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Abstract The purpose of this research is to determine
the teachers’ awareness of curriculum terms and the level of
their knowledge and to develop a valid and applicable
measurement tool that can be used in determining the
teachers’ awareness of curriculum terms and the level of
their knowledge. This research is in survey model. The
data collection tool used in this study is developed by the
researcher and applied to 602 teachers. The obtained data is
analyzed using statistical techniques such as percentages,
frequency, arithmetic average, T-test and ANOVA.
According to the findings; the mean of teachers’ terms
awareness is over 60% in terms of the frequency
percentages calculated for the overall survey, and the mean
of each section is over the half of the maximum level.
According to the findings for the subsections of the survey,
it is clear that female teachers, teachers having a post
graduate degree, primary and secondary school teachers,
primary school teachers and classroom teachers have higher
curriculum terms awareness than those of male teacher,
teachers having a graduate degree, high school teachers,
secondary school teachers and branch teachers, respectively,
and that the term awareness of teachers having 1-10 years
of seniority significantly differs from those of the teachers
having more than 10 years of seniority.

Keywords Teachers, Teacher Opinions, Curriculum
Terms, Curriculum Term Awareness

1. Introduction

In the era we live, all tendencies show dramatic changes.
These changes in the field of science and technology, affect
the education sphere and practices closely too [1]. Change
and developments in modern societies show significant
impact on education system, its most basic element
curriculum and teachers and teaching profession which is the
executive of these curriculums.

Education and training activities are carried out in a plan.
Education understanding in modern societies, considers it is
mandatory to have a more efficient and quality education
system organization. One of important factors providing this
system to work as planned is the curriculum. Typically,
curriculum is the work of regulating experiences to be taught

students. Considering it can be described by various means,
curriculum term is the training experience plan which covers
fields of planned educational activities of individuals, both
inside and outside of the school [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. As it
can be understood from the description, curriculum includes
all activities inside and outside of the school which are
planned to be taught individuals. While Demirel [6]
considers the curriculum as the mechanism of training
experiences for the learner through planned activities both
inside and outside of the school, Ranold C. Doll [10] (p. 8)
claims that it is a process and content of mechanism of all
experiences changing students’ values, approaches, attitudes
and allowing them to develop their own skills and to gain
information and understanding with the responsibility of the
school. According to Posner [11], curriculum, with a
different perspective, is both a series of training products
ensuring the decision for teaching and evaluation, and a plan
or content design of goals and subjects of a department.

It is clear that curriculum is an action plan which is
considered as a goal, subject or content design, carried out
with the control of the school, both in and out of its borders.
This action plan consists of, when modern curriculums taken
into consideration; goals relating to a field, content regarding
these goals, educational status which will be affective in
gaining these goals and content by the student and exposure
process of curriculum’s effectiveness.

With the curriculum, one frequently used term is
curriculum development terms or process. Curriculum
development terms or process has a significant place in
education systems’ successes and it is the collection of
dynamic relations among factors of curriculum’s goal,
content, educational status and evaluation [6, 13, 14]. In this
dynamic relation, goal describes behaviours to be taught the
learner, content describes the total of the subject area or
content convenient with goals, educational status means
learning and teaching models, teaching technologies with the
means of approach, strategy, method and techniques to reach
goals, and evaluation is to test goals and behaviours to see
how successful they are and determine the education quality.
All these factors’ influencing each other and being in
dynamic relations is one of the important features of
curriculum development process.

Even though curriculum development process is generally
done by experts, in this process, teachers also have important
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tasks. Teachers are important part of the curriculum
development process and have significant place as executers
of the process. Because, teachers, in the curriculum
development process, are carrying out important tasks
especially in testing and evaluating the process. Success and
the quality of the curriculum depend on the quality of the
process. Success of the education system, on the other hand,
is directly related to the student success. Success of students
is affected by factors like student, curriculum, leaders,
teachers, and educational experts, education technologies,
physical and financial opportunities [15]. However, actual
architects of the success are teachers who design, execute
and evaluate the learning-teaching process. Interactive
execution of learning-teaching processes will increase the
success of the education system and the student. This success
of teachers will change accordingly with their competence.
Also, in teacher competences, teaching profession
knowledge, skill and technology literacy has an important
place [16]. When it comes to the conversion of competences
to the success and the efficiency in the classroom, necessity
of benefiting from curriculums in the teaching process and
integrating these curriculums with the education system
becomes clear. If a well prepared curriculum in terms of its
theoretical features is not integrated properly with the
education system, it will not be possible to talk about the
success and the quality of the curriculum, and, hence,
success of the student.

Meanwhile, both Western counties and local teachers and
teacher candidates also emphasize that the literacy of science
and technology is an important part of teacher qualities [16,
17, 18, 19]. Considering science and technology reigning
over modern societies, it is not possible to think teachers
without the literacy of science and technology. Because, a
teacher who is a science and technology literate, will
naturally have qualities like realizing effective
learning-teaching, establishing effective communication,
providing efficiency and effective performance and
experiencing more quality life. Teachers are required to
reach to the standards of members of profession carrying
these features.

When the related literature is reviewed, to be able to
consider people literate in a space, they are expected to have
awareness about some terms, and, even if it’s on the basic
level, some information about the space [20, 21, 22, 23, 24,
25]. While Shamos [21] is describing functional literate of
science in a way someone writing, reading, understanding
scientific terms, and discussing them in scientific articles,
Bybee [22] describes functional literate of science as
someone who knows the relating terms, but lacks in
integrating these terms in appropriate subjects, that is,
someone memorizing these terms. Reaching conceptual
and methodological literacy of science and skill of
understanding and use of laboratory findings and discussions
about scientific experiments depends on the knowledge of
relating terms [26, 27].

Moreover, growing individuals who are literate of
technology is one of the main aims of curriculums in many
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countries and, growing these individuals relies on growing
teachers [16]. To reach this aim, teachers should have the
necessary level of literacy of science and technology and
they should be able to implement their information
combining with the field information and the pedagogical
knowledge they have [28, 29, 30, 31, 32]. Four (4) out of
Seven (7) profession competence variables of a teacher are
pedagogical knowledge, pedagogic term knowledge, and
technological pedagogic term knowledge [29, 33]. This
understanding emphasizes the importance of pedagogics and
pedagogic term knowledge in terms of teacher’s career.
Individuals grown by teachers having and being able to use
the pedagogic field and the pedagogic term knowledge in an
effective way, will be one of the indicators of an education
system carrying students to higher levels in international
exams like TIMSS, PISA and PIRLS. Shulman [52]
identified taxonomy of seven types of teacher knowledge:
(1) Content knowledge, (2) General pedagogical knowledge,
(3) Curriculum knowledge, (4) Pedagogical content
knowledge, (5) Knowledge of learners and their
characteristics, (6) Knowledge of educational contexts
(sociology of groups, institutional functioning, characters of
communities and cultures and, (7) Knowledge of
educational ends, purposes and values and their
philosophical and historical grounds. As identified above,
content knowledge, general pedagogical knowledge,
curriculum knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge
are substantial elements for teaching profession. Teachers,
who possess those qualities, will significantly contribute to
teacher knowledge in the matter of knowing their students,
implementation of teaching and learning operations. In
order to do that curriculum term awareness is the key factor.

In order to enable teachers to be professional teachers,
it’s important that they should have term awareness. Term
awareness is a crucial pedagogical content knowledge for
teachers to perform teaching in their field with the aim of
organizing, controlling and evaluating. Hence, Mason [53],
in his study about mathematics education, explained that
teachers who is acquainted with technical terms on their
fields and have a higher level of awareness to those terms
may establish a connection with their students and clarify
by making students focus the subject easily. Penrod and
Douglas [54] stated that understanding the language and
terminology of information technology is one of the
information technology literacy skills. This situation leads
us the conclusion that literacy such as computer, science
and technology, information and communication
technologies and technology literacy substantially base on
the individuals’ awareness on technological terms
(terminology). As seen above, Penrod and Douglas
mentioned that understanding a field or being accepted as a
literate on that specific field requires term awareness. In
order to be a professional teacher, teachers should be
literate on their own fields and have a high level of
awareness.

From the perspective of profession of teaching, to be able
to bring in teaching and learning skills, give effective
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guidance to students, design pedagogic and -creative
education activities, qualities like pedagogics knowledge,
pedagogic term knowledge, pedagogic term knowledge of
education technologies and awareness carry an important
place. In order teachers to use curriculum in teaching
activities and to create an educational environment while
using them and be more successful at education and training
works, information and awareness of curriculum terms needs
to be in a significant level. Because, awareness concept
regards recognition, to be known and to be remembered as
it’s basic. Awareness means attention and remembrance.
And again awareness is the ability to have thinking skill.
Teachers’ competence of information and awareness of
curriculum terms is an important pedagogic term knowledge
for them to carry out teaching profession in a better way.
There is no doubt that awareness of terms used in the
education and training process by teachers will benefit both
teachers themselves and development of their students
greatly.

In the literature, there are studies of the literacy of science,
[16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 34, 35], but there are limited studies
[36, 52, 53, 54] regarding the awareness of terms relating
technology. However, no research is encountered that’s
aiming to determine knowledge and awareness of curriculum
terms. Moreover, when the literature is reviewed, no reliable,
valid and sufficient measuring tool could be found to
measure teachers’ knowledge and awareness of curriculum
terms and curriculum development process. With this
research, a measuring tool is developed both to meet the
basic needs to carry out this research, and fill an important
gap in this field. Having developed this measuring tool,
important data regarding teachers’ knowledge and awareness
of curriculum terms and curriculum development process
will be brought into the literature. According to this, aim of
the research is to determine teachers’ knowledge and
awareness of curriculum terms and curriculum development
process. In doing so, developing a reliable, valid and
sufficient measuring tool to determine the awareness of
curriculum terms is one of the aims of this research.

As a part of this study, teachers’ knowledge and awareness
of curriculum terms and curriculum development process are
answered in the light of questions below.

1. Is there any significant difference regarding their
educational status?

2. Is there any significant difference regarding their
professional seniority?

3. Is there any significant difference regarding their

branches?

4. Is there any significant difference regarding working
institution?

5. Is there any significant difference regarding

educational level or institutions they work?

2. Method

2.1. Research Model

This study aims to determine teachers’, working for
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Ministry of National Education (MEB), knowledge and
awareness of curriculum terms with the model. Survey
model studies try to describe the interaction between
situations while keeping the relationship of current events
with previous events and conditions in mind. Thanks to this,
it is provided to understand and group and describe the
relationship between them [35, 37, 38, 39 (p. 233), 40, 50]. In
the survey model, it is aimed to observe, note and define the
relationship between events of science, and reach to
generalizations over controlled unchanging relationships.
Hence, science’s descriptive function is at the forefront [41]
(p. 67). As it can be seen, in these types of research models,
subject in the question needs to be fully and carefully
observed, defined, described and interpreted as much as
possible. With this respect, this study is in the model of
survey.

2.2. Universe and Sample

This study is carried out, in 2014-2015 education and
training year, with the participation of teachers working in
various education levels and schools in the city center of
Isparta. Teachers in Isparta city center concluded the space
of the work. When the study’s sample created, keeping easy
sampling at the focus, approximately 10% of 6.000 teachers
working in the city center was selected, and to reach this
number various first, second and high school allowing easy
access was determined. Data collection tool is applied to
teachers in these previously selected schools, and surveys
answered by 602 teachers are evaluated. These 602 teachers
concluded the sample of the study. Information regarding the
personal qualities of these teachers who completed data
collection tool is provided below. Of these teachers;

® 291 of them are female, and 311 of them are male.

® 506 of them have undergraduate and 96 of them have

master degree.

® 138 of them are working at primary schools, 122 at

secondary schools and 342 at high schools.

® 80 of them have 1-10, 259 have 11-20, 213 have

21-30 and 50 have 31 years or above profession
seniority.

® 122 of them are class, 121 are math-science group,

226 are social sciences, 40 are special talent and 93
are vocational courses field teachers.

2.3. Data Collection Tool

In this study, Knowledge and Awareness of Curriculum
Terms Survey (KACTS) is used as data collection tool. This
survey consists of two parts and it was developed by the
researcher in order to define knowledge and awareness of
curriculum terms. During the process of survey development,
firstly, regarding literature is reviewed. Among these studies;
these [2, 4, 6, 12, 13, 47, 48, 49] sources are reviewed to
define the most well-known and used curriculum and
curriculum development process terms for the data collection
tool. Defined terms are listed, and then grouped while taking
the stages of curriculum development process into
consideration. In the classification, terms are evaluated under



1604

categories of “Curriculum Basic Terms”, “Planning and
Organisation”, “Preparing Draft Curriculum” and
“Curriculum Test and Evaluation”. Then, field experts are
asked for their opinions, and it is concluded that terms in the
field are sufficient and they can be classified under the same
categories. Categorically defined terms are asked to 96
teachers, accordingly with their answers, terms having
frequency of 10 and more are decided to have a place in the
data collection tool. Furthermore, finally, by using the first
20 terms which have more frequency than others, with
open-edged questions relating to these terms, it is tried to
define the level of concepts in the survey. As a result of all
these processes, terms that will take a place in (KACTS) are
decided.

The first part of the (KACTS), which is developed for this
study and consists of two parts, is made up of questions to
determine education level, gender, professional seniority of
teachers, institutions they work and their personal qualities
regarding their field. The second part consists of terms under
four basic categories and aims to define knowledge and
awareness of curriculum terms.

Developed KACTS is a nominal scale. There are certain
categories in nominal scales. In this scale, there are two basic
categories. These categories are in a way, if teacher
recognizes, knows or can describe the term, then it is “yes”,
if he/she doesn’t know, recognize or can’t describe then it is
“no”. According to this, teachers answering the survey are
requested to mark terms they recognize and know most and
terms they can describe. Terms marked by teachers are
entered to statistics software as “yes” (1) and “no” (0) to
calculate the frequency of these terms. Then, from the terms
under the four basic categories, constant variables are
obtained.

Because survey is a nominal scale and every unit is
displayed with a number, in these types of scales, it is not
possible to make a reliability analysis and to define a
reliability coefficient regarding the survey. However, in this
study, in order to define the reliability of survey and
considering the difficulty of executing x-square technique in
term awareness for every one of various terms in the data
analysis, survey reliability is calculated through
sub-dimension data of scale. KR-21 reliability coefficient
provided by these calculations is 0.96 (for sub-dimensions;
0.94 for curriculum basic terms, 0.84 for planning and
organization, 0.96 for Preparing Draft Curriculum, 0.92 for
curriculum test and evaluation). Acquired reliability
coefficient, shows that data collection tool has a high level of
internal consistency. This situation is accepted as a proof of
data collection tool’s reliability. Moreover, providing the
survey is a reliable data collection tool, strengthens the
assumption of having a high level validity.

In order to provide content validity of data collection tool,
on the other hand, experts in the field of curriculum
development process are asked to make survey and it is tried
to provide survey validity. Keeping the understanding which
claims a scale is supposed to have content validity in mind, a
scale with content validity, regarding its reliability, is
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accepted to be able to provide a reliability coefficient [42, 43,
44, 51]. In the light of this understanding, data collection tool
is assumed to be a reliable one. Hence, survey can be
accepted as a valid and reliable data collection tool. Terms
taking place in KACTS are in the Table 1. The first part of
the KACTS, which is developed for this study and consists
of two parts, is made up of questions to determine education
level, gender, professional seniority of teachers, institutions
they work and their personal qualities regarding their field.
The second part consists of terms under four basic categories
and aims to define knowledge and awareness of curriculum
terms.

2.4. Data Collection and Analysis

KACTS data collection tool used in this study is a
categorical classification (non-parametrical) data collection
scale. Data acquired through the survey, were entered as
categorical data and analyzed. Firstly, through the
categorical data, percentages of all terms are calculated and
these terms sorted descending from the one which has the
highest percentage. Then, depending on terms forming
bottom parts of the survey, terms are sorted accordingly
with their frequency percentages and term awareness was
attempted to be analyzed by calculating percentages of
terms. Lastly, from categorical data entered to statistical
data analysis software, statistical analysis was done
depending quantitative variables acquired in respect to
frequency of terms placed in the sub-dimensions of the
scale. In this analysis, firstly, using the mean of terms
relating to the sub-dimensions of the survey, awareness for
every sub-dimension term was tried to be defined. Later, in
order to define the awareness for terms relating to the
sub-dimensions of the survey, in respect to gender, field
(branch), level of teaching, working institution and
professional seniority variables, term awareness was
analyzed by using statistical analysis techniques like mean,
standard deviation, t-test and ANOVA (analysis of
variance).

3. Findings

In this chapter, findings obtained through the analysis of
statistical data collected according to aims of the research
will be put forward. Findings, aiming at the survey overall,
are analyzed in accordance with the sub-dimensions of the
survey via research questions. Acquired findings are put
forth and interpreted in the form of tables.

3.1. Findings of Terms in the Curriculum Terms
Awareness Survey

“Yes” answers of teachers, in respect to their recognition,
understanding and definition of these terms, and percentages
of these answers, considering the sub-dimensions of the
scale, are sorted starting from the highest to the lowest in the
Table 1. In addition to this, average total score regarding the
awareness of teachers in dimensions of “Curriculum Basic
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Terms”, “Planning and Organization”, “Preparing Draft depending on the sub-dimensions of the scale, are shown in
Curriculum” and “Curriculum Test and Evaluation”, the Table 2.

Table 1. Terms in the Curriculum Terms Awareness Knowledge Survey and Their Percentages

Curriculum Basic Terms Dimension and Frequency Percentages (%)

Educational Curriculum 90 Supporting Practitioners 41,5
Course Curriculum 89,5 Social basis 40,7
Training Curriculum 87,4 Philosophical basis 37,9
Applicability 74,3 Course design 37,7
Functionality 70,6 Humanistic design 35,9
Curriculum Development 70,3 Progressivism 35,5
Curriculum Development Models 70,3 Prennialism 34,2
Flexibility 65,1 Process design 34,2
Reliance to MEB tools 61,1 Re-constructionism 31,2
Child-based design 55.5 Uniformity and generality 28,6
Psychological basis 533 Essentialism 27,7
Experience-based 51,3 Inter-discipline design 27,6
Course design 51,3 Discipline design 25,9
Individual basis 44,7 Extensive design 18,9
Historical basis 44,7 Implicit curriculum 18,9
Subject basis 41,5 Core design 12,8
Financial basis 41,5
Planning and Coordination Dimension Terms and Frequency Percentages (%)
Survey Technique 78,7 Planning coordination commission 47,8
Test Technique 76,4 Analytical approach 45,8
Observation Technique 75,4 Curriculum work commission 44,0
Interview Technique 68,8 PERT intermeshing 43,5
Necessity analysis 65,9 Differences approach 36,7
Democratic analysis 63,3 Descriptive approach 36,4
Literature review 60,3 Curriculum advisory commission 31,2
Profession analysis 52,3 Progel (Dacum) Technique 33,2
Work analysis 48,2 Operation Time Chart 27,7
Preparing Draft Curriculum Dimension Terms and Frequency Percentages (%)
Objective 93,7 Education philosophy 71,3
Aim 93,2 Teaching-learning process 71,3
Acquisition 91,0 Participation 69,1
Course plan 90,0 Curriculum elements 67,9
Method 86,2 Theme 66,9
Technique 85,0 Learning experiences 65,0
Content 84,7 Strategy/approach 64,8
Learning tools 84,2 Concept map 64,8
Chaptered Yearly Plan 83,6 Learning model 60,2
Evaluation 81,2 Learning theory 60,0
Education psychology 79,9 Education Finance 58,0
Education level 78,7 Tips 53,0
Behaviour 78,7 Content regulation 49,7
Reinforcement 78,1 Table of specifications 44,9
Chapter 77,1 Modular programming 37,2
Feedback 76,7 Experience cone 31,7
Scaling tools 75,2 Spiral programming 30,9
Learning strategies 72,3 Subject network project central Prog. 19,9
Subject area 71,9 Pyramidal programming 19,3
Education sociology 71,5 Core programming 19,3
Learning styles 71,4
Curriculum Test and Evaluation Dimension Terms and Frequency Percentages (%)
Performance evaluation 67,9 Evaluation through aim 49,8
Self- evaluation 66,4 Evaluation through learning 48,7
Curriculum evaluation 65,4 Evaluation of valuation 48,0
Development file 63,3 Recognition Evaluation 41,9
Field test 59,1 Evaluation through product 38,7
Curriculum Testing 58,3 Evaluation through environment 37,9
Grading Scale 58,1 Evaluation through curriculum elem. 37,4
Peer Evaluation 57,8 Formalization Evaluation 35,2
Evaluation through success 56,1 Evaluation through attainment 31,2
Evaluation through concept map 55,6 Structured Grid 19,1

Pilot Evaluation 54,5 DBT (Diagnosed Branched Tree) 15,3
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Table 2. Average Total Score Regarding the Terms Awareness related to Every Dimensions

Terms n X SS Minimum Maximum
Curriculum basic terms 602 16.35 8 68 0 33
Planning and organization 602 10.12 4.44 0 19
Preparing draft curriculum 602 27.75 10.89 0 42
Curriculum test and evaluation 602 11.59 6.39 0 22
General 602 66.51 27.46 0 116

According to the Table 1, terms under four categories are
sorted depending on their percentages. Under basic terms
category, while there are significant awareness in terms like
“education curriculum, training curriculum and course
curriculum”, awareness for education curriculum design
terms is between 10 to 20%. In planning and coordination
category, “survey method” term has the highest awareness
with 78,7%, while “operation time chart” has the lowest
awareness with 27,7%. It can be seen that teachers have a
higher level of awareness for terms under “Preparing Draft
Curriculum” category. Because, “Objective, aim, acquisition
and course plan” terms showed the highest awareness level
(90% and above). Meanwhile, under curriculum test and
evaluation category, “Performance Evaluation” term gets the
highest awareness level with 67,9%, and “DBT (Diagnosed
Branched Tree)” has the lowest awareness level with 15,3%.
When frequency percentages are taken into consideration,
terms that teachers showed the lowest awareness, are in
“Curriculum Test and Evaluation” category.

According to Table 2, the highest level of teacher
awareness for terms belongs to “preparing draft curriculum”
dimension, while the lowest belongs to "planning and
organization” dimension. “Curriculum basic terms” and
“curriculum test and evaluation” dimensions have higher
means compared to half of the maximum limit. Also, mean
for answers related to the awareness of all terms in the survey
is 66,51. In a survey which is supposed to have a maximum
mean of 116, means being higher than half of the maximum
limit tells us the level of knowledge of teachers’ term
awareness is at medium level.

For sub-dimensions of the survey, results telling term
awareness differs significantly, depending on variables of
gender, education level, field, professional seniority and
education grade and working institution, are obtained. In
respect to these results, for sub-dimensions of the survey,

level of awareness and knowledge of terms for female
teachers differs significantly in dimensions of “Preparing
Draft Curriculum” and “Curriculum Test and Evaluation”.
Regarding the education level variable, in “Educational
curriculum basic terms” dimension, teachers with master’s
degree have higher level of awareness and knowledge of
terms. Regarding teachers’ professional seniority, in the
every dimension of the survey, results are significantly in
favour of teachers with lower professional seniority years.
When it comes to education grade and working institutions,
in “Education curriculum basic terms” dimension, results are
in favour of teachers working at secondary schools,
meanwhile in “Preparing Draft Curriculum” dimension, they
are in favour of primary school teachers. In “Curriculum test
and evaluation” dimension, for the overall of the survey,
results are significantly in favour of first and secondary
school teachers against high school teachers. These results
are in favour of primary school teachers compared to those of
other institutions, and secondary school teachers compared
to those of high schools at having higher level of term
awareness. Terms awareness, for the overall of the survey, is
significantly in favour of teachers with lower professional
seniorities when level of professional seniority compared. In
the every dimension of the survey, term awareness increases
when teachers’ seniority lowers and when their seniority
increases, term awareness drops.

3.2. The Findings Related to Gender Variable

According to the variable of gender, to detect if there is
any statistically significant difference between the awareness
of the teachers for every dimension and the overall of the
scale, T-test is implemented for the independent samples,
and the results are listed in Table 3.
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Table 3. T-test Results of the Significant Difference Between the Sub-dimensions Terms Awareness of the Teachers According to Their Gender

Dimensions Gender n X SS Sd t p

. . Female 291 15.38 8.51

Educz;;lon'al ]?urrlculum 600 085 932
asic terms Male 311 15.32 8.85
Female 291 9.34 4.48

Planning and Organization 600 1.144 253
Male 311 8.92 4.39
Female 291 28.86 10.19

Preparing Draft Curriculum 600 2431 .015*
Male 311 26.72 11.42
Female 291 11.15 6.21

Curriculum Test and Evaluation 600 2.084 .038*
Male 311 10.07 6.51
Female 291 64.73 26.40

General 600 1.683 .093
Male 311 60.98 28.35

Table 4. The Variance Analyze Results of Relations between the Terms Awareness for Every Sub-dimensions According to the Branch Variance.

. . Source of Mean of Significant
Dimensions Variance Sum of Squares Sd Squares F p Difference*
Between Groups 148.063 4 37.016
Educational Curriculum Within Groups 45139.573 597 75.611 490 743
Basic Terms
Total 45287.636 601
Between Groups 92.365 4 23.091
Planning and Within Groups 11740.538 597 19.666 1174 321
Organisation
Total 11832.904 601
Between Groups 1445.163 4 361.291
Preparing Draft Within Groups 69792.958 597 116.906 3.090  .016% 1>5
Curriculum
Total 71238.121 601
Between Groups 930.360 4 232.590
Curriculum Test and Within Groups 23574.931 597 39.489 5890  .000% 125
Evaluation 1>2
Total 24505.291 601
Between Groups 6494.434 4 1623.608
General Within Groups 446816.6 597 748.437 2.169 .071
Total 453311.0 601

*(1) Classroom, (2) Mathematics-Science, (3) Social sciences, (4) Special talent, (5) Vocational Courses

When Table 3 is analyzed, it’s seen that the awareness of
female and male teachers about the educational curriculum
terms shows significant difference at [t(600)]=2,431; p<0,05
significance level in “Preparing Draft Curriculum” , and at
[t(600)]=2,084; p<0,05 significance level in “Curriculum
Test and Evaluation”. That means, according to the
dimensions of “Preparing Draft Curriculum” and
“Curriculum Test and Evaluation”, the awareness of the
female teachers about the curriculum terms is significantly
high from the male teachers.

3.3. Findings Related to Branch Variable

To depict the terms awareness of teachers according to
branch variable, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is
implemented detecting if the difference between the average
values of sub-dimensions of the scale are statistically
significant, and the results are shown in Table 4.

According to Table 4, statistically significant difference is
detected between the awareness of curriculum terms of
teachers from different branches in the dimensions of
“Curriculum Test and Evaluation” and “Preparing Draft
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Curriculum”(p<0,05). To detect in which groups the
difference is, multiple-comparison (Post Hoc) tests are
implemented such as Tamhane T2 in the dimension of
“Preparing Draft Curriculum” in which the variances are not
homogeneous, Scheffe in the dimension of “Curriculum Test
and Evaluation” in which the variances are homogeneous. In
the light of this, in the dimension of “Preparing Draft
Curriculum”, a significant difference is seen between the
teachers in the branch of classroom and the teachers in the
branch of vocational courses in favour of classroom teachers.
In the dimension of “Curriculum Test and Evaluation”, a
significant difference is seen between the teachers in the
branch of classroom and the teachers in the branches of
vocational courses and mathematics-science in favour of the
teachers in the branch of classroom.

3.4. Findings Related to Educational Status Variable

T-test is implemented for independent samples, to find if
there is any statistically significant difference between the
awareness of teachers according to every dimension and the
overall scale for the variable of teachers’ educational status,
and the results are shown in Table 5.

According to Table 5, for the variable of Educational
Status, the awareness of teachers from the perspective of
curriculum terms differs only in the dimension of
“Educational Curriculum Basic Terms” [t(600)]=-2,263;
p<0,05. Hence, the awareness of master’s degree teachers in
the aspect of curriculum terms is significantly higher than
bachelor degree teachers. For the overall and other
dimensions of the scale, even though awareness of master
degree teachers in the aspect of curriculum terms is higher
than bachelor degree teachers, there is no significant
difference.

3.5. Findings for the Variable of Working Institution

For defining the terms awareness of the teachers,
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according to the variables of “Working Institution” and
“Educational Level”, one-way variance analyze (ANOVA)
is implemented to detect if the difference between averages
of every dimension are statistically significant. The achieved
findings are shown in Table 6.

According to Table 6, between the awareness of teachers,
working at different education institutes and in different
levels, in the aspect of educational curriculum terms,
statistically significant difference is achieved for the overall
scale and every dimension of scale except “Planning and
Organisation”(p<0,05). For determining in which groups the
difference is, the multiple comparison (Post Hoc) tests are
implemented such as Scheffe, in “Educational Curriculum
Basic Terms” in which the variances are homogeneous and
the overall of the scale, but Tamhane T2 for the other
dimensions in which the variances are not homogeneous.
Hence, in the dimension of “Educational Curriculum Basic
Terms”, a significant difference is achieved between the
teachers working at secondary schools and high schools in
favour of the teachers working at secondary schools; In the
dimension of “Preparing Draft Curriculum” a significant
difference is achieved between the teachers working at
primary schools and high schools in favour of the teachers
working at primary schools; In the dimension of
“Curriculum Test and Evaluation” and the overall of survey,
a significant difference is achieved between the teachers
working at primary schools and secondary school and the
ones working at high schools in favour of the teachers
working at primary schools and secondary schools.

3.6. Findings Related to Professional Seniority Variable

For determining teachers’ terms awareness with respect to
the “Professional Seniority” variable, one-way variance
analyze (ANOVA) is implemented to detect if the difference
between arithmetic means related to every dimension is
statistically significant. The findings are shown in Table 7.

Table 5. The results of T-test related to Significant Difference between Term Awareness from the Perspective of Sub-dimensions According to Educational
Status Variable.
Dimensions Educational Status n X SS Sd t P
; ; Bachelor 506 14.97 8.41
Educatlogal Curriculum 600 2263 025%
Basic Terms Master 96 17.39 9.80
Bachelor 506 8.99 4.25
Planning and Organisation 600 -1.433 .097
Master 96 9.81 5.30
Bachelor 506 27.43 10.88
Preparing Draft Curriculum 600 -1.667 .097
Master 96 29.45 10.83
Bachelor 506 10.44 6.21
Curriculum Test and Evaluation 600 -1.216 226
Master 96 11.40 7.20
Bachelor 506 61.80 26.70
General 600 -1.858 .066
Master 96 89.04 30.82




Table 6. The Variance Analyze Results of Significant Difference between the Terms Awareness for every Sub-dimensions According to “Working

Institution” Variable.
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Dimensions The Source Of Variance ~ Sum of Squares Sd Mean of Squares F p Significant Difference*
Between Groups 865.881 2 432.941
Educational
Curriculum Within Groups 44421.755 599 74.160 5.838 .003* 2>3
Basic Terms
Total 45287.636 601
Between Groups 42.650 2 21.325
Planning and Within Groups 11790.254 599 19.683 1.083 339
Organisation
Total 11832.904 601
Between Groups 1477.832 2 738.916
P ing Draft
rzpar{ng N Within Groups 69760.289 599 116.461 6.345  .002* 1>3
urriculum
Total 71238.121 601
Between Groups 766.457 2 328.229
Curriculum Test and Within Groups 23738.833 599 39.631 9.670  .000* 13
Evaluation 2>3
Total 24505.291 601
Between Groups 9072.711 2 4536.355
General Within Groups 444238.3 599 741.633 6.117  .002* ;zg
Total 453311.0 601

*(1) Primary school, (2) Secondary School, (3) High School

Table 7. The Variance Analyze Results Related to Significant Difference between Terms Awareness According to Every Sub Dimension with respect to
Professional Seniority Variable.
. . Source of Sum of Mean of Significant
Dimensions Variance Squares Sd Squares F P Difference*
Between Groups 1561.560 3 520.520
Educational 1>2
Curriculum Within Groups 43726.076 598 73.121 7.119 .000 1>4
Basic Terms 3>4
Total 45287.636 601
Between Groups 371.801 3 123.934 154
. >
Planning and Within Groups 11461.103 598 19.166 6.466 000 2>3
Organization 154
Total 11832.904 601
Between Groups 2719.626 3 906.542 154
. >
Preparing Draft Within Groups 68518.495 598 114.579 7912 .000 254
Curriculum 154
Total 71238.121 601
Between Groups 865.985 3 288.662 1>4
i >
Curriculum Test and Within Groups 23639.306 598 39.531 7.302 .000 1>2
Evaluation 2>3
Total 24505.291 601 3>4
Between Groups 18198.353 3 6066.118 154
>
General Within Groups 435112.7 598 727.613 8.337 .000 2>4
3>4
Total 453311.0 601

*(1) 1-10 years, (2) 11-20 years, (3) 21-30 years, (4) 30 years and over
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According to Table 7, statistically significant difference is
detected between every dimension and the overall of survey,
between the awareness of teachers, who have different
professional seniority, related to curriculum terms (p<0,05).

For determining in which groups the difference is,
multiple comparison (Post Hoc) tests are implemented such
as; Scheffe in the first dimension in which the variances are
homogeneous and, Tamhane T2 in the other dimensions in
which the variances are not homogeneous. Hence, in the
dimension of “Educational Curriculum Basic Terms”, a
significant difference is achieved between teachers who have
professional seniorities between 1-10 years and 21-30 years
and teachers who have professional seniorities of 31 years
and over, in favour of teachers who have professional
seniorities between 1-10 years and 21-30 years; and a
significant difference is achieved between teachers who have
professional seniorities between 1-10 years and teachers who
have professional seniorities between 11-20 years, in favour
of teachers who have professional seniorities between 1-10
years. In the dimension of “Planning and Organization”, a
significant difference is achieved between teachers who have
professional seniorities between 1-10 years and 21-30 years
and teachers who have professional seniorities of 31 years
and over, in favour of teachers who have professional
seniorities between 1-10 years and 21-30 years; and a
significant difference is achieved between teachers who have
professional seniorities between 21-30 years and teachers
who have professional seniorities between 11-20 years, in
favour of teachers who have professional seniorities between
21-30 years. In the dimension of ‘“Preparing Draft
Curriculum”, a significant difference is achieved between
teachers who have professional seniorities between 1-10
years, 11-20 years and 21-30 years and teachers who have
professional seniorities of 31 years and over, in favour of
teachers who have professional seniorities between 1-10
years, 11-20 years and 21-30 years. In the dimension of
“Curriculum Test and Evaluation”, a significant difference is
achieved between teachers who have professional seniorities
between 1-10 years and 21-30 years and teachers who have
professional seniorities of 31 years and over, in favour of
teachers who have professional seniorities between 1-10
years and 21-30 years; and a significant difference is
achieved between teachers who have professional seniorities
between 1-10 years and teachers who have professional
seniorities between 11-20 years, in favour of teachers who
have professional seniorities between 1-10 years; and a
significant difference is achieved between teachers who have
professional seniorities between 11-20 years and teachers
who have professional seniorities between 21-30 years, in
favor of teachers who have professional seniorities between
11-20 years. For the overall of the survey, a significant
difference is achieved between teachers who have
professional seniorities between 1-10 years, 11-20 years and
21-30 years and teachers who have professional seniorities
of 31 years and over, in favour of teachers who have
professional seniorities between 1-10 years, 11-20 years and
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21-30 years. According to these results, it can be said that
when the professional seniorities of teachers increase, the
awareness of teachers related to curriculum terms decreases.

4. Discussion, Conclusions and
Recommendations

According to the research variables, the result has been
achieved that teachers have terms awareness with respect to
educational curriculum terms awareness and knowledge
level, related to the overall of and sub dimensions of survey.
These results (Table 1) can be explained by high percentage
of terms in survey. In addition, it’s seen that they have
awareness of 50% and over, to the 60% (69) of terms in the
survey. These results show that teachers have a significant
awareness (66.51%) related to terms in the educational
curriculum and curriculum development processes. It’s seen
that the dimension which has the highest average is
“Preparing Draft Curriculum” (27.75; maximum 42) and the
dimension which has the lowest average is “Planning and
Organization” (10.12; maximum 19) related to every
dimension of survey according to the descriptive statistics
regarding to survey. All of these results show that the
arithmetic means of sub dimensions of survey are more than
the half of the maximum means (maximum 116, 66.51).
According to the sub dimensions of survey, it’s seen that
teachers have terms awareness related to the terms of
educational curriculum and curriculum development
processes and, this awareness is much regarding to the
“Preparing Draft Curriculum” dimension. The reason why
teachers’ terms awareness is high related to this dimension,
might be because of the terms regarding to this dimension
(curriculum, plan, subject area, unit, lesson plan, lesson plan
with units, method, technique, clue, feedback, correction,
teaching tools and equipment, teaching strategies, teaching
stiles etc.) are that these terms are frequently faced during
practice. And the reason why the terms awareness of the
terms related to dimension of “Planning and Organization” is
so low, could be thought that because of the terms related to
this dimension are highly about the planning of “Curriculum
Development” process, teachers are far from these terms
regarding to this dimension and they forget these terms
because they aren’t faced with them in practice. The opinion
of that teachers’ professional competence variables are
pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical terms knowledge,
technological pedagogic knowledge and technological
pedagogic terms knowledge [29, 33] is so important because,
it’s seen that pedagogy and pedagogical terms knowledge are
very important for the profession and career of a teacher.
According to the findings reached from the research, it could
be thought that the teachers’ medium-level terms awareness
knowledge doesn’t contribute enough to their professional
quality and effective environmental design regarding to
learning-teaching activities for achieving permanent
learning.
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According to the gender variable and for the “Preparing
Draft Curriculum” and “Curriculum Test and Evaluation”
sub dimensions of survey, there is a significant awareness in
favour of female teachers, but a significant difference
couldn’t achieved between the terms awareness of all
teachers (Table3). However, terms awareness related to the
overall survey found high in favour of female teachers. This
awareness that isn’t significant for other dimensions but
significant in the dimensions of “Preparing Draft Curriculum”
and “Curriculum Test and Evaluation” in favour of female
teachers might be because of female teachers more love their
profession, pay more attention to practice, more supporting
their children’s learning and they are more faced with these
terms.

A significant difference is detected between the
curriculum terms awareness of teachers in the dimensions of
“Preparing Draft Curriculum” and “Curriculum Test and
Evaluations (Table 4). This difference is in favour of
classroom branch teachers between classroom branch
teachers and vocational lessons branch teachers in
“Preparing Draft Curriculum” dimension. And in the
dimension of “Program Test and Evaluation” this difference
is achieved in favour of classroom branch teachers when
compared to  vocational lessons branch  and
mathematics-science branch teachers. These results show
that classroom branch teachers have higher level of terms
awareness for the areas of educational curriculum and
curriculum development. The reason of why this awareness
is in favour of classroom teachers might be that these
teachers give lessons from various branches related to many
areas (Turkish Teaching, Mathematics Teaching, Science
Teaching, Life Science Teaching, Art Teaching, Music
Teaching etc.). The relation between these terms and the
terms related to special education might be effective on the
occurring of significant difference. Regarding the variable of
“Education Level”, for every dimension and the overall of
survey, the terms awareness between teachers differs
statistically only in “Educational Curriculum Basic Terms”
dimension, in favour of master degree graduate teachers
(Table 5). For the overall of survey and other dimensions, the
awareness of teachers who are master degree graduate is
higher than the awareness of bachelor’s degree graduate
teachers, but this doesn’t generate any significant difference.
The reason of occurring a significant difference in
“Educational Curriculum Basic Terms” dimension might be
that master degree graduate teachers are more outstanding
teachers and more cognitively advanced persons, that their
studies at master degree education are based and focused on
terms and that they know much terms about their study areas
at master degree education. This result supports the thought
of Chiero [45, 46] that; “teachers who focused on terms,
positively contributes to students’ terms awareness”, too.

A significant difference is achieved between the
awareness of teachers, working at different institutes and
different seniorities, related to the educational curriculum
terms for all of the dimensions except ‘“Planning and
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Organization” and the overall of survey (Table 6). Between
teachers working at secondary school and teachers working
at high school, these differences are found in favour of
teachers working at secondary school in “Educational
Curriculum Basic Terms” dimension and; between teachers
working at first school and teachers working at high school,
found in favour of teachers working at first school, in
“Preparing Draft Curriculum” dimension. In “Curriculum
Test and Evaluation” dimension, a significant difference is
achieved between teachers working at first schools and
secondary schools and teachers working at high schools, in
favour of teachers working at first schools and secondary
schools, for the overall of survey. These results show that the
terms awareness of teachers working at first schools are
higher than the teachers working at other institutes and, the
terms awareness of teachers working at secondary schools
are higher than teachers working at high schools. It’s seen
that when the level of school increases, the terms awareness
decreases. The reason that the terms awareness of teachers
working at first schools is higher than teachers working at
other institutes might be that there are many lessons of them
involving teaching content at field training and, the terms of
lessons involving teaching content have relations with
educational curriculum terms.

Another result achieved from the research is, that the
terms awareness of teachers who have different professional
seniorities is significance for every dimension and the
overall of survey (Table 7). According to this, a significant
difference is achieved for teachers’ professional seniorities
for every dimension of survey. Regarding the findings
obtained, a significant difference is achieved in favour of
teachers who have less professional seniorities for the overall
survey. For every dimensions of survey; when teachers’
professional seniorities decrease, the terms awareness
increases and when teachers’ professional seniorities
increase, the terms awareness decreases. A significant
difference occurs between teachers who have 11-20 years of
professional seniorities and 21-30 years of professional
seniorities, in favor of teachers who have 21-30 years of
professional seniorities for only “Planning and Organization”
dimension. According to these results, it could be said that
when the professional seniorities of teachers increase, their
curriculum terms awareness decreases. The reason of why
this awareness is in favor of teachers who are young and
have less professional seniorities might be, that the teachers’
assignment have been made according to Public Personnel
Selection Examination (KPSS), in which educational
sciences branch is important, since fifteen years and, that in
these examinations the percentage of curriculum
development area subjects are 20%, and this might lead
teachers’ terms awareness being at a higher level, regarding
to recognition, understanding and explaining these terms in
that area.

According to results achieved from the research, firstly,
for the overall of survey, it is shown that 50% and more of
teachers said “yes” to 60% (69) of terms, regarding to
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educational curriculum terms awareness and knowledge in
the direction of terms in the survey. These results show that
teachers have a significant awareness (66.51%) of terms of
educational curriculum and curriculum development
processes. As a consequence, results, telling that teachers
have medium level of educational curriculum term
awareness and knowledge, female teachers have higher
levels of term awareness compared to male teachers, term
awareness increases in a correlation with education level,
teachers working at primary schools have higher term
awareness when education grade and working institution
taken into consideration and term awareness decreases while
professional seniority increases, are achieved.

In the light of these results, some suggestions can be made.
Firstly, in order to grow teachers’ term awareness and
knowledge of educational curriculums and educational
curriculum development field, “Curriculum Development”
course in the initial teacher training should be enforced.
Again, there should be more questions about the same course
in the Public Personnel Selection Examination (KPSS). In
“Professional Working Seminar” programs done by Ministry
of National Education between the dates of (generally
15th-30th of June), after schools’ went to holiday, initial
teacher training subjects and reformations in educational
curriculums ought to be made. In-service training programs
for educational curriculums and curriculum development
process should be organized to increase the level of teachers’
awareness and knowledge of educational curriculums. Also,
granting various awards to teachers attending to these kinds
of programs will be appropriate.
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