15 years and above 109 32.3
1 Semester 79 23.4
The Number of Semesters Involving Music 2 Semesters 231 68.6
Education in the Undergraduate Program 3 Semesters and above 5 1.5
No semesters 22 6.5
Adequacy of Music Education Received in Adequate 63 18.7
the Undergraduate Program Inadequate 274 81.3
Receiving Extracurricular Music Education Yes 68 20.1
Beyond the Undergraduate Program No 269 79.9
. . . . . Yes 28 8.3
Receiving a Music Education Certificate No 309 91.7

Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics of the 337 teachers who participated in the study.
Among the participants, 66% were male and 34% were female. In terms of age distribution, 6.5% were
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between 20-24, 27.9% were between 25-29, 25.3% were between 30-34, 12.7% were between 35-39, and
27.6% were aged 40 or above. Their employment provinces varied as 10% Agri, 8% Ardahan, 39.5% Igdir,
and 42.5% Kars. In terms of seniority, 30.3% had 1-4 years of experience, 27.3% had 5-9 years of
experience, 10.1% had 10-14 years of experience, and 32.3% had over 15 years of experience. Considering
the number of semesters with music education in their undergraduate studies, 23.4% received music
education in one semester, 68.6% in two semesters, 1.5% in more than two semesters, and 6.5% did not
receive music education; however, only 18.7% of them regarded these music lessons as adequate, while
81.3% found them deficient. Furthermore, 20.1% received extracurricular music education beyond their
undergraduate studies, and 79.9% did not receive additional music education. Only 8.3% completed a
certified basic music education program, and 91.7% did not receive such a credential.

This study received ethical approval from the Atatlirk University Social and Human Sciences Ethics
Committee/Fine Arts Unit Ethics Committee Presidency, as evidenced by document number 10/1, dated
13.10.2021. Additionally, the Ministry of National Education General Directorate of Basic Education
granted an accreditation, numbered E-70297673-605.01-50347393, dated 25.05.2022.

Data Collection Tools

Data were collected through the “Music Literacy Scale to Preschool and Elementary School Education
Department” developed by Afacan and Sentirk (2016). The scale comprises 32 items, organized into five
factors: “Skill of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 15, 16,
17)”, “Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs (items 13, 14, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25,
28, 30)”, “skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice (items 7, 8, 9, 10, 11)”, “Knowledge on Educational
Music Repertoire (items 18, 19, 20, 31, 32)”, and “Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice
Skill (items 26, 27, 29)”. Additionally, a personal information form with questions regarding demographic
and descriptive information, which are the determining factors for the research problem, was employed.
Table 2 presents the scale items and factors utilized in the study.

Data Analysis

The arithmetic means of each item, the weighted average of all items on the scale, and the averages
of items within each factor were calculated to investigate the music literacy levels of primary teachers.
Since the sample size was N> 30, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test was applied to determine an
appropriate statistical test for revealing differences according to the demographic variables. The general
averages of the factor and scale items did not show a normal distribution (p< .05). To assess the
differences among the demographic variables, non-parametric tests were employed. Specifically, the
Mann-Whitney U test compared the scores of two groups, while the Kruskal-Wallis H test compared more
than two groups.

Validity and Reliability

The study evaluated the content validity, construct validity, and reliability of the 32-item instrument
developed by Afacan and Sentiirk (2016). Results from the factor analysis indicated that the scale items
had eigenvalues greater than 1 and were classified into 5 distinct factors. The Cronbach Alpha reliability
test yielded high-reliability coefficients for the scale (Qgrand Total= .904, a1*t Factor= .852, 02" Factor= .815, a3™
Factor= 785, aat Factor= .713 and as™ ractor= .859). Validity and reliability analyses were carried out again to
determine whether the scale remained a valid and reliable measurement tool in case of timeout. The
results showed that the reliability studies of the scale and the reliability analysis conducted in the research
were consistent, that the scale provided reliability both on the basis of items and on the basis of scale
item total, and it was highly reliable (a=.964).
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Table 2.
Music Literacy Items and Factors

Items

| recognize the notes used in children’s songs.

2. Irecognize the musical signs in children’s songs.

3. lcan analyze children’s songs at the knowledge level.

4. | can write simple rhythm patterns.

5. |can play simple rhythm patterns.

6. | can decipher the school songs.

7. |can perform musical reading (solfeggio) of children’s songs accurately.
8. |can use my voice in songs appropriately.

9. | can perform rhythmical reading of school songs accurately.

10. | can detect the errors in a song | listen to.

11. | can distinguish the musical sounds | hear according to their pitch height.
12. | can notate children’s songs in accordance with the notation rules.

13. | can use the dramatization method in song teaching.

14. | know what kind of activities to do to improve musical appreciation.
15. | recognize the terms used in the songs.

16. | apply the terms used in songs correctly on the instrument.

17. | apply the signs used in songs correctly.

18. | know the principles of voice training.

19. | know the music lesson topics in the primary education curriculum.

20. | can notate a simple tune | listen to.

21. | can sing our national anthem musically accurately.

22. | know music teaching methods and techniques.

23. | know song teaching methods and techniques.

24. | can perform primary school music lesson activities correctly.

25. | can apply song teaching methods and techniques for teaching a single.
26. | know about the Orff method.

27. | can write rhythm accompaniment for Orff instruments for children's songs.
28. | can accompany a song | listen to eurhythmically.

29. | can accompany school songs with Orff instruments.

30. | can repeat a tune | listen to with the correct sounds.

31. | know musical notation teaching techniques.

32. | know the genres used in the children’s musical education.

Factors

Skill of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs
Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs
Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice

Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire

Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill

ik w N
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Findings

Table 3 presents the factor-based averages and overall mean scores of the primary teachers’ music
literacy levels, which are the findings regarding the research question.

Table 3.

Music Literacy Levels of Primary Teachers
Factors X
1. Skill of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs 3.0320
2. Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs 3.4583
3. Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice 3.2908
4. Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire 2.8582
5. Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill 2.3452
Overall Mean 3.1008

Table 3 shows the factor-based mean scores of the participants. The mean for the 1 factor was X=
3.0320, indicating a moderate level (2.60< X< 3.39), the 2" factor was X= 3.4583, indicating a high level
(3.40< X< 5.00), the 3™ factor was X= 3.2908, indicating a moderate level (2.60< X< 3.39), the 4" factor
was X= 2.8582, indicating a moderate level (2.60< X< 3.39), the 5% factor was X= 2.3452, indicating a low
level (1.00< X< 2.59), and the general average was X=3.1008, indicating a moderate level (2.60< X< 3.39).

Within the framework of the main problem of the research, to present the data on whether the music
literacy of the study group varies according to certain variables (gender, age, province, seniority, the
number of semesters involving music education in the undergraduate program, adequacy of music
education in the undergraduate program, receiving extracurricular music education beyond the
undergraduate program, and receiving a music education certificate during or after the undergraduate
program), the factors included in the items are stated under the title of the data collection tool. Therefore,
the findings regarding the factor and the general average are shown in tables.

Table 4.

Differences According to the Gender Variable

Factors Gender N X “I;I::I? S:anr:lg f u P
Mal 222 . 170.67 7 .

1 Factor Ferr?aele 115 3.8322 162.38 iszzi.ig 12394.500 662

A e
Mal 222 .2847 168.77 7468.

3" Factor Ferr?aele 115 3.3326 122.43 313942288 12715.000 953

A

RO e 115 sams  lsas  ioasrgo 12657000 07

e mlem 00 88 e

When the differences according to the “gender” variable, one of the research findings, were examined,
there were significant differences in the 13™ and 20™ items (p> .05). Nevertheless, no significant
differences emerged in the factors (p>.05) and general average scores (U= 12349.500, p=.624> .05).
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Table 5.
Differences According to the Age Variable
Factors Age N X Mean Rank  df X p
Between 20-24 22 3.1955 184.61
Between 25-29 94 3.2564 192.52
1%t Factor Between 30-34 85 2.8106 147.13 4 13.046  .011
Between 35-39 43 2.8326 145.14
40 and above 93 3.0613 172.55
Between 20-24 22 3.5818 196.43
Between 25-29 94 3.4340 186.11
3 Factor Between 30-34 85 3.1035 145.15 4 11.258 .024
Between 35-39 43 3.1721 152.97
40 and above 93 3.3032 174.44
Between 20-24 22 2.8364 164.73
Between 25-29 94 3.1000 197.19
4™ Factor Between 30-34 85 2.7529 157.88 4 11.839 .019
Between 35-39 43 2.6884 146.55
40 and above 93 2.7935 162.06
Between 20-24 22 2.5606 188.36
Between 25-29 94 2.7057 198.62
5% Factor Between 30-34 85 2.2588 160.73 4 15.370 .004
Between 35-39 43 2.1395 151.00
40 and above 93 2.1039 150.37
Between 20-24 22 3.2486 187.18
Between 25-29 94 3.3098 197.48
Overall Mean Between 30-34 85 2.9607 150.35 4 14.016 .007
Between 35-39 43 2.9906 150.49
40 and above 93 3.0336 161.52

When the differences according to the “age” variable, one of the research findings, were examined,
there were significant differences in items 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 13, 16, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 28, and 29 (p< .05).
Furthermore, significant differences arose in the 1° factor (x%= 13.046, p= .011< .05), 3 factor (x%=
11.258, p= .024< .05), 4" factor (x%= 11.839, p= .019< .05), 5" factor (x%= 15.370, p= .004< .05), and
general average scores (x%= 14.016, p= .007< .05).

The Skill of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs (1%t Factor) was investigated with
regard to means and mean rank scores. The age groups 30-34 and 35-39 differed significantly. The music
literacy levels were the lowest for the teachers aged 30-34 (MR30-34= 147.13, X=2.8106) and 35-39 (MRas.
39= 145.14, X= 2.8326), whereas those aged 25-29 demonstrated the highest proficiency (MR2s.29= 192.52,
X=3.2564).

An analysis of the Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice (3" Factor) highlighted the differences in
the 30-34 and 35-39 age groups. The highest levels of music literacy were observed among teachers aged
20-24 (MR20-24= 196.43, X= 3.5818), in contrast to the lowest levels exhibited by those aged 30-34 (MRso-
34= 145.15, X=3.1035) and 35-39 (MRss.39= 152.97, X=3.1721).
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As to the Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire (41" Factor), the age group of 25-29 differed
significantly. Teachers aged 25-29 showed the highest proficiency (MR2s.29= 197.19, X= 3.1000), while
those aged 35-39 exhibited the lowest levels of music literacy (MRss.30= 146.55, X= 2.6884).

An investigation of Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill (5% Factor) showed a
significant discrepancy in music literacy levels. The age groups with the highest levels of proficiency were
20-24 (MR2o-24= 188.36, X= 2.5606) and 25-29 (MRa2s.29= 198.62, X= 2.7057), while those with the lowest
levels were 35-39 (MR3s-39= 151.00, X= 2.1395) and 40 or above (MRag or above= 150.37, X= 2.1039).

An evaluation of general music literacy levels of primary teachers uncovered a significant variation.
The most proficient individuals were within the age ranges of 20-24 (MR20-24= 187.18, X= 3.2486) and 25-
29 (MR2s-20= 197.48, X= 3.3098), whereas the least were within the age groups of 30-34 (MR30-3s= 150.35,
X=2.9607) and 35-39 (MR3s-39= 150.49, X= 2.9906).

Table 6.
Differences According to the Employment Province
Factors Province N X Mean Rank df X2 p
Agr 34 3.1147 180.12
Ardahan 27 3.1667 183.52
1** Factor ) 3 4.080 .253
Igdir 133 2.9023 156.02
Kars 143 3.1077 175.69
Agr 34 3.6471 197.49
Ardahan 27 3.4486 168.28
2" Factor 3 6.942 074
Igdir 133 3.3350 153.91
Kars 143 3.5299 176.40
Agr 34 3.4588 187.41
Ardahan 27 3.3926 183.35
3" Factor . 3 3.943 268
1gdir 133 3.1654 157.33
Kars 143 3.3483 172.76
Agri 34 2.8882 173.09
th Ardahan 27 2.9556 179.00
4" Factor 3 2379 .498
1gdir 133 2.7383 159.01
Kars 143 2.9441 175.43
Agri 34 2.2059 156.81
Ardahan 27 2.5432 187.09
5% Factor B 3 1533 675
Igdir 133 2.2957 167.61
Kars 143 2.3869 169.78
Agri 34 3.1976 186.71
Ardahan 27 3.1898 181.81
Overall Mean ) 3 4203  .240
1gdir 133 2.9826 156.41
Kars 143 3.1709 174.08

When the differences according to the variable of “employment province”, one of the research
findings, were examined, the scale items 1, 2, and 23 (p< .05) differed significantly. However, no significant
difference was found in the factors (p>.05) and general average scores (x%3= 4.203, p= .240> .05).
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Table 7.
Differences According to the Seniority Variable
Factors Seniority N X Mean Rank  Df Ve ¢}
1-4 years 102 3.6580 195.08
5-9 years 92 3.3865 158.86
2" Factor 3 11.062  .011
10-14 years 34 3.4902 167.53
15 years and above 109 3.3221 153.61
1-4 years 102 3.4922 189.92
5-9 years 92 3.1261 151.42
3™ Factor 3 8.423 .038
10-14 years 34 3.2235 155.29
15 years and above 109 3.2624 168.53
1-4 years 102 3.0843 192.74
5-9 years 92 2.8043 167.12
4% Factor 3 9.911 .019
10-14 years 34 2.7412 150.38
15 years and above 109 2.7284 154.18
1-4 years 102 2.8497 211.06
5-9 years 92 2.1739 153.05
5t Factor 3 28.014  .000
10-14 years 34 2.1471 152.78
15 years and above 109 2.0795 148.16
1-4 years 102 3.3315 198.43
5-9 years 92 2.9942 157.36
Overall Mean 3 13.536 .004
10-14 years 34 3.0138 149.59
15 years and above 109 3.0020 157.34

When the differences according to the variable of “seniority”, one of the research findings, were
examined, there were notable disparities in items 4, 5, 7, 11, 13, 16, 17, 19, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, and 32
(b< .05). Moreover, significant differences were found in the 2" factor (x%= 11.062, p= .011< .05), 3™
factor (x%s= 8.423, p= .038< .05), 4t factor (x%s=9.911, p= .019< .05), 5" factor (x%s= 28.014, p= .000< .05),
and in the overall mean scores (x%= 13.536, p= .004< .05).

An examination regarding the Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs (2"
Factor) revealed a significant difference in the 1-4 years seniority. The teachers with 1-4 years of
experience displayed the highest music literacy levels (MR 1.4 years= 195.08, X= 3.6580), in contrast to those
with 15 or more years of seniority who exhibited the lowest proficiency (MR1s years or above= 153.61, X=
3.3221).

An analysis concerning the Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice (3™ Factor) showed a significant
variation in the participant group with 1-4 years of experience. The teachers with 1-4 years of experience
possessed the highest music literacy levels (MR1.4years= 189.92, X= 3.4922), while those with 5-9 years of
seniority had the lowest proficiency (MRs.oyears= 151.42, X= 3.1261).

Investigations on the Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire (4t Factor) induced substantial
differences in the participant group with 1-4 years of experience. The teachers with 1-4 years of
experience had the highest music literacy (SO1.4 years= 192.74, X= 3.0843), while those with 15 or more
years of seniority demonstrated the lowest proficiency (SO15 years or above= 154.18, X= 2.7284).

An analysis of Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill (5% Factor) displayed a
significant difference in the participant group with 1-4 years of experience. The teachers with 1-4 years of
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seniority had the highest music literacy levels (MR1-4years= 211.06, X= 2.8497), while those with 15 or more
years of experience had the lowest proficiency (MR1s years or above= 148.16, X= 2.0795).

With regard to seniority, an analysis of the general music literacy levels of the participants indicated a
notable disparity. The highest levels of music literacy were observed among teachers with 1-4 years of
seniority (MR1-4years= 198.43, X= 3.3315), while the lowest levels were among those with 5-9 (MRs.g years=
157.36, X=2.9942) and 15 or more years of experience (MR15 years or above= 157.34, X= 3.0020).

Table 8.
Differences According to the Variable of the Number of Semesters Involving Music Education in the
Undergraduate Program

Factors Number of Semesters N X Mean Rank df X p
1 Semester 79 3.0152 164.04
2 Semesters 232 3.0267 168.98
1%t Factor 3 4995 172
3 Semesters and above 5 4.0000 264.00
No semesters 21 2.9238 165.31
1 Semester 79 3.4430 166.37
2 Semesters 232 3.4761 169.55
2" Factor 3 1.981 .576
3 Semesters and above 5 4.0000 225.80
No semesters 21 3.1905 159.24
1 Semester 79 3.1924 154.03
2 Semesters 232 3.2983 170.20
3" Factor 3 6.259  .100
3 Semesters and above 5 3.9200 243.10
No semesters 21 3.4286 194.40
1 Semester 79 2.8329 166.56
th 2 Semesters 232 2.8483 167.98
4™ Factor 3 1.892 .595
3 Semesters and above 5 3.6000 225.80
No semesters 21 2.8857 175.95
1 Semester 79 2.4051 174.13
2 Semesters 232 2.3348 168.63
5% Factor 3 2.631 452
3 Semesters and above 5 2.8000 211.20
No semesters 21 2.1270 143.71
1 Semester 79 3.0775 163.92
2 Semesters 232 3.1028 169.51
Overall Mean 3 2.637 451
3 Semesters and above 5 3.8125 236.50
No semesters 21 2.9970 166.36

When the differences according to the variable of “the number of semesters involving music education
in the undergraduate program”, one of the research findings, were examined, there were notable
disparities in the 1%t and 2" items (p< .05); however, no significant difference was found within the factors
(p>.05) and general average scores (x%s= 2.637, p= .451> .05).
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Table 9.
Differences According to the Variable of the Adequacy of Music Lesson Received in the Undergraduate
Program

s el Wk e
e o e B s o
e o ke I W0 omo om
A
e e S em BRSO e on

When the differences according to the variable of “adequacy of music education received in the
undergraduate program”, one of the research findings, were examined, significant differences were
observed among each of the items except 28 (p< .05), each of the factors (p< .05), and between general
average scores (U= 4517.500, p=.000< .05).

The mean and mean rank scores of the Skill of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs
(1%t Factor) were examined (MRadequate= 234.47, X= 3.6302, SRadequatei= 14771.50 and MRinadequate= 153.95,
X= 2.8945, SRinadequate= 42181.50). The teachers who perceived music education in their undergraduate
studies as adequate exhibited higher levels of music literacy.

An assessment of the Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs (2" Factor)
(MRAdequate= 22574, X= 38765, SRAdequate= 14221.50 and MRInadequate= 15595, X= 33621, SRInadequate=
42731.50) revealed that teachers who perceived their undergraduate music education as adequate had
higher levels of music literacy.

As to the Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice (3™ Factor) (MRadequatei= 213.93, X= 3.6889,
SRadequate= 13477.50 and MRinadequate= 158.67, X= 3.1993, SRinadequate= 43475.50), adequate undergraduate
music education was associated with higher levels of music literacy among teachers.

An investigation of Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire (4" Factor) (MRadequate= 234.25, X=
3.4381, SRAdequate= 14758.00 and MRinadequate= 154.00, X= 2.7248, SRInadequate= 4219500) showed that
teachers who perceived their undergraduate music education as adequate had higher music literacy
levels.

An analysis of Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill (5% Factor) (MRadequate=
196.60, X= 2.7090, SRAdequate= 12385.50 and MRInadequate= 162.66, X= 2.2616, SRInadequate= 4456750)
displayed that higher levels of music literacy were exhibited by teachers who perceived their
undergraduate music education as adequate.

In reference to the adequacy of music education received in the undergraduate program (MRadequate=
23429, )_(= 35923, SRAdequate= 14760.50 and MRInadequate= 15399, )_(= 29878, SRInadequate= 4219250), the
teachers who perceived their undergraduate music education as adequate exhibited higher levels of
music literacy.
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Table 10.
Differences According to the Variable of Receiving Extracurricular Music Education Beyond the
Undergraduate Program

Receiving
Factors Music N X Mean Sum of u p
. Rank Ranks
Education
Yes 68 35765 22482  15287.50
st
1% Factor No 269 28944 15489 4166550  oo0000 000
 Factor Yes 68 38121 21625 1470500 ...
No 269 33689 157.06  42248.00
Yes 68  3.8324 22978  15625.00
rd Fact 13.00 .
3" Factor No 269 31539  153.64 4132800 013000 000
v 28 21422 14567.0
4™ Factor es 68  3.2853 267.00 121000 000
No 269 27502  157.57  42386.00
Y 2.97 210. 14952.
5% Factor e 68 9706 9.89 95230 ees500 000
No 269 21871  156.14  42000.50
Yes 68  3.5804  228.88  15563.50
M 74, .
Overall Mean No 269 29796  153.86 4138950 0’400 000

When the differences according to the variable of “receiving extracurricular music education beyond
the undergraduate program”, one of the research findings, were examined, significant differences were
observed among each of the items and factors (p< .05) of the scale and between the general average
scores (U= 5074.500, p=.000< .05).

Concerning the Skill of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs (1°t Factor) (MRyes=
224.82, X= 3.5765, SRyes= 15287.50 and MRno= 154.89, X= 2.8944, SRno= 41665.50), the teachers who
received extracurricular music education beyond their undergraduate studies had higher music literacy
levels.

With respect to the Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs (2" Factor)
(MRvyes= 216.25, X=3.8121, SRves= 14705.00 and MRno= 157.06, X= 3.3689, SRno= 42248.00), higher music
literacy levels were observed among teachers who received extracurricular music education beyond their
undergraduate studies.

An examination of Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice (3™ Factor) (MRves= 229.78, X= 3.8324,
SRyes= 15625.00 and MRno= 153.64, X= 3.1539, SRno= 41328.00) indicated a positive correlation between
receiving extracurricular music education and the music literacy level.

As for the Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire (4" Factor) (MRves= 214.22, X= 3.2853, SRyes=
14567.00 and MRno= 157.57, X= 2.7502, SRno= 42386.00), the music literacy levels were higher among
those who received extracurricular music education.

An analysis of Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill (51" Factor) (MRyes= 219.89,
X=2.9706, SRves= 14952.50 and MRno= 156.14, X=2.1871, SRno= 42000.50) demonstrated higher literacy
levels of teachers who received extracurricular music education beyond their undergraduate studies.

As regards the variable of “receiving extracurricular music education beyond the undergraduate
program”, the general literacy levels of the teachers who received additional courses were higher than
the other participants (MRyes= 228.88, X= 3.5804, SRyes= 15563.50 and MRno= 153.86, X= 2.9796, SRno=
41389.50).
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Table 11.
Differences According to the Variable of Receiving a Music Education Certificate During or After the
Undergraduate Program

Receiving a
Factors Edlr:astiicon N X l:::l? S:amnkt;f v P
Certificate
1* Factor YNe§ 32089 ;:gg% ig:;g 560903157'.5500 2122500 000
2" Factor YNe§ 32089 312332 izggi 56063135;3'9000 2443.000 000
31 Factor YNe§ 32089 ::(2)228 ?612:32 560807757'.5500 2182500 000
Y 28 35857 23532 6589.00
4" Factor Ne(: 300 27922 16299 5036400 202000 000
Y 28 32976 24459  6848.50
51" Factor Ne(: 309 22589 16215 5010450 2209500 .000
Overall Mean T\lec? 32089 g:igjcz) i:(l)Zi 47909132.5500 2043.500 000

When the differences according to the variable of “receiving a music education certificate during or
after the undergraduate program”, one of the research findings, were examined, significant differences
were observed among each of the items and factors (p< .05) of the scale and between the general average
scores (U= 2043.500, p=.000< .05).

In reference to the Skill of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs (1° Factor) (MRyes=
247.70, X= 3.8607, SRves= 6935.50 and MRno= 161.87, X= 2.9570, SRno= 50017.50), the teachers who
received a certificate of music education had higher music literacy levels.

Regarding the Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs (2" Factor) (MRyes=
236.25, X= 4.0159, SRves= 6615.00 and MRno= 162.91, X= 3.4078, SRno= 50338.00), higher music literacy
levels were observed among teachers with a music education certificate.

An assessment of the Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice (3™ Factor) (MRyes= 245.55, X= 4.0500,
SRyes= 6875.50 and MRno= 162.06, X= 3.2220, SRno= 50077.50) indicated a positive correlation between
receiving music education certificate and the music literacy level.

As for the Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire (4" Factor) (MRves= 235.32, X= 3.5857, SRves=
6589.00 and MRno= 162.99, X= 2.7922, SRno= 50364.00), the music literacy levels were higher among those
who received a certificate of music education.

An investigation of Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill (5% Factor) (MRyes=
244.59, X= 3.2976, SRyes= 6848.50 and MRno= 162.15, X= 2.2589, SRno= 50104.50) demonstrated higher
literacy levels of teachers who received a certificate of music education.

With respect to the variable of “receiving a certificate of music education during or after the
undergraduate study”, the general literacy levels of the teachers who received a music education
certificate were higher than the other participants (MRyes= 250.52, X= 3.8382, SRyes= 7014.50 and MRno=
161.61, X=3.0340, SRno= 49938.50).

Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

This study determined the music literacy levels of primary teachers and investigated whether their
literacy levels varied according to different variables. The results showed that the general average of the
primary teachers’ music literacy levels was intermediate. This finding aligns with the findings of Agilmis
and Kusdemir-Kayiran (2021), who reported that both primary teachers and teacher candidates exhibited

892



Vapur & Sen — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 52(3), 2023, 880-915

moderate self-efficacy regarding music instruction. Similarly, Albayrak (2020) found that teachers
considered themselves at an intermediate level in terms of the ability to conduct music lessons, which is
similar to the findings of this study.

Karan (2008) and Ocak (2023) discovered that teachers perceived themselves as lacking proficiency in
music education. Ding-Altun and Uzuner (2018) asserted that the music education received by primary
teachers at the university level was inadequate for meeting the needs of their students and that the
curriculum was predominantly theoretical with limited practical instruction. Sahin (2009) reported that
many primary teachers found the primary school music curriculum challenging to implement, and
suggested that music teachers should lead these lessons. Furthermore, Karadas (2019) established
negative views of teachers on the adequacy of their undergraduate music education and recommended
that music teachers should conduct these lessons due to the challenges faced by primary teachers in
achieving the outcomes and objectives of the curriculum. In another study, Morrow and Connor (2011)
found that, compared to other subject teachers, music teachers had a greater capacity for self-
improvement and problem-solving when faced with voice-related problems. In contrast, Oymakcier and
Ozaltunoglu (2019) reported that primary teacher candidates held highly positive views regarding the
music education they received and their ability to teach music lessons. Overall, many studies concluded
that the music literacy of primary teachers was either intermediate or low.

When the results regarding the research problem were examined on the basis of factors, the Skill of
Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs was at a medium level. Recognition of these
concepts and applying them in practice requires long periods of repetition. Since this is quite effective in
learning, may be shown as the reason for resulting at a medium level. Kurtuldu (2009) found that pre-
service teachers considered that the undergraduate music courses were sufficient for lesson hours;
however, practice time was limited, and students needed to engage in applications. B. Celik (2001) stated
that while teachers demonstrated sufficient general knowledge regarding the definition of loudness, their
backgrounds concerning tempo terms and dynamics were inadequate. Similarly, Ercan (2006) reported
that most pre-service teachers had partial proficiency in recognizing notes, understanding notes’ duration,
identifying sound modifiers, and counting measures and beats. Nevertheless, their musical literacy was
limited in recognizing musical nuances and comprehending the concept of transposition. Umuzdas and
Isildak (2019) revealed that the theoretical knowledge imparted in undergraduate music courses was
deemed inadequate by pre-service teachers, resulting in a deficiency in practical skills such as note
reading. This was corroborated by studies indicating that teachers exhibited limited proficiency in
recognizing and applying terms in children’s songs (Sahin & Akstit, 2002), and had challenges in application
skills (Karan, 2008). However, these findings were contradicted by Ozgiil (2017), who reported that most
pre-service teachers were capable of reading notes, and Cevik (2011), who found that teachers’ self-
efficacy levels for practical skills were high. Despite the research indicating high proficiency levels, the
preponderance of studies implying moderate levels suggests that there are issues with practical skills.

The research established that the Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs
was at a high level. However, a review of the relevant literature revealed no evidence of high-level music
literacy in terms of method and technique. Ozden (2017) reported that pre-service teachers found the
music course in their undergraduate studies partially sufficient for enhancing their methodological and
technical skills. Sahin (2009) reported low music literacy levels regarding techniques except teaching songs
by ear and notation instruction and insufficient familiarity with the animation method. Likewise, Okan
(2010) detected a lack of methodological and technical skills among teachers, while Y. Celik (2018)
observed that teacher candidates had low self-efficacy perceptions in applying theoretical knowledge to
practical skills. These findings indicate the current problems with technical knowledge of methods in
songs.

The Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice was moderate among the primary teachers. Music
instruction by ear, a pedagogical approach many educators employ to facilitate their work, may
discourage them from teaching notation, solfege, and singing skills. Kocabas (2000) corroborated this
notion, suggesting that educators were inclined to enrich their repertoire by listening rather than
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deciphering musical pieces. Similarly, Ercan (2006) found that most pre-service teachers had only partial
proficiency in solfeggio, rhythmical articulation, and vocal attributes. Arapgirlioglu and Karagdz (2011)
reported that pre-service teachers acquired only partial competence in singing, solfege, and bona method
in music education courses. In contrast, Sahin and Aksit (2002) and Kavakli (2022) determined that
teachers’ and pre-service teachers’ musical perception and abilities to use voice were respectively
adequate or high. However, Akgiil-Baris and Ozata (2009) indicated that pre-service teachers did not find
their voice sufficient in a musical sense and that their solfeggio performance was deficient.

The teachers demonstrated a moderate level of Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire. One
possible reason the teachers perceived their competence in this area as midlevel was that the songs for
the primary school level had complex rhythmic and melodic structures. Many studies indicated that
teachers and teacher candidates faced challenges in this regard. For instance, Kocamanoglu (2019)
reported that their vocal training skills and singing techniques were at a medium level. Some other
research revealed that primary school teacher candidates and teachers had low levels of music literacy in
the educational music repertoire (Sahin & Aksiit, 2002; Yokus & Onk-Avsar, 2014). According to Aydinli
(2007), teachers neglected the rhythmic aspects of the songs, avoided using notation to teach songs,
employed the method of teaching by ear, and had difficulty following repertory publications for children's
songs.

It was concluded that the Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skills were at a low
level. In the literature review, the fact that there is a scarcity of findings determining the Orff knowledge
of primary teachers may be another indicator that the Orff approach is not used sufficiently in primary
education. Among the relevant studies, Sahin (2009) reported that most teachers were unfamiliar with
the Orff approach, and Kocamanoglu (2019) revealed notably low levels of teachers’ Orff approach
knowledge.

As a result of the study, the “gender” variable did not significantly affect music literacy. Likewise,
previous studies on related topics (e.g. confidence, attitude, self-efficacy) found no significant difference
between genders (Albayrak, 2020; Celik & Yetim, 2017; Kavakl, 2022; Kinesci & Keles, 2023; Kocamanoglu,
2019; Mentis-Koksoy, 2017; Oymakcier, 2019). However, Cevik (2011) found that self-efficacy levels of
primary school teacher candidates differed based on their gender and that the self-efficacy scores of
women were higher than men.

The “age” variable significantly affected the overall mean scores. The 20-24 and 25-29 age groups
differed from the other ranges. The lowest music literacy scores were observed among teachers aged 30-
34 and 35-39, while the highest scores were obtained by those aged 20-24 and 25-29. Previous studies
also examined the relationship between age and various aspects of music teaching. For instance, Cevik
(2011) reported a significant difference in music teaching self-efficacy levels of primary teacher candidates
according to their ages, with higher self-efficacy among students aged 22-24 than those aged 19-21.
Kocamanoglu (2019) found no significant difference in theoretical knowledge, instrument training, vocal
training, song repertoire, and superior music teaching methods competencies by age. Some other studies
specified that their age did not significantly affect the attitudes toward music teaching (Celik & Yetim,
2017) or students’ views on music education (Oymakcier, 2019).

The “employment province” had no significant effect on music literacy levels. This finding is consistent
with Kocamanoglu (2019), who found no notable disparity in primary teachers’ competencies of general
and special music teaching methods according to the district they work in. However, the “seniority”
variable significantly affected the overall mean scores. The mean and mean rank scores of teachers’ music
literacy levels according to their seniority showed a difference between 1-4 years and other seniority
groups. The teachers with 5-9 and 15 or more years of experience demonstrated the lowest levels of music
literacy, whereas those with 1-4 years of seniority exhibited the highest scores. Previous studies also
explored the impact of seniority on music teaching. Acilmis and Kusdemir-Kayiran (2021) reported that
teachers with 1-5 years of experience had higher self-efficacy and attitude scores toward music teaching
than other groups. Conversely, according to Kocamanoglu (2019), seniority positively correlates with
competency in basic music teaching methods among primary teachers, as evidenced by the higher levels
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of competency displayed by those with 21-25 years of experience compared to those with 10 years or
less, indicating that primary teachers’ fundamental music teaching method competencies increase in line
with their experiences.

The results showed no significant difference regarding “the number of semesters involving music
education in the undergraduate program”. However, as to the variable of “the adequacy of the music
lesson received during the undergraduate study”, most teachers found this lesson inadequate. Ding-Altun
and Uzuner (2018) reported that undergraduate music education was deficient in adapting the lessons to
children’s levels. Karadas (2019) stated that the teachers did not find this instruction satisfactory, and
Umuzdas and Isildak (2019) indicated that the prospective teachers found the theoretical information that
is given through this class defective. Akgiil-Baris and Ozata (2009) argued that the musical education
provided in undergraduate studies was insufficient for individual vocal training and instrument proficiency
for primary activities. Likewise, Yokus and Onk-Avsar (2014) suggested that the music education
curriculum should be expanded in the primary teaching undergraduate program, as they found it
inadequate. Ercan (2006) reported that, according to student views, the music education course hours in
the primary teaching program were partially adequate. Ozden (2017) revealed that these lessons were
moderately sufficient for developing methodological and technical skills. Generally, one can say that both
pre-service teachers and teachers perceive undergraduate music education as insufficient, which may
adversely affect their music literacy levels. As for the factors, significant differences emerged in the Skill
of Identifying and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs, Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice,
Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire, and Orff Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice
Skill. The primary teachers who considered their undergraduate music courses sufficient had higher music
literacy levels. The influence of individual skills can be a reason for a high level of music literacy in these
factors.

A significant difference was detected within the overall mean scores according to the variable
“receiving extracurricular music education beyond the undergraduate program”. The teachers who
underwent additional music education had higher music literacy levels in the factors of Skill of Identifying
and Applying the Terms in Children’s Songs, Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in
Songs, Skill of Perceiving Music and Using Voice, Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire, and Orff
Method Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill. Mentis-Koksoy (2017) found that the scores of
primary teacher candidates were comparable in the aspect of using theoretical knowledge in real-life
situations, regardless of whether they had music education prior to university. Furthermore, the related
study showed that the pre-service teachers who could and could not play an instrument had similar ability
levels to use theoretical knowledge in real-life situations.

A significant difference was observed in the overall mean scores according to the variable “receiving
a music education certificate during or after the undergraduate program”. The teachers with a music
education certificate had higher music literacy levels in the factors of Skill of Identifying and Applying the
Terms in Children’s Songs, Skill of Knowing and Using the Methods and Techniques in Songs, Skill of
Perceiving Music and Using Voice, Knowledge on Educational Music Repertoire, and Orff Method
Knowledge and Orff Instruments Practice Skill than those who lacked a certificate. As a result, the music
literacy levels of the teachers improved in many aspects through the music education they received
beyond their undergraduate studies.

As a result of the study, the following suggestions could be brought:

e Emphasizing practical training besides theoretical knowledge in the undergraduate program could
enhance the effectiveness of music education for primary school teacher candidates.

e Music technologies could be used to make in-service training for primary teachers more
comprehensive, effective, and engaging.

e The literature review and the research data revealed that the undergraduate program offered
inadequate numbers of semesters with music courses. Hence, the music education course could be
extended to more semesters.
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e To ensure the full development of teacher candidates in undergraduate education, teaching them the
songs in the guidebook published by the Ministry of National Education could improve the quality of
music education.

e As suggested in the literature, music teachers should administer music lessons due to the perceived
inadequacy of primary teachers in this field.
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Tiirkge Siirimu

Giris

ilkdgretim sirecinin ilk basamaginda mizik dersi sinif égretmeni tarafindan haftada bir ders saati
olarak yapilmaktadir. Bazi 6zel okullarda ise bu ders, muzik 6gretmenleri tarafindan yirutilmektedir.
Miizik dersi cogunlukla 6grencilerin ilgi duydugu bir ders olup bu derste sarki sdylemek, enstriiman ¢almak
veya miizik egliginde hareket etmek onlar icin ayni zamanda bir oyundur. “ilkégretim miizik 6gretiminde
o6grenci ve 6gretmen arasindaki muziksel iletisim olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Ders 6gretmeninin ¢ocuga muzigi
sevdirmesi, cocugun gelisimini desteklemesi, basit ydontemlerden yola gikarak miizigi cocugun yasantisinin
bir pargasi haline getirmesi gereklidir” (Ugan vd., 1999, s. 5). Bu silregte 6gretmenin yetkinligi 6n plana
gtkmaktadir. Ogretmenin alana iliskin bilgi, beceri ve deneyimlerini egitim &gretim siirecinde etkili bir
sekilde kullanmasi beklenir.

Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin mizik ile ilgili bilgi ve becerileri kazandiklari siireg lisans egitiminde yalnizca
yedinci yariyilda “Mizik Ogretimi” dersi adi altinda haftada (i¢ ders saati olacak sekilde planlanmistir. Bu
derste 6gretmen adaylarinin;

Miuzik 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri, nota 6gretimi teknikleri, ritim ve melodiden yararlanarak
Orff calgilariyla ¢ocuklar icin sarkilarin diizenlenmesi, ¢alginin sarki 6gretiminde etkili kullanimi,
oyun, mizik, dans, drama ve konusma iliskisi, mizik estetik iliskisi ile muziksel begeninin
gelistirilmesi, muzik dersi etkinliklerinin diger disiplinlerle iligskilendirilmesi, ilkdgretim miuzik
programi ile ilgili etkinlik uygulamalari gibi becerileri edinmesi beklenir. (Yiksekogretim Kurumu
[YOK], t.y.)

ilkdgretim siirecinde verilen miizik egitiminin etkililigi 6gretmenin miizik okuryazarlik dizeyi ile
dogrudaniliskilidir. Duygulari, fikirleri belli bir ahenk icinde aktarmaya yarayan muzigin kendine ait okuma-
yazma araglari vardir. Mizigin alfabesi olan notalar, sesleri ifade eden isaretler, simgeler ve imler bu
araglarin icerisinde yer almaktadir. Mizik okuryazarhgi, bireyin mizikal seviyesini artirmak icin isitsel
bellegin bilgi ve teknik becerilerle uyarilmasi ile ortaya ¢ikan 6grenme siirecini kapsamaktadir. Ogrenme
siireci sonucunda bireyde gézlemlenebilen kazanimlar ile miizik okuryazarlik seviyesi belirlenebilmektedir.
“Miizik okuryazarhginin temellerini 6grenmek miizik egitiminin baslangi¢ noktasidir” (Drobni, 2018, s. 22).
Gudmundsdottir’e (2010) gore muzik okuryazarligi kod ¢6zebilme ve motor tepkinin etkili bir bilesimiyle
ortaya cikmaktadir (s. 332). Temel olarak mizikal seslerin isaretlere ya da mdzikal isaretlerin seslere
donistiirme surecidir (Pugh, 2006, s. 29). Muzik okuryazarhg genel olarak yéntem ve teknik, uygulama
becerisi, bilgi dizeyi basliklarinin timini kapsar. Muzik okuryazarliginin boyutlarini Kabatas (2017)
“Mizigin dogasi, anahtar muzik kavramlari, muziksel streg¢ becerileri, mizik-teknoloji-toplum-gevre
etkilesimleri, muziksel ve teknik beceriler, mizigin 6ziinii olusturan degerler” (s. 244) seklinde alti madde
olarak siralamistir. Miizik okuryazari olabilmek ciddi bir caba gerektirmektedir. Mizik okuryazarlk diizeyi
ilgi, kisisel yetenek ve alana ait disiplinli galisma durumuna gore degisiklik gosterebilir. Mizik 6zel yetenek
gerektiren bir alan oldugundan muzik okuryazarlik seviyesi de kisiden kisiye farkllklar olusabilir.

Ulkemizde zorunlu egitim icerisinde yapilan mizik egitimi ilkdgretimden baslayarak universite
doénemine kadar devam etmektedir. Kademeli ve basitten zora dogru ilerleyen mifredat ile egitim-6gretim
hayati boyunca ogrencilerin ulusal ve evrensel kurallar gercevesinde miizik okuryazarlik diizeyleri
artirilmaya galisilir.

Literatlire bakildiginda miizik okuryazarligi alaninda olgek ya da test gibi 6lgme araciyla bireylerin
miizik okuryazarlik diizeylerini belirleyen ¢alismalar bulunmaktadir (Arslan, 2010; Afacan & Sentiirk, 2016;
Mentis-Koksoy, 2018). Mizik okuryazarligini dogrudan 6lgcen ¢alismalarin yani sira sinif egitimi alaninda
mizik egitimine yonelik durum degerlendirmesi, goris, yeterlik, 6zyeterlik, tutum vb. calismalar da
literatiirde bulunmaktadir (Acilmis & Kusdemir-Kayiran, 2021; Akgiil-Baris & Ozata, 2009; Albayrak, 2020;
Arapgirlioglu & Karagoz, 2011; Aydinh, 2007; B. Celik, 2001; Y. Celik, 2018; Celik & Yetim, 2017; Cevik,

897



Vapur & Sen — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 52(3), 2023, 880-915

2011; Ding-Altun & Uzuner, 2018; Ercan, 2006; Karadas, 2019; Karan, 2008; Kavakl, 2022; Kinesci & Keles,
2023; Kocabas, 2000; Kocamanoglu, 2019; Kurtuldu, 2009; Mentis-Koksoy, 2017; Morrow & Connor, 2011;
Ocak, 2023; Okan, 2010; Oymakcier & Ozaltunoglu, 2019; Oymakcier, 2019; Ozden, 2017; Ozgiil, 2017;
Sahin & Aksiit, 2002; Sahin, 2009; Umuzdas & Isildak, 2019; Yokus & Onk-Avsar, 2014).

Bu arastirmada sinif 6gretmenlerinin mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu
amag dogrultusunda 6gretmenlerin muzik okuryazarhk dizeylerinin gesitli degiskenlere gére hangi
seviyede oldugunun belirlenmesinin bu dénemde verilen egitimin niteligi agisindan 6nem tasidigl
distnilmektedir. Mizik okuryazarliginin konu edinen g¢alismalarin az sayida olusu nedeniyle arastirmanin
alana katki saglayacagi ongorulmektedir. Arastirmanin problem ciimlesi “Sinif 6gretmenlerinin miizik
okuryazarliklari ne diizeydedir?” seklinde olusturulmustur. Arastirmanin temel problemi gergevesinde,
calisma grubunun mazik okuryazarhklarinin belirli degiskenlere (cinsiyet, yas, il, kidem, lisans egitiminde
alinan mazik egitimi dénem sayisi, lisans egitiminde alinan mizik dersinin yeterliligi, lisans harici muzik
egitimi alma durumu, lisans slireci veya sonrasi muzik egitimi sertifikasi alma durumu) gore farklilik
gosterip gostermedigi incelenmistir.

Yontem

Arastirma, sinif 6gretmenlerinin miizik okuryazarliklarinin belirlenmesi amaciyla betimsel arastirma
yontemlerinden tarama modelinde tasarlanmistir. Arastirmada nicel arastirma tiirlerinden iliskisel tarama
yontemi kullanilmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin ¢alisma gurubunu 2021-2022 egitim-6gretim yilinda Agri, Ardahan, 1gdir ve Kars il merkez
ve merkez koylerinde gorev yapmakta olan, segkisiz (random) 6rnekleme yoluyla secilen 337 sinif
o6gretmeni olusturmaktadir.

Tablo 1.
Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Demografik ve Tanimlayici Ozellikleri
Degisken Kategori N %
Cinsiyet Erkek 222 66.0
Kadin 115 34.0
Toplam 337 100.0
20-24 Yas 22 6.5
25-29 Yas 94 27.9
Yas 30-34 Yas 85 253
35-39 Yas 43 12.7
40 Yas ve Uzeri 93 27.6
Agri 34 10.0
Calisilan il Ardahan 27 8.0
Igdir 133 39.5
Kars 143 42.5
1-4 il 102 30.3
5-9 vil 92 27.3
Kidem 10-14 Vil 34 10.1
15 Yil ve Uzeri 109 32.3
1 Dénem 79 23.4
- A 2 Dénem 231 68.6
Alinan Miizik Dersi Donem Sayisi 5 Dénem dstii 5 15
Hi¢ almayan 22 6.5
. N . - . s Evet 63 18.7
Lisans Siirecinde Verilen Miizik Dersinin Yeterliligi Hayir 574 813
. s el Evet 68 20.1
Lisans Harici Miizik Egitimi Alma Durumu Hayir 269 79.9
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Evet 28 8.3
Hayir 309 91.7

Sertifikali Temel Miizik Egitimi Alma Durumu

Tablo 1 incelendiginde, arastirmaya katilan 337 6gretmenin %66’sinin erkek, %34’Uniin kadin oldugu;
yas dagilimina bakildiginda, %6.5’inin 20-24, %27.9’unun 25-29, %25.3’inlin 30-34, %12.7’sinin 35-39 yas
araliginda, %27.6’sinin 40 yas ve Uzeri oldugu; calistiklari illere bakildiginda %10’unun Agri, %8’inin
Ardahan, %39.5’inin I1gdir ve %42.5’inin Kars illerinde gorev yaptigi; kidem dagilimina bakildiginda ise
%30.3’Unln 1-4, %27.3'Gnln 5-9, %10.1'inin 10-14 yil ve %32.3’Gnin 15 yil ve Gzeri deneyime sahip
oldugu; lisans egitimi stirecinde alinan miizik dersi donem sayisina bakildiginda %23.4’tiniin 1 dénem,
%68.6’sinin 2 donem, %1.5’inin 2 donem Ustl ve %6.5’inin ise hi¢ muzik dersi almadigi; %18.7’sinin lisans
surecinde verilen mizik dersini yeterli buldugu ve %81.3’(inlin ise lisans siirecinde verilen mizik dersini
yeterli bulmadigi; %20.1’'inin lisans harici mizik egitimi aldigl, %79.9’unun lisans harici mizik egitimi
almadigi ve %8.3’Unin sertifikali temel mizik egitimi aldigi ve %91.7’sinin sertifikali temel muzik egitimi
almadigi gorilmektedir.

Bu calismaya Atatiirk Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Etik Kurulu/Giizel Sanatlar Birimi Etik Kurul
Bagkanhgi tarafindan 13.10.2021 tarih 10/1 sayili belge numarasi ile etik onay verilmistir. Ayrica Millt
Egitim Bakanligl Temel Egitim Genel Mudirligi’nce 25.05.2022 tarihli E-70297673-605.01-50347393
sayil Yasal izin Belgesi bulunmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak Afacan ve Sentiirk (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen “Okul Oncesi ve
Sinif Egitimi Ana Bilim Dallarina Yonelik Miizik Okuryazarligi Olgme Araci” kullanilmistir. Olgcek toplam 32
maddeden ve “Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi” (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 15,
16, 17. maddeler), “Sarkilarda Yontem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi” (13, 14, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28,
30. maddeler), “Miziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi” (7, 8, 9, 10, 11. maddeler), “Egitsel Miizik
Dagarcigina Yonelik Bilgi” (18, 19, 20, 31, 32. maddeler) ve “Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama
Becerisi” (26, 27, 29. maddeler) adi altinda 5 faktorden olusmaktadir. Ayrica kisisel bilgi formunda
arastirmanin problemine yonelik belirleyici unsurlardan olan demografik ve tanimlayici bilgilere iligkin
sorular yer almaktadir. Arastirmada kullanilan 6lcek maddeleri ve faktorler Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Veri Analizi

Arastirmada sinif 6gretmenlerinin mizik okuryazarlik dizeylerinin belirlenmesi i¢in, her maddenin
aritmetik ortalamalar, 6lgek agirlikli madde aritmetik ortalamasi ve faktdr bazinda madde ortalamalari
belirlenmistir. Arastirmada demografik degiskenlere gore farklili§l ortaya koymak igin hangi istatistiksel
testin kullanilacaginin belirlenmesinde érneklem sayisi N> 30 oldugu igin Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik
testi uygulanmigstir. Analiz sonucunda faktor ve 6lcek maddeleri genel ortalamalarinin normal dagilmadigi
belirlenmistir (p< .05). Demografik degiskenlerin farkhligini test etmek icin non-parametric testlerden iki
grup puanlarinin karsilastirilmasinda Mann-Whitney U testi, ikiden fazla grubun karsilastiriimasinda ise
Kruskal-Wallis H testi uygulanmistir.

Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik

Arastirmada Afacan ve Sentirk (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen 32 maddelik 6lgme aracinin kapsam ve
yapi gegcerligi ile glvenirlik analizleri yapilmistir. Faktor analizi sonucu 6lgek maddelerinin 6zdegeri 1’den
yiiksek oldugu, 5 faktorde toplandigi ve Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik testi sonucunda agenel Toplam= .904, .
Faktor= .852, 02. Faktor= .815, 3. Fakter= .785, 0. Faktor= .713 ve 0s. raktor= .859 katsayilarinin 6lgegin yiksek
derecede guvenirligini ortaya koymaktadir. Arastirmada 6lgegin zaman asimindan dolayi halen gecerli ve
glvenilir bir 6lgme araci olup olmadigini ortaya koymak icin tekrar gecerlik ve glivenirlik analizleri
uygulanmistir. Gelistirilen 0lgegin glvenirlik ¢alismalari ile arastirmada yapilan glvenirlik analizi
sonucunun Ortistigl, olgegin hem madde bazinda hem de 6lgek madde toplami bazinda glivenirligi
sagladigi ve yliksek derecede glvenilir oldugu gortlmustir (a=.964).
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Tablo 2.
Miizik Okuryazarhk Maddeleri ve Faktorler

Maddeler

Cocuk sarkilarinda kullanilan notalari taniyorum.

Cocuk sarkilarinda gegen miiziksel isaretleri taniyorum.

Cocuk sarkilarini bilgi diizeyinde ¢6ziimleyebilirim.

Basit ritim kaliplari yazabilirim.

Basit ritim kaliplarini ¢alabilirim.

Okul sarkilarinda desifre yapabilirim.

Cocuk sarkilarinda dogru sekilde miiziksel okuma (solfej) yapabilirim.

Sarkilarda sesimi dogru kullanabilirim.

W X N WU WDNR

Okul sarkilarinda dogru sekilde ritimsel okuma (bona) yapabilirim.

[
o

. Dinledigim bir parcada yapilan hatayi tespit edebilirim.

[y
=

. Duydugum miiziksel sesleri incelik-kalinlklarina gére ayirt edebilirim.

[y
N

. Cocuk sarkilarini nota yazim kurallarina uygun bir sekilde yazabilirim.

=
w

. Dramatizasyon (canlandirma) yontemini sarki 6gretiminde kullanabilirim.

[y
H

. Muziksel begeniyi gelistirmek icin ne tir etkinlikler yapacagimi biliyorum.

[y
(52}

. Sarkilarda kullanilan terimleri taniyorum.

[
[<)]

. Sarkilarda kullanilan terimleri ¢algida dogru uygularim.

[y
~N

. Sarkilarda kullanilan isaretleri dogru uygularim.

[y
00

. Ses egitimi bilgisine sahibim.

[
(-]

. Ilkokul 6gretim programindaki miizik dersi konularini biliyorum.

N
o

. Dinledigim basit bir ezgiyi notaya alabilirim.

N
=

. Istiklal Marsimizi miizikal olarak dogru séyleyebilirim

N
N

. Mizik 6gretimi yontem ve tekniklerini biliyorum.

N
w

. Sarki 6gretimi yéntem ve tekniklerini biliyorum.

N
»

. Ilkokul miizik dersi etkinliklerini dogru sekilde gerceklestirebilirim.

N
n

. Sarki 6gretimi yontem ve tekniklerini bir pargcanin 6gretiminde uygulayabilirim.

N
[+)]

. Orff yontemi hakkinda bilgi sahibiyim.

N
~N

. Cocuk sarkilarina Orff galgilari igin ritim esligi yazabilirim.

N
00

. Dinledigim bir sarkiya ritmik hareketlerle eslik edebilirim.

N
(=]

. Okul sarkilarina Orff calgilari ile eslik edebilirim.

w
o

. Dinledigim bir ezgiyi dogru seslerle tekrar edebilirim.

w
=

. Nota 6gretim tekniklerini biliyorum.

32. Cocugun miizik egitiminde kullanilan tirleri taniyorum.

Faktorler

1. Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi
2. Sarkilarda Yontem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi

3. Miziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi

4. Egitsel Muzik Dagarcigina Yonelik Bilgi

5. Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi
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Bulgular

Arastirmanin problemine iliskin bulgulardan olan sinif 6gretmenlerinin miizik okuryazarhk diizeylerinin
faktor bazinda ortalamalari ve genel ortalama puanlarina Tablo 3’te yer verilmistir.

Tablo 3.

Sinif O§retmenlerinin Miizik Okuryazarlk Diizeyleri
Faktorler X
1. Gocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi 3.0320
2. Sarkilarda Yontem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi 3.4583
3. Muziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi 3.2908
4. Egitsel Miizik Dagarcigina Yonelik Bilgi 2.8582
5. Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi 2.3452
Genel Ortalama 3.1008

Tablo 3’te arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin ortalama puanlarina faktor bazinda bakildiginda; 1.
faktériin X= 3.0320 (2.60< X< 3.39 arasi orta), 2. faktériin X= 3.4583 (3.40< X< 5.00 aras! yiksek), 3.
faktoriin X= 3.2908 (2.60< X< 3.39 arasi orta), 4. faktorin X= 2.8582 (2.60< X< 3.39 arasi orta), 5. faktoriin
X=2.3452 (1.00< X< 2.59 arasi diisiik) oldugu ve genel diizeyin ise X= 3.1008 (2.60< X< 3.39 arasl orta)
diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Arastirmanin temel problemi cergevesinde, galisma grubunun muzik okuryazarliklarinin belirli
degiskenlere (cinsiyet, yas, il, kidem, lisans egitiminde alinan muzik egitimi donem sayisi, lisans egitiminde
alinan mizik dersinin yeterliligi, lisans harici mazik egitimi alma durumu, lisans siireci veya sonrasi mizik
egitimi sertifikasi alma durumu) gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigine iliskin verilerin gosteriminde
maddelerin hangi faktorleri icerdigi veri toplama araci bashgi altinda belirtilmis olup bu nedenle faktér ve
genel ortalamaya iliskin bulgular tablolar halinde gosterilmistir.

Tablo 4.
Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gére Farkliliklar
Faktorler Cinsiyet N X Sira Ort. Sira Top. U o]
1 Fakts Kadin 222 3.0369 170.67 37888.50 12394.500 662
-raxtor Erkek 115 3.0226 16578  19064.50 ' '
. Kadin 222 3.4740 170.80 37917.50
2. Faktor 12365.500 .637
Erkek 115 3.4280 165.53 19035.50
3. Fakts Kadin 222 3.2847 168.77 37468.00 12715.000 953
- raxtor Erkek 115  3.3026  169.43  19485.00 ' '
4. Fakts Kadin 222 2.8396 167.87 37266.50 12513.500 266
- raxtor Erkek 115 2.8939 17119  19686.50 ' '
. Kadin 222 2.3438 169.44 37616.00
5. Faktor 12667.000 .907
Erkek 115 2.3478 168.15 19337.00
Genel Kadin 222 3.1028 170.87 37933.50
12349. .624
Ortalama Erkek 115 3.0970 165.39 19019.50 349.500 6

Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, “cinsiyet” degiskenine goére farkliliklara bakildiginda, madde
bazinda 13 ve 20. maddelerde anlamli bir fark oldugu (p< .05), faktér bazinda (p> .05) ve genel ortalama
puanlari agisindan ise (U= 12349.500, p=.624> .05) anlamli bir fark olusturmadigi gérilmastar.
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Tablo 5.
Yas Degiskenine Gére Farkliliklar
Faktorler Yas N X Sira Ort. Sd X p

20-24 arasi 22 3.1955 184.61
25-29 arasi 94 3.2564 192.52

1. Faktor 30-34 arasi 85 2.8106 147.13 4 13.046  .011
35-39 arasi 43 2.8326 145.14
40 ve Uzeri 93 3.0613 172.55
20-24 arasi 22 3.5818 196.43
25-29 arasi 94 3.4340 186.11

3. Faktor 30-34 arasi 85 3.1035 145.15 4 11.258  .024
35-39 arasi 43 3.1721 152.97
40 ve Uzeri 93 3.3032 174.44
20-24 arasi 22 2.8364 164.73
25-29 arasi 94 3.1000 197.19

4. Faktor 30-34 arasi 85 2.7529 157.88 4 11.839 .019
35-39 arasi 43 2.6884 146.55
40 ve Uzeri 93 2.7935 162.06
20-24 arasl 22 2.5606 188.36
25-29 arasi 94 2.7057 198.62

5. Faktor 30-34 arasi 85 2.2588 160.73 4 15.370  .004
35-39 arasi 43 2.1395 151.00
40 ve Uzeri 93 2.1039 150.37
20-24 arasi 22 3.2486 187.18
25-29 arasi 94 3.3098 197.48

gf{;ﬂma 30-34 arasi 85 2.9607 150.35 4 14016  .007
35-39 arasi 43 2.9906 150.49
40 ve Uzeri 93 3.0336 161.52

Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, “yas” degiskenine gore farkliliklara bakildiginda, madde bazinda
1,2,4,5,7,13,16, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 28 ve 29. maddelerde fark oldugu (p< .05), faktor bazinda 1. faktor
(x%s= 13.046, p= .011< .05), 3. faktor (x%= 11.258, p= .024< .05), 4. faktor (x%= 11.839, p= .019< .05), 5.
faktor (x%= 15.370, p= .004< .05) ve genel ortalama puanlari arasinda (x%= 14.016, p= .007< .05) anlamli
bir fark oldugu gorilmastar.

Faktér bazinda Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi (1. Faktér) faktoriinde
ortalamalar ve sira ortalamalari incelendiginde 30-34 yas ve 35-39 vyas ile diger yas gruplarindaki
ogretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en diisiik mizik okuryazarhk diizeyinin 30-34 yas (SOz0-34= 147.13,
X= 2.8106) ve 35-39 yas arasl 6gretmenlere (SOss39= 145.14, X= 2.8326) ait oldugu, en yiksek mizik

okuryazarlik diizeyinin ise 25-29 yas arasi 6gretmenlere (SOa2s20= 192.52, X= 3.2564) ait oldugu
gorilmistar.

Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi (3. Faktér) faktérine iliskin veriler incelendiginde 30-34 yas
ve 35-39 yas ile diger yas gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en distik mizik okuryazarlik
diizeyinin 30-34 yas (SOso-3a= 145.15, X= 3.1035) ve 35-39 yas arasl 6gretmenlere (SOss-30= 152.97, X=
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3.1721) ait oldugu, en yiiksek miizik okuryazarlik diizeyinin ise 20-24 yas arasi 6gretmenlere (SO20-24=
196.43, X=3.5818) ait oldugu gorilmustir.

Egitsel Miizik Dagarcigina Yonelik Bilgi (4. Faktér) faktorine iliskin veriler incelendiginde 25-29 yas ile
diger yas gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farkhlik oldugu, en disiik miizik okuryazarlik diizeyinin 35-
39 yas 6gretmenlere (SOs3s39= 146.55, X= 2.6884) ait oldugu, en yiksek mizik okuryazarlik dizeyinin ise
25-29 yas arasi 6gretmenlere (SO2s.20= 197.19, X= 3.1000) ait oldugu gérilmustr.

Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi (5. Faktér) faktoriine iliskin veriler
incelendiginde 20-24 yas ve 25-29 yas ile diger yas gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en
dustik miizik okuryazarlik diizeyinin 35-39 yag (SO3s-30= 151.00, X= 2.1395) ve 40 ve Uzeri yas 6gretmenlere
(SO40 ve izeri= 150.37, X= 2.1039) ait oldugu, en yliksek muzik okuryazarlk diizeyinin ise 20-24 yas (SO20-24=
188.36, X=2.5606) ve 25-29 yas arasl 6gretmenlere (SOzs-20= 198.62, X= 2.7057) ait oldugu gorilmustir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin genel mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerine iliskin veriler incelendiginde ise 20-24 yas
ve 25-29 yas ile diger yas gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en distik mazik okuryazarlik
dizeyinin 30-34 yas (SOs0-3sa= 150.35, X= 2.9607) ve 35-39 yas arasl 6gretmenlere (SOss-30= 150.49, X=
2.9906) ait oldugu, en yiiksek miizik okuryazarlk dizeyinin ise 20-24 yas (SO20-24= 187.18, X= 3.2486) ve
25-29 yas arasi 6gretmenlere (SO2s.20= 197.48, X= 3.3098) ait oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tablo 6.
Calisilan il Degiskenine Gére Farkhiliklar
Faktorler il N X Sira Ort. Sd X p
Agr 34 3.1147 180.12
Ardahan 27 3.1667 183.52
1. Faktor . 3 4.080 .253
Igdir 133 2.9023 156.02
Kars 143 3.1077 175.69
Agr 34 3.6471 197.49
Ardahan 27 3.4486 168.28
2. Faktor 3 6.942 .074
Igdir 133 3.3350 153.91
Kars 143 3.5299 176.40
Agr 34 3.4588 187.41
Ardahan 27 3.3926 183.35
3. Faktor . 3 3.943 .268
Igdir 133 3.1654 157.33
Kars 143 3.3483 172.76
Agri 34 2.8882 173.09
o Ardahan 27 2.9556 179.00
4. Faktor 3 2379 498
1gdir 133 2.7383 159.01
Kars 143 2.9441 175.43
Agri 34 2.2059 156.81
Ardahan 27 2.5432 187.09
5. Faktor 3 1.533 .675
1gdir 133 2.2957 167.61
Kars 143 2.3869 169.78
Agri 34 3.1976 186.71
Ardahan 27 3.1898 181.81
Genel ) 3 4203 240
Ortalama Igdir 133 2.9826 156.41
Kars 143 3.1709 174.08
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Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, degiskenine gore farkhliklara bakildiginda, olgek
maddelerinden 1, 2 ve 23. maddelerde anlamli bir fark oldugu (p< .05), faktor bazinda (p> .05) ve genel
ortalama puanlari agisindan ise (x%= 4.203, p=.240> .05) anlamli bir fark olusturmadigi gérilmustr.

Tablo 7.
Kidem Degiskenine Gére Farkliliklar
Faktérler Kidem N X Sira Ort. Sd X2 p
1-4 yil arasi 102 3.6580 195.08
5-9 yil arasi 92 3.3865 158.86
2. Faktor 3 11.062 .011
10-14 yil arasi 34 3.4902 167.53
15 yil ve lzeri 109 3.3221 153.61
1-4 yil arasi 102 3.4922 189.92
5-9 yil arasi 92 3.1261 151.42
3. Faktor 3 8.423 .038
10-14 yil arasi 34 3.2235 155.29
15 yil ve lzeri 109 3.2624 168.53
1-4 yil arasi 102 3.0843 192.74
5-9 yil arasi 92 2.8043 167.12
4. Faktor 3 9.911 .019
10-14 yil arasi 34 2.7412 150.38
15 yil ve lizeri 109 2.7284 154.18
1-4 yil arasi 102 2.8497 211.06
5-9 yil arasi 92 2.1739 153.05
5. Faktor 3 28.014 .000
10-14 yil arasi 34 2.1471 152.78
15 yil ve lizeri 109 2.0795 148.16
1-4 yil arasi 102 3.3315 198.43
5-9 yil arasi 92 2.9942 157.36
Genel Ortalama 3 13.536 .004
10-14 yil arasi 34 3.0138 149.59
15 yil ve lizeri 109 3.0020 157.34

Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, “kidem” degiskenine gore farklliklara bakildiginda, madde
bazinda 4, 5, 7, 11, 13, 16, 17, 19, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30 ve 32. maddelerde fark oldugu (p< .05), faktor
bazinda 2. faktdr (x%= 11.062, p= .011< .05), 3. faktdr (x%s= 8.423, p= .038< .05), 4. faktdr (x%=9.911, p=
.019< .05), 5. faktor (x%s= 28.014, p= .000< .05) ve genel ortalama puanlari arasinda (x%s= 13.536, p=.004<
.05) anlamh bir fark oldugu gorilmustar.

Faktér bazinda Sarkilarda Yéntem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi (2. Faktér) faktorine iliskin veriler
incelendiginde 1-4 yil arasi kidem ile diger kidem gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en
diisik mizik okuryazarlik diizeyinin 15 yil ve izeri kideme sahip olan 6gretmenlere ait oldugu (SO1s yil ve
izeri= 153.61, X= 3.3221), en yuksek muzik okuryazarlk dizeyinin ise 1-4 yil arasi kideme sahip
dgretmenlere (SO1-4yi= 195.08, X= 3.6580) ait oldugu gorilmustur.

Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi (3. Faktér) faktoériine iliskin veriler incelendiginde 1-4 yil arasi
kidem ile diger kidem gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en dislik mizik okuryazarlik
diizeyinin 5-9 yil arasi kideme sahip olan dgretmenlere ait oldugu (SOs9yi= 151.42, X=3.1261), en yiksek
muzik okuryazarlik diizeyinin ise 1-4 yil arasi kideme sahip 6gretmenlere (SO1-4yi= 189.92, X= 3.4922) ait
oldugu gorilmistar.

Egitsel Miizik Dagarcigina Yénelik Bilgi (4. Faktér) faktérine iliskin veriler incelendiginde 1-4 yil arasi
kidem ile diger kidem gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en disiik mizik okuryazarlik
diizeyinin 15 yil ve Gzeri kideme sahip 6gretmenlere ait oldugu (SO1syilve uzeri= 154.18, X= 2.7284), en yiksek
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mizik okuryazarlik diizeyinin ise 1-4 yil arasi kideme sahip olan 6gretmenlere (SO1.4yi= 192.74, X= 3.0843)
ait oldugu gorilmistir.

Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi (5. Faktdr) faktoriine iliskin veriler
incelendiginde 1-4 yil arasi kidem ile diger kidem gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en
dustk muzik okuryazarhk dizeyinin 15 yil ve Gzeri kideme sahip 6gretmenlere ait oldugu (SO1s yil ve izeri=
148.16, X= 2.0795), en yuksek muzik okuryazarlk dizeyinin ise 1-4 yil arasi kideme sahip olan
dgretmenlere (SO1.4yi= 211.06, X= 2.8497) ait oldugu gorilmuistir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin kidem degiskenine gore genel muzik okuryazarlik dizeylerine iligkin veriler
incelendiginde ise 1-4 yil arasi kidem ile diger kidem gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu,
en disuk muzik okuryazarlik diizeyinin 5-9 yil arasi kideme sahip égretmenler (SOs.oyii= 157.36, X=2.9942)
ve 15 yil ve Uzeri kideme sahip olan 6gretmenlere ait oldugu (SO1s yive uzeri= 157.34, X=3.0020), en yiiksek
muzik okuryazarlik diizeyinin ise 1-4 yil arasi kideme sahip 6gretmenlere ait oldugu (SO1-4yi= 198.43, X=
3.3315) gorilmektedir.

Tablo 8.
Lisans Egitiminde Alinan Miizik Egitimi D6nem Sayisi Degiskenine Gére Farkliliklar
Faktorler Do6nem Sayisi N X Sira Ort. Sd X2 p
1 Dénem 79 3.0152 164.04
2 Dénem 232 3.0267 168.98
1. Faktor 3 4.995 172
2 Dénem Usti 5 4.0000 264.00
Hig almayan 21 2.9238 165.31
1 Dénem 79 3.4430 166.37
2 Dénem 232 3.4761 169.55
2. Faktor 3 1.981 .576
2 Dénem Usti 5 4.0000 225.80
Hi¢c almayan 21 3.1905 159.24
1 Dénem 79 3.1924 154.03
2 Dénem 232 3.2983 170.20
3. Faktor 3 6.259 .100
2 Donem Usti 5 3.9200 243.10
Hig almayan 21 3.4286 194.40
1 Dénem 79 2.8329 166.56
5 2 Dénem 232 2.8483 167.98
4. Faktor 3 1.892 595
2 D6énem Usti 5 3.6000 225.80
Hic almayan 21 2.8857 175.95
1 Dénem 79 2.4051 174.13
2 Dénem 232 2.3348 168.63
5. Faktor 3 2.631 452
2 Donem Usti 5 2.8000 211.20
Hi¢ almayan 21 2.1270 143.71
1 Dénem 79 3.0775 163.92
2 Dénem 232 3.1028 169.51
Genel Ortalama 3 2.637 451
2 Dénem Usti 5 3.8125 236.50
Hic almayan 21 2.9970 166.36

Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, “lisans egitiminde alinan miizik egitimi dénem sayis1” degiskenine
gore farkliliklara bakildiginda, 1 ve 2. maddelerde anlamli bir fark oldugu (p< .05), faktor bazinda (p> .05)
ve genel ortalama puanlar agisindan ise (x%s= 2.637, p= .451> .05) anlamh bir fark olusturmadig
gorilmistar.
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Tablo 9.
Lisans Egitiminde Alinan Miizik Dersinin Yeterliligi Degiskenine Gére Farkhliklar
Miuzik
Faktorler Dersinin N X Sira Ort. Sira Top. U p
Yeterliligi
Yeterli 63 3.6302 23447  14771.50
1. Fakts 4506. .
axtor Veterlidegil 274  2.8945 15395 4218150 °00-°00 .00
Yeterli 63 38765 22574  14221.50
2. Fakts . .
axtor Veterlidegil 274 33621 15595 4273150 ~0-0-°00 000
Yeterli 63  3.6889 21393  13477.50
. Fakts . .
3. Faktor Veterlidegil 274 31993 15867 4347550 ~°o00-°00 000
) Yeterli 63  3.4381 23425  14758.00
4. Faktor Veterlidegil 274 27248 15400 4219500 °20-000 .00
] Yeterli 63 27090  196.60  12385.50
>. Faktor Veterli degil 274 22616  162.66 4456750 °0002°00 012
Genel Yeterli 63 35923 23429 1476050
Ortalama Veterlidegil 274 29878 15399 4219250 17500 .00

Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, “lisans egitiminde alinan muzik dersinin yeterliligi” degiskenine
gore farkhliklara bakildiginda, madde bazinda 28. madde haricinde tim maddelerde (p< .05), tim
faktorlerde (p< .05) ve genel ortalama puanlari arasinda (U= 4517.500, p= .000< .05) anlamli bir fark
oldugu gorilmastar.

Faktoér bazinda Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi (1. Faktér) (SOveteri=
234.47, X= 3.6302, STveterli= 14771.50 ve SOYeterIidegH: 153.95, X= 2.8945, STveterii degil= 4218150) faktoriine
ortalama, sira ortalama ve sira toplam puanlari incelendiginde yeterli oldugunu diisiinen 6gretmenlerin
miizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin daha ylksek oldugu gérilmustir.

Sarkilarda yéntem-teknik bilgisi ve kullanma becerisi (2. Faktér) (SOveteri= 225.74, X= 3.8765, STveterli=
14221.50 ve SOveterli degil= 155.95, X= 3.3621, STveterli degi= 42731.50) faktortine iligkin veriler incelendiginde
yeterli oldugunu dlsiinen 6gretmenlerin miuzik okuryazarhk dizeylerinin daha vyiksek oldugu
gorilmiustar.

Miiziksel Algr ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi (3. Faktér) (SOveteri= 213.93, X= 3.6889, STveteri= 13477.50 ve
SOveterii degii= 158.67, X= 3.1993, STveterii degii= 43475.50) faktériine iliskin veriler incelendiginde yeterli
oldugunu dislinen 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin daha ylksek oldugu gérilmustiir.

Egitsel Miizik Dagarcigina Yénelik Bilgi (4. Faktér) (SOveterii= 234.25, X= 3.4381, STveterli= 14758.00 ve
SOveterli degii= 154.00, X= 2.7248, STveterii degii= 42195.00) faktorine iliskin veriler incelendiginde yeterli
oldugunu dislinen 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin daha yliksek oldugu gorilmustir.

Orff Yéntem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi (5. Faktér) (SOveteri= 196.60, X= 2.7090, STveteri=
12385.50 ve SOveterli degii= 162.66, X= 2.2616, STveterli degi= 44567.50) faktortine iliskin veriler incelendiginde
yeterli oldugunu disiinen 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarhk dizeylerinin daha vyiksek oldugu
gorilmistir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin lisans egitiminde alinan muzik dersinin yeterliligi degiskenine gore genel miizik
okuryazarlik diizeylerine (SOveteri= 234.29, X= 3.5923, STveterti= 14760.50 ve SOveterii degii= 153.99, X= 2.9878,
STveterli degii= 42192.50) iliskin veriler incelendiginde yeterli oldugunu duslinenlerin yeterli olmadigini
dislinenlere gore daha yliksek oldugu gorilmdstir.
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Tablo 10.
Lisans Harici Miizik Egitimi Alma Durumu Degdiskenine Gére Farkliliklar
Miuzik
Faktorler Egitimi N X Sira Ort. Sira Top. U ¢}
Alma
Alan 68 35765 22482  15287.50
1. Faktd . .
axtor Almayan 260  2.8944 15489 4166550 ->°0o00 000
) Faktor Alan 68 38121 21625 1470500 .. o
Almayan 269 33689  157.06  42248.00
Alan 68  3.8324 22978  15625.00
. Faktd 13. .
3. Faktor Almayan 269  3.1539 15364 4132800 ~°r>000 000
] Alan 68  3.2853 21422  14567.00
4. Faktor Almayan 269 27502  157.57 4238600 00’1000 .000
 Faktor Alan 68 29706 21989 1495250 .. =
Almayan 269 21871  156.14  42000.50
Genel Alan 68 35804 22888  15563.50
74. .
Ortalama Almayan 269 29796 15386 4138950 0 200 000

Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, “lisans harici mizik egitimi alma durumu” degiskenine gore
farkliliklara bakildiginda, 6lgegin madde ve faktorlerinin tamaminda (p< .05) ve genel ortalama puanlari
arasinda (U= 5074.500, p=.000< .05) anlamli bir fark oldugu gérilmistr.

Faktor bazinda Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi (1. Faktér) (SOaan=
224.82, X=3.5765, STaian= 15287.50 ve SOaimayan= 154.89, X= 2.8944, STaimayan= 41665.50) faktérine iligkin
veriler incelendiginde lisans harici muzik egitimi alan 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin daha
yiiksek oldugu gorilmistir.

Sarkilarda Yéntem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi (2. Faktér) (SOaian= 216.25, X= 3.8121, STaan=
14705.00 ve SOamayan= 157.06, X= 3.3689, STaimayan= 42248.00) faktdrine iliskin veriler incelendiginde
lisans harici muzik egitimi alan 6gretmenlerin muzik okuryazarhk dizeylerinin daha yilksek oldugu
gorilmistar.

Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi (3. Faktér) (SOman= 229.78, X= 3.8324, STaian= 15625.00 ve
SOaimayan= 153.64, X= 3.1539, STaimayan= 41328.00) faktoriine iliskin veriler incelendiginde lisans harici
miizik egitimi alan 6gretmenlerin miizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin daha yiiksek oldugu goérilmistir.

Egitsel Miizik Dagarcigina Yénelik Bilgi (4. Faktér) (SOaan= 214.22, X= 3.2853, STaan= 14567.00 ve
SOAimayan= 157.57, X= 2.7502, STaimayan= 42386.00) faktorine iliskin veriler incelendiginde lisans harici
miizik egitimi alan 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin daha yiksek oldugu gérilmustir.

Orff Yéntem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi (5. Faktér) (SOaian= 219.89, X= 2.9706, STalan=
14952.50 ve SOamayan= 156.14, X= 2.1871, STaimayan= 42000.50) faktérine iliskin veriler incelendiginde
lisans harici mizik egitimi alan 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlk dizeylerinin daha yiiksek oldugu
gorilmistir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin lisans harici mizik egitimi alma durumu degiskenine gore genel miizik
okuryazarlik dizeylerine (SOaian= 228.88, X= 3.5804, STaian= 15563.50 ve SOaimayan= 153.86, X= 2.9796,
STamayan= 41389.50) iliskin veriler incelendiginde lisans harici miizik egitimi alanlarin almayanlara gore
daha yuksek oldugu gorilmistr.
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Tablo 11.
Lisans Siireci veya Sonrasi Miizik Egitimi Sertifikasi Alma Durumu Degiskenine Gére Farkliliklar
Miuzik
) Egitimi _
Faktorler Sertifika N X Sira Ort. Sira Top. U p
Alma
Alan 28 38607 24770 693550
1. Fakts 2122. :
axtor Almayan 309 29570  161.87  50017.50 500 000
Alan 28 40159 23625  6615.00
2. Fakts 2443.000 .000
axtor Almayan 309  3.4078 16291  50338.00
Alan 28 40500 24555  6875.50
3. Fakts 2182.500  .000
axtor Almayan 309  3.2220  162.06  50077.50
Alan 28 35857 23532  6589.00
4. Fakts 2469.000 .000
axtor Almayan 309  2.7922  162.99  50364.00
Alan 28 32976 24459  6848.50
5. Fakts 2209.500  .000
axtor Almayan 309  2.2589  162.15  50104.50
Genel Ortalama Alan 28 38382 25052 70450 _ ..

Almayan 309 3.0340 161.61 49938.50

Arastirmaya iliskin bulgulardan olan, “lisans siireci veya sonrasi mizik egitimi sertifikasi alma durumu”
degiskenine gore farkliliklara bakildiginda, dlcegin madde ve faktorlerinin tamaminda (p< .05) ve genel
ortalama puanlari arasinda (U= 2043.500, p=.000< .05) anlamli bir fark oldugu goérilmastar.

Faktor bazinda Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi (1. Faktér) (SOaan=
247.70, X= 3.8607, STalan= 6935.50 ve SOaimayan= 161.87, X= 2.9570, STaimayan= 50017.50) faktoriine iligkin
veriler incelendiginde lisans siireci veya sonrasi miuzik egitimi sertifikasi alan 6gretmenlerin mizik
okuryazarlik diizeylerinin daha yiksek oldugu gorilmistar.

Sarkilarda Yéntem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi (2. Faktér) (SOnan= 236.25, X= 4.0159, STalan=
6615.00 ve SOaimayan= 162.91, X= 3.4078, STaimayan= 50338.00) faktoriine iliskin veriler incelendiginde lisans
siireci veya sonrasi miuzik egitimi sertifikasi alan 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlk diizeylerinin daha
ylksek oldugu gorilmistir.

Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi” (3. Faktér) (SOaian= 245.55, X= 4.0500, STaan= 6875.50 ve
SOaimayan= 162.06, X= 3.2220, STaimayan= 50077.50) faktortine iliskin veriler incelendiginde lisans slreci veya
sonrasl muzik egitimi sertifikasi alan 6gretmenlerin miizik okuryazarlik dizeylerinin daha yiiksek oldugu
gorulmistir.

Egitsel Miizik Dagarcigina Yénelik Bilgi (4. Faktér) (SOaan= 235.32, X= 3.5857, STaan= 6589.00 ve
SOAimayan= 162.99, X= 2.7922, STaimayan= 50364.00) faktorine iliskin veriler incelendiginde lisans siireci veya
sonrasl muzik egitimi sertifikasi alan 6gretmenlerin miuzik okuryazarlk diizeylerinin daha yiksek oldugu
gorilmistar.

Orff Yéntem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi (5. Faktér) (SOaian= 244.59, X= 3.2976, STalan=
6848.50 ve SOaimayan= 162.15, X=2.2589, STamayan= 50104.50) faktériine iliskin veriler incelendiginde lisans
slireci veya sonrasi muzik egitimi sertifikasi alan 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlk diizeylerinin daha
ylksek oldugu gorulmustir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin lisans siireci veya sonrasi muzik egitimi sertifikasi alma durumu degiskenine gore
genel mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerine (SOaian= 250.52, X= 3.8382, STaian= 7014.50 ve SOaimayan= 161.61, X=
3.0340, STaimayan= 49938.50) iliskin veriler incelendiginde alanlarin almayanlara gore daha yiksek oldugu
gorilmistir.
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Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu arastirma ile sinif 6gretmenlerinin mizik okuryazarlik duzeylerinin belirlenmesi ve cesitli
degiskenlere gore farklilk gosterip gostermedigi incelenmistir. Arastirma sonucunda sinif 6gretmenlerinin
miizik okuryazarlik diizeylerinin genel ortalamalari incelendiginde orta diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Acilmis ve Kusdemir-Kayiran’in (2021) sinif 6gretmenlerinin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin mizik 6gretimine
iliskin 6z yeterlik ortalamalarinin orta diizeyde oldugu sonucu ve Albayrak’in (2020) 6gretmenlerin muzik
dersini gergeklestirebilme konusunda kendilerini orta seviyede buldugu sonucu bu arastirmayla benzerlik
gostermektedir.

Karan (2008) ve Ocak (2023) 6gretmenlerin miizik egitimi konusunda kendilerini yetersiz bulduklarini
tespit etmistir. Ding-Altun ve Uzuner (2018) sinif 6gretmenlerinin Universitede aldigi mizik egitiminin
cocuklarin diizeyine inmede yetersiz kaldigini, bu duruma gerekge olarak ise lisans diizeyinde verilen
miizik egitimin daha ¢ok teorik bilgilerden olusmasi ve uygulamali egitimin az olmasini gosterdiklerini
belirtmislerdir. Sahin (2009) ilkogretim muzik dersi 6gretim programlarindaki kazanimlari gerceklestirme
konusunda sinif 6gretmenlerinin biliylk bir cogunlugunun uygulama acisindan programi zor bulduklarini,
bu sonu¢ dogrultusunda bu derse miizik 6gretmenlerinin girmesi gerektigini, benzer bir sekilde Karadas’in
(2019) 6gretmenlerin lisans sirecinde aldiklari mizik egitimini yeterli bulmadigi ve bu dersi miizik
o6gretmenlerinin yiuritmesi gerektigi sonucu miizik dersi hedef ve kazanimlarin gerceklesmesinde sinif
o6gretmenlerinin blyik sorunlar yasadigini ortaya koymaktadir. Farkli bir arastirmada diger brans
ogretmenlerine gore muzik Ogretmenlerinin ses ile karsilasilan problemler karsisinda kendini
gelistirebilme ve sorunlara ¢6ziim bulabilme konusunda daha yilksek potansiyele sahip olmalari bu
sonuglari destekleyen bir bulgu olarak gdsterilebilir (Morrow & Connor, 2011). Oymakcier ve Ozaltunoglu
(2019) ise 6gretmen adaylarinin aldiklari mizik egitimine ve miizik dersini gergeklestirebilme yeterliklerine
iliskin goruslerinin yiiksek dizeyde olumlu oldugunu tespit etmesi farkh bir sonucu ortaya koymaktadir.
Genel olarak incelendiginde yapilan birgok arastirma sinif 6gretmenlerinin mizik okuryazarhk dizeyinin
orta ya da disuk oldugu sonucuna ulasmistir.

Arastirma problemine iliskin sonuglar faktor bazinda incelendiginde; Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen
Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi’nin orta diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Kavramlarin bilinmesi ve
uygulama alaninda kullanilmasi ¢ok tekrar gerektiren uzun bir déneme ihtiya¢ duymaktadir. Bu durumun
o6grenme dizeyi lizerinde oldukga etkili olmasi arastirma sonucunun orta diizey ¢ikmasinin nedeni olarak
gosterilebilir. Kurtuldu (2009) 6gretmen adaylarinin, lisans muzik egitimi siirecinde verilen mizik dersinin
ders saati bakimindan yeterli buldugu ancak uygulama yapma siirelerinin az oldugu ve uygulama
esnasinda 6grencilerin aktif bir sekilde uygulamaya katilma ihtiyaglarinin oldugunu tespit etmistir. B. Celik
(2001) 6gretmen adaylarinin ses girlik tanimi konusunda genel bilgilerinin yeterli seviyede, ancak hiz
terimleri ve gilirluk basamaklariyla alakali bilgilerinin yetersiz oldugunu belirtmistir. Benzer bir sekilde
Ercan (2006) 6gretmen adaylarinin blyik bir cogunlugunun notalari tanima, notalarin siire degerlerini
bilme, ses degistirici isaretleri tanima, 6l¢l sayilar ve vurus gibi mizikal talimatlari iceren bilgilerinin
kismen yeterli oldugu, niians terimlerini tanima ve transpoze kavramini bilme durumlarina ait muzik
okuryazarlik seviyelerinin dusik diizeyde oldugunu rapor etmistir. Umuzdas ve Isildak (2019) ise 6gretmen
adaylarinin lisans egitiminde miizik dersinde verilen kuramsal bilgileri yeterli bulmadigini ve bunun sonucu
olarak nota desifresi gibi uygulama gerektiren konularda vyetersiz kaldiklarini belirtmislerdir.
Ogretmenlerin cocuk sarkilarinda gegen terimleri tanima ve uygulama becerilerinin disiik oldugu (Sahin
& Aksiit, 2002), 6gretmenlerin uygulama becerileri konusunda problem yasadigini belirten (Karan, 2008)
calismalar da vardir. Bu arastirma sonuglarindan farkli olarak Ozgiil (2017) 6gretmen adaylarinin biiyiik bir
kisminin nota okuyabildigini, Cevik (2011) ise 6gretmenlerin uygulama becerisine ait Ozyeterlik
diizeylerinin yiksek seviyede oldugunun tespitini yapmislardir. Yeterlik diizeylerini yiliksek diizeyde tespit
eden arastirmalar olsa da ¢ogunun sonucunun orta diizey olmasi uygulama becerileri agisindan
problemler oldugunu gostermektedir.

Sarkilarda Yéntem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi’nin yiiksek diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir. ilgili
arastirmalara bakildiginda yontem teknik bakimindan muzik okuryazarhgini yiksek diizeyde bulan
sonuclara rastlanamamustir. Ozden (2017) 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans déneminde aldiklari miizik dersinin
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yontem ve teknik becerilerin gelisimi bakimindan kismen yeterli buldugunu belirtmistir. Sahin (2009)
ogretmenlerin kulaktan sarki 6gretimi ve nota 6gretim yontemleri disinda diger yontem teknik kullanma
becerisine ait mizik okuryazarlik dizeylerinin disiik oldugunu ayrica canlandirma yéntemi konusunda
yeterli bilgiye sahip olmadiklari sonuglarina ulasmistir. Benzer sekilde Okan (2010) yéntem teknik
yoniinden 6gretmenlerin eksikliginin oldugunu, Y. Celik (2018) ise 6gretmen adaylarinin teorik bilgiyi
yasam becerisine donlistirmeye yonelik 6zyeterlik algilarinin diisiik seviyede oldugunu tespit etmislerdir.
Bu sonuglara gore sarkilarda yontem teknik bilgisi bakimindan problemler yasandigini sdylemek
mimkinddr.

Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi’'nin orta duzeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Muzik 6gretim
yontemlerinden biri olan kulaktan 6gretim yontemi bircok 6gretmenin isini kolaylastirmak icin bagvurdugu
bir egitim bigcimidir. Bu durum 6gretmenlerin isini kolaylastirdigindan nota ve solfej ile sarki 6gretiminden
kacinmaya sevk edebilecegi diistinilebilir. Kocabas’in (2000) 6gretmenlerin dagarcik bilgilerini gelistirmek
icin eser desifresi yapmak yerine daha ¢ok dinleme yoluyla repertuvarlarina katmayi tercih etmeleri bu
fikri desteklemektedir. Ercan (2006) 6gretmen adaylarinin biyik bir cogunlugunun solfej, bona ve ses
ozelliklerini bilme durumlarinin kismen yeterli oldugu tespiti, ayrica Arapgirlioglu ve Karagéz’'un (2011)
o6gretmen adaylarinin muizik egitimi dersinde sarki sdyleme becerisi, sofej ve bona yapabilme yeterliklerini
kismen kazandigini bildirmeleri bu arastirmayla benzer sonuglar ortaya koymustur. Sahin ve Aksit (2002)
ogretmenlerin miziksel algi ve sesini kullanma becerisine ait géruslerini yeterli seviyede oldugunu, Kavakli
(2022) ise 6gretmen adaylarinin miziksel algi ve sesini kullanma becerisi ait mizik okuryazarlik diizeylerini
yiiksek seviyede oldugunu tespit etmistir. Bu sonuclarin aksine Akgiil-Baris ve Ozata (2009) égretmen
adaylarinin seslerini mizikal anlamda vyeterli bulmadiklarini bununla beraber solfej yapabilme
durumlarinin yetersiz oldugunu belirtmiglerdir.

Egitsel Miizik Dadarcigina Yénelik Bilgi’sinin orta diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir. ilkokul seviyesindeki
dagarcigl kapsayan sarkilarin ritmik ve melodik yapisinin kismen zor olmasi 6gretmenlerin bu konuda
kendilerini orta dlizeyde gormelerinin sebebi olarak gosterilebilir. Bircok arastirma da bu konuda
ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin sorun vyasadigl sonucuna ulasmistir. Kocamanoglu (2019)
arastirmasinda 6gretmenlerin diizeye uygun ses egitimi becerisi, sarki séyleme teknikleri hakkinda beceri
diizeylerinin orta seviyede oldugunu belirten benzer bir sonuca ulasmistir. Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ve
o6gretmenlerinin egitsel mizik dagarcigina ait mizik okuryazarlik dizeylerinin disiik seviyede oldugunu
tespit eden arastirmalarda vardir (Sahin & Aksiit, 2002; Yokus ve Onk-Avsar, 2014). Aydinli (2007)
O0gretmenlerin ¢ocuklara sarki 6gretirken sarkilarin ritmiyle ilgili gok az ¢calisma yaptirdiklari nota yoluyla
sarki 6gretimini hi¢ yapmadiklari ve daha ¢ok kulaktan sarki 6gretim yontemini tercih ettikleri, cocuk
sarkilarina yonelik dagarcigina ait yayinlari takip etmede gicliik cektiklerini tespit etmistir.

Orff Yéntem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi’nin diistik dizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir. Yapilan
literatlr taramasinda sinif 6gretmenlerinin Orff bilgisini belirleyen bulgulara ¢ok az rastlanmasi sinif
egitiminde Orff yaklasiminin yeterli diizeyde kullanilmadiginin farkli bir gostergesi olabilir. Ulasilabilen
galismalardan; Sahin (2009) 6gretmenlerin biyiik ¢ogunlugunun Orff yaklasimini bilmedigini tespit etmis,
Kocamanoglu (2019) ise arastirmasinda 6gretmenlerin Orff yaklasimi bilgilerinin ¢ok dusik dizeyde
oldugu sonucuna ulasmistir.

Arastirma sonucunda “cinsiyet” degiskenine gére anlaml bir fark olmadigi tespit edilmistir. Literatirde
benzer konularda (glven, tutum, Ozyeterlik vb.) cinsiyet degiskeni bakimindan aralarinda anlamli fark
olmadigini savunan c¢alismalar gorilmektedir (Albayrak, 2020; Celik & Yetim, 2017; Kavakl, 2022; Kinesci
& Keles, 2023; Kocamanoglu, 2019; Mentis-Koksoy, 2017; Oymakcier, 2019). Farkli bir sonuca ulasan Cevik
(2011) sinif 6gretmenligi bolimii 6grencilerinin dzyeterlik inanglari arasinda cinsiyete gére anlamh bir fark
bulundugunu, kadinlarin 6zyeterlik puaninin erkeklerden daha yiiksek oldugunu tespit etmistir.

“Yas” degiskenine gore genel ortalama puanlari arasinda anlamh bir fark oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Ogretmenlerin genel miizik okuryazarlk diizeylerinin ortalamalari incelendiginde, 20-24 ve 25-29 yas arasi
o6gretmenler ile diger yas gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklilik oldugu, en disik mizik okuryazarlik
diizeyinin 30-34 ve 35-39 yas arasi 6gretmenlere ait oldugu, en yilksek miizik okuryazarlk diizeyinin ise
20-24 ve 25-29 yas arasi sinif 6gretmenlerine ait oldugu gorilmustir. Cevik (2011) sinif 6gretmenligi
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Ogrencilerinin yas diizeyine gére muzik 6gretimi 6zyeterlikleri arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugunu, 22-24
yas grubundaki 6grencilerin 6zyeterlikleri yiksek iken, 19-21 yas grubundaki 6grencilerin 6zyeterliklerinin
daha dusuk oldugunu tespit etmistir. Kocamanoglu (2019) sinif 6gretmenlerinin sinif 6gretmenlerinin
kuramsal bilgi ve calgi egitimi, ses egitimi ve ¢ocuk sarkilari dagarcigi ve 6zel mizik 6gretimi yontemlerine
iliskin yeterlilikleri ile yas degiskeni arasinda anlaml bir farkhilik bulunmadigini belirtmistir. Celik ve Yetim
(2017) sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin miizik 6gretimine yonelik tutumlari ile yas degiskeni arasinda anlamli
bir farklilik bulunmadigini, Oymakcier (2019) 6grencilerin miizik egitimine iliskin gorusleri bakimindan yas
degiskine gore anlamh farklilik olmadigini tespit etmislerdir.

IH

“Caligilan il” degiskenine gore genel ortalama puani arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigi tespit edilmistir.
Kocamanoglu (2019) bu arastirma sonucuyla benzer olarak sinif 6gretmenlerinin genel ve 6zel muzik
ogretimi yontem ve tekniklerinin yeterlilikleriyle ¢alistiklari ilce degiskeni arasinda anlamli bir farkhhk
bulunmadigini tespit etmistir. “Kidem” degiskenine gére genel ortalama puanlari arasinda anlamli bir fark
oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ogretmenlerin kidem degiskenine goére genel miizik okuryazarhk
diizeylerinin ortalamalari ve sira ortalamalari incelendiginde, 1-4 yil arasi kideme sahip olan 6gretmenler
ile diger kidem gruplarindaki 6gretmenler arasinda farklhk oldugu, en disiik muzik okuryazarlik diizeyinin
5-9 ve 15 yil ve lizeri kideme sahip olan sinif 6gretmenlerine ait oldugu, en yiksek muzik okuryazarhk
dizeyinin ise 1-4 yil arasi kideme sahip olan 6gretmenlere ait oldugu belirlenmistir. Agilmis ve Kusdemir-
Kayiran (2021) 1-5 yil kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin mizik 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlik ve tutuma iliskin
puan ortalamalarinin diger guruplardan daha yiksek oldugunu tespit etmistir. Kocamanoglu (2019) ise
sinif 6gretmenlerinin kidemlerine goére genel mizik 6gretim yontemi yeterlik dizeylerinin farklilik
gosterdigini, 21-25 yil arasi mesleki kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin genel miizik 6gretim yontemi yeterlik
diizeylerinin yiksek oldugunu, 10 yil ve alti mesleki kideme sahip 6gretmenlerde bu diizeyin daha disik
oldugu saptamistir. Bu dogrultuda sinif 6gretmenlerinin genel miizik 6gretim yontemi yeterliklerinin
tecriibeleri dogrultusunda arttigini belirtmistir.

“Lisans egitiminde alinan muzik egitimi donem sayisi” degiskenine gore anlamh bir fark olmadigi
sonucuna ulasiimistir. “Lisans doneminde alinan mizik dersinin yeterligi” degiskenine gére 6gretmenlerin
biylk bir cogunlugunun alinan mizik dersini yeterli bulmadiklari tespit edilmistir. Ding-Altun ve Uzuner
(2018) sinif 6gretmenlerinin lniversitede aldigi mazik egitiminin cocuklarin diizeyine inmede yetersiz
kaldigini, Karadas (2019) 6gretmenlerin lisans siirecinde aldiklari miizik egitimini yeterli bulmadigini,
Umuzdas ve Isildak (2019) 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans egitiminde muzik dersinde verilen kuramsal bilgileri
yeterli bulmadiklarini bildirmislerdir. Akgiil-Baris ve Ozata (2009) lisans déneminde aldiklari mizik
egitiminin, bireysel ses egitimlerine yeteri kadar katkida bulunmadig, aldiklari galgi egitiminin de sinif igi
etkinliklerde kullanim igin yetersiz oldugu sonucuna ulasmistir. Yokus ve Onk-Avsar (2014) sinif
ogretmenligi lisans programinda muzik egitimi alanina yonelik kapsamin genisletilmesi gerekliligini tespit
ederek programin yetersiz kaldigini bildirmistir. Ercan (2006) Sinif 6gretmenligi programi mizik egitimi
ders saatlerinin 6grenci gériislerine gére kismen yeterli oldugu, Ozden (2017) 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans
déneminde aldiklari muzik dersinin yontem ve teknik becerilerin gelisimi bakimindan kismen yeterli
bulduklarini tespit etmislerdir. Genel olarak bakilirsa 6gretmen adaylarinin ve 6gretmenlerin lisans
déneminde alinan muzik dersini yetersiz bulduklarini ve bu durumun muzik okuryazarlk diizeylerini
olumsuz yonde etkileyebilecegi séylenebilir. Faktor bazinda bakildiginda ise Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen
Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi, Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi, Editsel Miizik
Dadarcigina Yénelik Bilgi ve Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi faktérlerinde anlamli
bir fark oldugu, miuzik dersinin yeterli oldugunu dislinen sinif 6gretmenlerinin muzik okuryazarlik
diizeylerinin daha yliksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Bireysel mizik becerilerinin etkisi belirtilen faktorlerde
miizik okuryazarlik diizeyinin yiiksek gikmasi ile iliskilendirilebilir.

“Lisans harici miizik egitimi alma durumu” degiskenine gore genel ortalama puanlari arasinda anlaml
bir fark oldugu tespit edilmistir. Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama Becerisi,
Sarkilarda Yéntem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi, Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi, Egitsel
Miizik Dagarcigina Yénelik Bilgi ve Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff Calgilari Uygulama Becerisi faktorlerinde
lisans harici muzik egitimi alan 6gretmenlerin mizik okuryazarlk diizeylerinin, almayanlara goére daha
yiksek oldugu gorilmistir. Mentis-Koksoy (2017) sinif 6gretmenligi 6grencilerinin lniversiteye
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baslamadan 6nce muzik egitimi alip almama durumuna gore muzikte teorik bilgiyi yasam becerisine
donistiirme alt boyutunda puan ortalamalari arasinda anlamli bir farkhlik olmadigini, enstriiman galabilen
ve calamayan 6gretmen adaylarinin miuzikte teorik bilgiyi yasam becerisine dénistiirme dizeylerinin
birbirine benzer oldugunu tespit etmistir.

“Lisans sireci veya sonrasi mizik sertifikasi alma durumu” degiskenine gére genel ortalama puanlari
arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugu tespit edilmistir. Cocuk Sarkilarinda Gegen Terimleri Tanima ve Uygulama
Becerisi, Sarkilarda Yontem-Teknik Bilgisi ve Kullanma Becerisi, Miiziksel Algi ve Sesini Kullanma Becerisi,
Egitsel Miizik Dagarcigina Yénelik Bilgi ve Orff Yontem Bilgisi ve Orff GCalgilari Uygulama Becerisi
faktorlerinde lisans siireci veya sonrasi muzik egitimi sertifikasi alan 6gretmenlerin muzik okuryazarhk
dizeylerinin, almayanlara gore daha ylksek oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Bu durumda 6gretmenlerin
lisans egitimi disinda aldiklari muzik egitiminin bircok yonden mizik okuryazarhk dizeylerini artirdigi
varsayimi yapilabilir.

Calisma sonucunda su 6neriler sunulabilir:

e Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin lisans doneminde aldiklari mizik egitiminde teorik bilgilerin yani sira
uygulamaya dayali egitime agirlik verilmesi egitimin verimliligini artirabilir.

e Sinif 6gretmenlerine verilecek hizmet ici egitimlerin mazik teknolojileri araciligiyla daha kapsamli, etkili
ve ilgi cekici olmasi saglanabilir.

e Literatlirdeki arastirmalara bakildiginda ve bu arastirmadan elde edilen verilere gore lisans doneminde
verilen muzik dersi ddnem sayisinin yetersiz oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu ylizden muzik egitimi dersinin
doénem sayisi artirilabilir.

e Lisans egitiminde 6gretmen adaylarinin gelisimini tam olarak saglamak adina Milli Egitim Bakanhgi
tarafindan yayinlanan kilavuz kitabindaki sarkilarin lisans dénemi muzik egitiminde o6gretilmesi
egitimin niteligini artirabilir.

e Literatlirdeki arastirmalarda sinif 6gretmenlerinin muzik alaninda kendilerini yetersiz hissetmesi
sebebiyle mizik derslerine muzik 6gretmenlerinin girmesi saglanabilir.

Yazar Katki Orani
Yazarlar, calismaya esit oranda katki sunmuslardir.
Etik Beyan

“Yiksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesi”nde yer alan tim kurallara
uyulmus ve ydnergenin ikinci bolimiinde yer alan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykiri Eylemlerden”
higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Catisma Beyani

Yazarlar calisma kapsaminda herhangi bir kurum veya kisi ile ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini beyan
etmektedirler.
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