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Abstract

Purpose: This research was conducted to determine the curriculum literacy levels of school administrators.

Design/Methodology/Approach: In this research, survey model was used. The study group of this research consists of school
administrators working in the city center of Kirgehir. In this context, the research was conducted with the participation of 106
school administrators. In the research, “School administrators curriculum literacy levels scale” which developed by Yar Yildirim
and Dursun (2019) was used as data gathering tool. This scale has four sub-dimensions which are: “Curriculum management
skills”, “Attitude”, “Knowledge” and “Instructional design (project) and planning skill”.

Findings: As a result of the research, it was found that the average score obtained from the school administrators participating
in the research was above the middle score of the scale. In addition, it was determined that school administrators obtained
above the middle score of the scale scores from the sub-dimensions of "Curriculum management skills", "Attitude",
"Knowledge" and "Instructional design (project) and planning skill".

Highlights: Within the scope of the research, it can be said that school administrators perceive themselves as good curriculum
literate. One of the important results obtained in the research is that it is determined that the curriculum literacy levels of
school administrators do not differ significantly according to variables such as gender, age, branch, professional seniority,
management seniority, educational status, school type graduated, type of school which they work at and management status.

6z
Calismanin amaci: Bu arastirma, okul yoneticilerinin program okuryazarlik dizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir.

Materyal ve Yontem: Arastirmada tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin gcalisma grubunu ise Kirsehir il merkezinde gérev
yapan okul yoneticileri olusturmaktadir. Bu kapsamda, arastirma 106 okul yéneticisinin katilimiyla gergeklestirilmistir.
Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak, Yar Yildirim ve Dursun (2019) tarafindan gelistirilen “Okul yoneticileri 6gretim programi
okuryazarlik diizeyleri 8lgegi” kullanilmistir. Olgek; “Program yénetim becerisi”, “Tutum”, “Bilgi” ve “Ogretim tasarimi (proje)
ve planlama becerisi” olmak tzere dort alt boyuttan olusmaktadir.

Bulgular: Aragtirma sonucunda, arastirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinin 6lgekten elde ettikleri ortalama puanin 6lgek orta
puaninin Gzerinde oldugu bulgusuna ulasilmistir. Ayrica okul y6neticilerinin “Program yonetim becerisi”, “Tutum”, “Bilgi” ve
“Ogretim tasarimi (proje) ve planlama becerisi” alt boyutlarinda da &lgek orta puaninin iizerinde puanlar elde ettikleri
belirlenmistir.

Onemli vurgular: Arastirma kapsaminda, okul ydneticilerinin kendilerini iyi birer program okuryazari olarak algiladiklari
soylenebilir. Arastirmada elde edilen 6nemli sonuglardan birisi de okul yoneticilerinin program okuryazarlk duzeylerinin
cinsiyet, yas, brang, mesleki kidem, yoneticilik kidemi, egitim durumu, mezun olunan okul tird, ¢alisilan okul turl ve yoneticilik
durumu gibi degiskenlere gore anlamli bir farklilik géstermediginin belirlenmesidir.
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INTRODUCTION

In individul’s life, most of behaviors are learned behaviors. These behaviors are performed through education (Senemoglu,
2013). Thus, concept of education is available since beginning of the humankind. Acording to Fidan (2012), education is divided
into two as informal and formal education. Although Informal education is a process which is carried out spontaneously in life,
formal education is a process that takes place in a planned way for a certain purpose. According to Bloom (2012), carrying out
education in a planned way is generally the duty of schools in all societies. Planned education in school is carried out by including
previously prepared certain cirriculum (Fidan, 2012). Concept of curriculum is not as old as the concept of education. “Curriculum”
meaning education program in English has i1ts origin B.C 1% century. The word of “Curriculum” named after an elliptic road where
horse carriages raced in Rome by Gaius Julius Caesar and his soldiers during those dates. In 21 century, this concept which
educators used most and being one of the most basic school duties dated back to those dates (Oliva, 1988). The beginning of the
field of curriculum is accepted as the book named "curriculum" published by Bobbitt in 1918 (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004).

In Turkey “syllabus” was used instead of curriculum for many years (Varis, 1996). Since 1950’s, the concept of curriculum was
started to use (Demirel, 2015). Varis (1996) defines the concept of curriculum as “all the activities that an educational instituation
provides for children, youth and adults to achieve the goals of the national education and institution"; Demirel (2015) defines the
concept of curriculum as "the learning experience mechanism provided to the learner through planned activities at school and
outside of school". It is possible to define the concept of curriculum in the most general sense as experiences which students gain
from in and out of school as a resulf of school guide (Oliva, 1988). A curriculum consists of some certain elements regardless of
how it designs. These elements are respectively objectives, content, teaching learning process and evalutation (Taba, 1962).
Therefore, a curriculum is developed by taking these four elements into consideration. According to Varis (1996) developing
curriculum is not preparing published materials. Producing published materials is nothing but design as long as curriculum is not
implemented (Fidan, 2012). According to Ertiirk (2013), just taking account of its design is not enough for deciding about efficiency
of curriculum. Because well-prepared curriculum does not mean implementing the curriculum effectively at schools (Bozkurt,
2019; Dagdeler & Arseven, 2015; Dogan, 2016; Kahramanoglu, 2019; Yesilyurt, 2019). In other words, published curriculum;
namely formal curriculum may be different from curriculum applied in classroom. The reason of this difference results from
teacher’s interpretation of curriculum in consideration of their own belief, attitude, experience (Posner, 1995). For this reason,
the correct implementation of a curriculum depends only on the teachers who are the implementers of the curriculum to have
enough knowledge about the curriculum and to interpret the curriculum correctly (Akyildiz, 2020). In other words, teachers who
are the implementers of the curriculum must be curriculum literate individuals (Akyildiz, 2020; Aslan & Giirlen, 2019; Cetinkaya &
Tabak, 2019; Erdamar, 2020; Erdem & Egmir, 2018; Kahramanoglu, 2019).

Concept of curriculum literacy is newer than the concept of curriculum. According to Keskin (2020) the concept of curriculum
literacy has been started using in field of educational science since 1980’s. It is possible to define the concept of curriculum literacy
as curriculum implementers have kowledge about a curriculum (Akyildiz, 2020; Aslan & Giirlen, 2019; Erdamar, 2020; Keskin,
2020), accurate interpretation of curriculum (Erdamar, 2020; Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Keskin, 2020), understanding curriculum
correctly (Akyildiz, 2020; Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Erdamar, 2020; Kahramanoglu, 2019; Keskin, 2020) and implementing
curriculum accurately (Akyildiz, 2020; Aslan & Giirlen, 2019; Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Erdamar, 2020; Gindogan, 2019; Keskin,
2020). A curriculum literate individual should also dominate the curriculum development stages (Erdamar, 2020) and the
curriculum evaluation process (Akyildiz, 2020; Erdamar, 2020). Besides, having a positive attitude towards curriculum (Keskin,
2020), adapting curriculum their own condition (Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Keskin, 2020) and being able to make a plan about the
curriculum (Aslan & Giirlen, 2019; Keskin, 2020) are other expected qualification for curriculum literacy.

It is not enough for teachers to be curriculum literate in the effective implementation of a curriculum. According to Erdamar
(2020), the ability of a teacher to perform curriculum literacy skills depends on the school administration and therefore on the
school administrators. The decisions to be taken and the measures to be followed by school administrators are very important in
the implementation process of the curriculum (Rengber, 2008). Therefore, school administrators have an important role in the
successful implementation of educational curriculums in schools (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). Because it is the school
administrators who are primarily responsible for the management of the education process in a school (Sagir & Memisoglu, 2013).
Therefore, the main responsibility for the successful implementation of curriculums implemented in schools also belongs to school
administrators (Acar, 2015; Aslan, 2019; Aydin, 2017; Demiral, 2009; Yar Yildirrm & Dursun, 2019). In other words, school
administrators have duties and responsibilities in the successful implementation of a curriculum (Acar, 2015; Aslan, 2019; Bayrak,
2009; Can, 2007; Demiral, 2009; Dagdeler & Arseven, 2015; Dogan, 2016; Erdamar, 2020; Gilbahar, 2014; Rencgber, 2008; Ural &
Tufekei Aslim, 2013; Yar Yildirim & Dursun, 2019; Yesilyurt, 2019; Yildiz, 2008). In this context, school administrators should first
provide the necessary environment for the successful implementation of the curriculum (Aslan, 2019; Erdamar, 2020).
Administrators should inform the teachers about the curriculum, create the financial resources necessary for the implementation
of the curriculum, and provide teachers with the necessary guidance during the implementation of the curriculum (Aslan, 2019).
The ability of school administrators to fulfill their duties and responsibilities regarding the implementation of the curriculum
depends on their curriculum literacy like teachers (Yar Yildirim & Dursun, 2019).

It is expected from administrators being manager as well as being leader (Acar, 2015; Argon & Mercan, 2009; Demiral, 2009;
Dogan, 2016; Giilbahar, 2014; Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002). Instructional leadership is one of the types of leadership administrators
should have (Ayik & Sayir, 2014). Therefore, it is necessary to consider school administrators as instructional leaders at the same
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time (Yalgin & Erginer, 2012). Because, administrators’ basic task is to lead learning and teaching process (Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002).
According to Sim (2011), administrators’ instructional leadership is a key role for academic success. Harlinger and Murphy (1985)
describe instructional leadership as into three dimensions; “Curriculum management”, “Supporting learning environment in
schools”, “Determining mission”. Sisman (2016) also describes instructional leadership into five dimensions and explain one of
these dimensions as “Managing curriculum and teaching process”. Therefore, it maybe said that implementing currciculum
successfully in schools depends on administrators’ realizing their instructional leadership roles (Akalin Akdag, 2009; Can, 2017;
Dagdeler & Arseven, 2015; Erdamar, 2020; Gilbahar, 2014; Kip, 2011). In a relation to management of curriculum, especially
teaching and education field, Harlinger and Murphy (1985) emphasizes the requirement of act in common with teachers and states
that administrators’ tasks is to control and evaluate teaching, coordinate curriculum and monitor students’ progress. Namely,
what is desired from administrators is their leading into implementing of curriculum. According to Ornstein and Hunkins (2004),
it is expected that administrators to realize the task of instructional leadership as well as curriculum leadership. School
administrators must be curriculum literate in order to successfully lead the curriculum implemented in schools (Yar Yildirm &
Dursun, 2019). According to Senay (2017) administrators’ ability of leading teachers during implementing curriculum also depends
on administrators’ knowledge on curriculum. Administrators’ lack of knowledge about curriculum might cause administrators
having difficulty in fulfilling their instructional leadership role (Sezer, 2017). Thus, to implement a curriculum successfully in
schools, administrators just like teachers are required to interperent curriculum accurately and have knowledge about curriculum,
namely have curriculum literacy.

When researches about curriculum literacy in Turkey are examined, researches have been done since 2017. According to
Keskin (2020) one of the probable reasons of this is the “concept of curriculum literacy” included in teachership undergraduate
program which was updated in 2017. When recent researches is reviewed, it is determined that the researches are generally
about indicating level of teacher’s (Aslan & Giirlen, 2019; Erdamar, 2020; Kahramanoglu, 2019; Keskin, 2020; Kuyubasioglu, 2019;
Mansuroglu, 2019; Saral, 2019) and pre-service teacher’s (Aygilin, 2019; Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Erdem & Egmir, 2018; Gomleksiz
& Erdem, 2018; Sural & Dedebali, 2018; Yildiz, 2019) curriculum literacy. School administrators' competencies related to the
curriculum were found in most studies in the context of instructional leadership (Akman, 2015; Aydin, 2017; Aygiin, 2014; Bozkurt,
2019; Onder, 2010; Sagir & Memisoglu, 2012) and in some studies in the context of curriculum leadership (Aslan et al., 2018;
Demiral, 2009; Yesilyurt, 2019) were examined. In literature, in respect to curriculum literacy there are only two researches which
examining administrators’ profiency about curriculum-applied in schools. One of these researches is a scale development study
conducted by Yar Yildirrm and Dursun (2019). Other research is conducted by Aslan (2019) which is about determining
administrator’s perception towards curriculum literacy in primary and secondary school. As there are a few studies about defining
level of administrators’ curriculum literacy who are the most responsible for implementing curriculum, it is expected that this
research will contribute the literature. In addition, in this study, it was tried to determine the curriculum literacy levels of school
administrators working in all education levels (pre-school education, primary school, middle school and high school). This aspect
of the study is considered to be valuable for the literature.

Purpose of this study is to determine administrators’ curriculum literacy level. In accordance with this purpose, following
questions will be answered:

1. What is the level of administrators’ curriculum literacy?

2. Is there a significant difference administrators’ curriculum literacy level in comparison with variables about gender, age,
branch, professional seniority, management seniority, educational status, type of school graduated, type of school-worked,
administrative status?

METHOD
Design of Study

The research was designed as survey model. Survey model is carried out to determine certain group’s specific properties
(Buyukoztirk et al., 2014). As this study is carried out to determine administrator’s curriculum literacy level, survey model is
prefered.

Study Group

The study group of research consists of the school administrators that work in city center of Kirsehir. While study group were
consisted, a specific sample method was not used and it was tried to reach all of study group. Accordingly, the scale was given to
160 school administrators to fill on a volunteer basis. 114 of these scales given to school administrators were completed and
delivered to the researchers. Out of 114, 8 missing and mistaken scales were excluded. In this context, study group of research
consists of 106 administrators. Participants’ demographic information related to gender, age, branch, professional seniority,
management seniority, educational status, and type of school graduated, type of school-worked, administrative status, and school
status were given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Administrators’ demographic information

Variables Group f
Man 82
Gender
Woman 24
25-29
30-34 8
Age 35-39 29
40-44 33
45 and over 34
Primary school teacher 76
Branch
Branch teacher 30
1-4 year
5-9 year 8
Professional senitory
10-14 year 29
15 year and over 67
1-4 year 31
. 5-9 year 31
Management senitory
10-14 year 22
15 year and over 22
Associate degree 3
) Undergraduate 82
Educational status
Postgraduate 18
Doctorate 3
Faculty of Education 76
Type of school graduated Faculty of Science and Literature 26
Other faculty 4
Pre-school 11
Primary school 24
Type of school
Secondary school 21
High School 50
Headmaster 17
Administrative status Head assistant principal 4
Assistant principal 85
Public school 100
School status
Private school 6

Data Collection Instrument

In the research, "School administrators curriculum literacy level scale" developed by Yar Yildirim and Dursun (2019) was used
to determine the curriculum literacy levels of school administrators. For the purpose of using scale, required permission was taken
from related author via e-mail. The scale is five-point likert scales involving “Strongly agree (5), Agree (4), Moderately agree (3),
Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1). The highest score that can be obtained from this scale is 275; the lowest score is 55. The scale
consists of four sub-dimensions, “Curriculum management skills”, “Attidute” “Knowledge”, “Instructional design (project) and
planning skills” and 55 items. “Curriculum management skills” dimension consists of 18 items. (Sample item; “l can lead teachers
for the purpose of overcoming trouble that comes out during implementing curriculum”). “Attidute” dimension consists of 15
items. (Sample item; “I care about that evaluation results obtained from curriculum have influence on process of curriculums’
evaluation”). “Knowledge” dimension consists of 12 items. (Sample items; “I have knowledge about objectives of curriculum”).
“Instructional design (project) and planning skills” dimension consists of 10 items (Sample items; “I can do needs analysis for the
projects carried out in schools.”)

Content and appearance validity were tested by way of taking nine experts’ opinion by Yildirnm and Dursun (2019). Scale’s
construct validity was determined by explanatory factor analysis (EFA) and outcoming construct was confirmed by confirmatory
factor analysis. Correlation values between each dimension of the scale vary between .580 and .763, and each dimension shows
signifivant correlation with each other. Scale’s Cronbach alpha reliability co-efficent for “Curriculum Management Skills” is .913;
for “Attidute” dimension is .932; for “Knowledge” dimension is .935 and for “Instructional design (project) and planning skills” is
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.926. The total reliability coefficient for all dimensions of the scale was calculated as .89. In this study, the reliability coefficient of
the scale was determined as .97.

Data Analysis

Within the scope of the research, the mean score and standard deviation values were calculated to determine the curriculum
literacy levels of school administrators. Whether the curriculum literacy levels of school administrators show a significant
difference according to gender, branch, professional seniority, educational status, type of school graduated, and administrative
status variables were analyzed by independent groups t test. Whether the curriculum literacy levels of school administrators differ
significantly in terms of age, management seniority, and the type of school which they work at was tested with Anova analysis.

FINDINGS

Findings about First sub-problem

In relation to study’s first sub- problem, mean and standart deviation scores about administrator’s curriculum literacy level are
shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistical results about administrator’s curriculum literacy level

Dimension n X sd Min Max
Curriculum management skills 106 71.52 10.13 52 90
Attitude 106 60.57 9.19 41 75
Knowledge 106 47.74 6.93 32 60
Lr::tnr:icntigosnkz?:lge“gn (project) and 106 39.80 5.68 28 50
Total 106 219.65 27.61 165 272

When the lowest, middle and highest scores that can be obtained for each dimension of the scale are calculated, It is
determined that for the curriculum management skills the lowest score is 18(18x1), middle score 54(18x3), the highest score
90(18x5); for the attidute dimension, the lowest score is 15(15x1), middle score 45(15x3), the highest score 75(15x5); for the
knowledge dimension, the lowest score is 12(12x1), middle score 36(12x3), the highest score 60(12x5); for the instructional design
(project) and planning skills, the lowest score is 10(10x1), middle score 30(10x3), the highest score 50(10x5). Total score that we
can obtain from scale is the lowest score 55(55x1), middle score 165(55x3), the highest point is 275(55x5). When table 2 is
examined, it is observed that for the “Curriculum management skills” sub-dimension, mean score is 71.52; for the “Attitude” sub-
dimension, mean score is 60.57. Besides, for “Knowledge” sub-dimension, calculated mean score is 47.74, for “instructional
design(project) and planning skills” sub-dimension, mean score is 39.8. Total mean score obtained from the administrators’
curriculum literacy scale is 219.65. In respect to these data, it is stated that in both all sub-dimensions and also total, mean score
obtained was above the middle score of the scale.

Findings about second sub-problem

Regarding to study’s second sub-problem, it was indicated in the following sub-titles whether administrator’s curriculum
literacy level show significant difference in terms of different variables.

a. Findings about gender variable

The analysis results of independent group t test were shown in table 3 to determine whether the level of school administrators’
curriculum literacy significantly differs accordingly to gender variable.

Table 3. Independence group t test results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for gender.

Dimension Gender n X sd df t p
Man 82 71.81 10.49
Curriculum management skills 104 -.540 .590
Woman 24 70.54 8.91
Man 82 60.34 9.23
Attitude 104 483 .630
Woman 24 61.37 9.18
Man 82 48.1 7.05
Knowledge 104 -1.00 .320
Woman 24 46.5 6.52
Man 82 39.7 5.87
Instructional design (project) and planning skills 104 .315 753
Woman 24 40.12 5.09
Man 82 219.97 28.11
Total 104 -.223 .824
Woman 24 218.54 26.37
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When table 3 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference between men and women administrator’s mean
score obtained from total and all sub-dimension. Thus, it may be said that there is no significant difference administrator’s

curriculum literacy level according to gender.

b. Findings about age variable

In this study, as there are limited administrators between aged 25-29 years and 30-34 years, administrator’s age ranges were
divided into 3 age groups as in 25-39 years, 40-44 years, and 45 years and over. Anova analysis test results were shown in table 4
to determine whether the level of school administrators’ curriculum literacy significantly differs accordingly to age variable.

Table 4. Anova analysis results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for age

Dimension Age Source of Variance SS df MS F p
) 25-39 Between groups 244.326 2 122.163
;I'::’Irsrlculum management 40-44 Within groups 10538.089 103 102312  1.194 307
45 and over Total 10782.415 105
25-39 Between groups 36.267 2 18.133
Attitude 40-44 Within groups 8835.629 103 85.783 211 .810
45 and over Total 8871.896 105
25-39 Between groups 140.229 2 70.114
Knowledge 40-44 Within groups 4911.894 103 47.688 1.470 .235
45 and over Total 5052.123 105
) ) 25-39 Between groups 42.866 2 21.433
'(Bsrg]:zz')oan:é ‘:)T::]gn'} g skl 40-44 Within groups 3355.973 103 32.582 658 520
45 and over Total 3398.840 105
25-39 Between groups 884.150 2 442.075
Total 40-44 Within groups 79167.935 103 768.621 .575 .564
45 and over Total 80052.085 105

When table 4 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference between different aged group of administrators
whose mean score obtained from total and all sub-dimension. So, it may be said that there is no significant difference
administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to age.

c. Findings about branch variable

The analysis results of independent group t test were shown in table 5 to determine whether the level of school
administrators’ curriculum literacy significantly differs accordingly to branch variable.

Table 5. Independence group t test results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for branches

Dimension Branch n X sd df t p
. . Primary school teacher 30 70.86 6.46
Curriculum management skills 104 -.421 .675
Branch teacher 76 71.78 11.28
. Primary school teacher 30 59.40 7.17
Attidute 104 -.826 411
Branch teacher 76 61.03 9.88
Primary school teacher 30 47.26 4.77
Knowledge 104 -.445 .658
Branch teacher 76 47.93 7.64
i i i i Primary school teacher 30 39.53 4.39
In?tructlonal design (project) and planning Y 104 304 762
skills Branch teacher 76 39.91 6.15
Primary school teacher 30 217.06 17.94
Total 104 -.604 .547
Branch teacher 76 220.67 30.64

When table 5 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference primary school and branch teacher- administrator
whose mean score obtained from total and all sub-dimension. Thus, it may be said that there is no significant difference
administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to branch.

d. Findings about seniority year variables

In this study, as there are limited administrators who have 1-4 and 5-9 seniority years, administrator’s seniority years ranges
were divided into 2 groups as in 1-14 years and 15 years and over. The analysis results of independent group t test are shown in
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table 6 to determine whether the level of school administrators’ curriculum literacy significantly differs accordingly to seniority
year’s variable.

Table 6. Independence group t test results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for seniority years

Dimension Seniority years n X sd df t p
1-14 years 39 72.64 10.23
Curriculum management skills 104 .861 391
15 years and over 67 70.88 10.09
1-14 years 39 60.64 8.27
Attitude 104 .056 .956
15 years and over 67 60.53 9.74
1-14 years 39 47.71 6.37
Knowledge 104 -.031 .975
15 years and over 67 47.76 7.29
Instru.ctlon;.JI design (project) and 104 697 288
planning skills 15 years and over 67 39.50 6.06
1-14 years 39 221.30 26.59
Total 104 470 .640
15 years and over 67 218.68 28.33

When table 6 is examined, it is seen that there is no significant difference between administrator having different seniority
years whose mean score obtained from total and all sub-dimension. That is why, it may be stated that there is no significant
difference administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to seniority years.

e. Findings about management seniority variable

Anova analysis results of test were shown in table 7 to determine whether the level of school administrators’ curriculum

literacy significantly differs accordingly to management seniority variable.

Table 7. Anova analysis results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for management seniority

Dimensions Management seniority Sou.rce of SS df MS F p
Variance
1-4 year
y Between 571.720 3 190.573
Curriculum management 5-9 years Groups 1904 134
skills 10-14 years Within groups 10210.695 102 100.105 ' '
15 years and over Total 10782.415 105
1-4 years
Between groups 218.678 3 72.893
5-9 years
Attidute .859 465
10-14 years Within groups 8653.218 102 84.835
15 years and over Total 8871.896 105
1-4 years
Between groups 305.297 3 101.766
5-9 years
Knowledge 2.187 .094
10-14 years Within groups 4746.826 102 46.538
15 years and over Total 5052.123 105
1-4 years
Instructional design 5.9 years Between groups 220.233 3 73.411
(project) and planning o 2.356 .076
skills 10-14 years Within groups 3178.607 102 31.163
15 years and over Total 3398.840 105
1-4 years
Between groups 3015.968 3 1005.323
5-9 years
Total o 1.331 .268
10-14 years Within groups 77036.117 102 755.256
15 years and over Total 80052.085 105

When table 7 is examined, it is seen that there are no significant difference administrators having different management
seniority years whose mean score obtained from total and all sub-dimension. Thus, it may be said that there is no significant
difference administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to management seniority years.
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f. Findigs about educational status variable

In this study, as there are a few graduated associated degree or doctorate degree, administrator’s educational status grouped
in two as associated degree/undergraduate and postgraduate/doctorate degree. In other words, administrators were divided in
two groups as in graduated from postgraduate and not graduated from postgraduate. The analysis results of independent group
t test are shown in table 8 to determine whether the level of school administrators’ curriculum literacy significantly differs
accordingly to educational status variable.

Table 8. Independence group t test results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for educational status

Dimensions Educational Status n X sd df t p

. . Associate degree / Undergraduate 85 71.44 9.87

Curriculum management skills 104 -.165 .869
Postgraduate/doctorate 21 71.85 11.37
Associate degree / Undergraduate 85 61.04 9.13

Attitude 104 1.063 .290
Postgraduate/doctorate 21 58.66 9.39
Associate degree / Undergraduate 85 47.61 6.89

Knowledge 104 -.397 .692
Postgraduate/doctorate 21 48.28 7.25
i i i Associate degree / Undergraduate 85 39.85 5.51

Instructlor?al de.5|gn (project) g g 104 906 837
and planning skills Postgraduate/doctorate 21 39.57 6.49
Associate degree / Undergraduate 85 219.96 26.74

Total 104 .234 .815
Postgraduate/doctorate 21 218.38 31.55

When table 8 is examined, no significant difference is seen between graduated postgraduate and non-postgraduate
administrators’ mean score obtained from both total and all sub-dimension. Thus, it may be said that there is no significant
difference administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to educational status.

g. Findings about type of school graduated variables

In the study, as there are a few faculties except education faculty and faculty of science and literature which administrators
graduated, Administrators’ graduated school type is divided into two as an education faculty and other faculty. That is to say, The
group of administrators who graduated from science and literature faculty was involved in the group of other faculties-graduated.
The analysis results of independent group t test were shown in table 9 to determine whether the level of school administrator’s
curriculum literacy significantly differs accordingly to type of school graduated variable.

Table 9. Independence group t test results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for type of faculty graduated

Dimensions type of school graduated n X sd df t p
. . Faculty of education 76 72.39 10.06
Curriculum management skills . 104 1.408 .162
Other faculties 30 69.33 10.14
. Faculty of education 76 61.27 9.02
Attidute 104 1.253 213
Other faculties 30 58.80 9.51
Faculty of education 76 47.92 7.20
Knowledge . 104 414 .680
Other faculties 30 47.30 6.29
i i i Faculty of education 76 40.05 5.86
Instru.ctlon;.JI design (project) and y 104 791 473
planning skills Other faculties 30 39.16 5.25
Faculty of education 76 221.64 28.08
Total 104 1.186 .238
Other faculties 30 214.60 26.13

When table 9 is examined, no significant difference is seen between faculty of education and other faculty-graduated
administrators’ mean score obtained from both total and all sub-dimension.That is why, it may be stated that there is no significant
difference administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to type of faculty administrators graduated.

h. Findings about type of school-worked

The analysis results of Anova test were shown in table 10 to determine whether the level of school administrators’ curriculum
literacy significantly differs accordingly to type of school variable.
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Table 10. Anova analysis results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for type of school-worked

Dimensions Type of school Sou.rce of SS df MS F p
variance
Pre-school
. Between groups 116.856 3 38.952
. . Primary school
Curriculum management skills o .373 773
Secondary school Within groups 10665.559 102 104.564
High School Total 10782.415 105
Pre-school
. Between groups 210.524 3 70.175
Primary school
Attidute . 826 482
Secondary school Within groups 8661.372 102 84.915
High School Total 8871.896 105
Pre-school
. Between groups 175.589 3 58.530
Primary school
Knowledge o 1.224 .305
Secondary school Within groups 4876.534 102 47.809
High School Total 5052.123 105
Preschool
. 53.494 3 17.831
Instructional design (project) Primary school Between groups a4 654
and planning skills Secondary school Within groups 3345.345 102 32.798 ' '
High School Total 3398.840 105
Preschool
. 1558.148 3 519.383
Primary school Between groups
Total o 675 .569
Secondary school Within groups 78493.937 102 769.548
High School Total 80052.085 105

When table 10 is examined, no significant difference is seen between different type of schoolworking administrators’ average
score obtained from both total and all sub-dimension. That is why, it may be stated that there is no significant difference

administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to type of school.

1. Findings about administrative status

In the study, as there are a few administrators who are worked as head assistant principal, administrator’s management status
is divided into two group as headmaster and assistant principal. That is to say, school administrators who are worked as head
assistant principals are also in the same group with school administrators who are assistant principals. The analysis results of
independent group t test were shown in table 11 to determine whether the level of school administrators’ curriculum literacy

significantly differs accordingly to management status variable.

Tablo 11. Independence group t test results about administrator’s curriculum literacy for administrative status

Dimension administrative status n X sd df t p
. . Headmaster 17 69.76 9.26
Curriculum management skills . o 104 -.782 436
Assistant principal 89 71.86 10.30
. Headmaster 17 59.35 9.50
Attidute ) o 104 -.597 552
Assistant principal 89 60.80 9.16
Headmaster 17 49.64 5.46
Knowledge . o 104 1.237 219
Assistant principal 89 47.38 7.15
i i j Headmaster 17 39.47 4.36
Instru.ctlon;.JI design (project) and . ter 104 261 795
planning skills Assistant principal 89 39.86 5.92
Headmaster 17 218.23 21.94
Total ) o 104 -.230 819
Assistant principal 89 219.92 28.66

When table 11 is examined, no significant difference is seen between in charge of headmaster and assistant principal
administrators’ average score obtained from both total and all sub-dimension. That is why, it may be stated that there is no
significant difference administrator’s curriculum literacy level according to administrative status.

DISCUSSION, RESULT AND SUGGESTIONS

As a result of the research, it was found that the average score obtained by the school administrators participating in the study
was above the middle score of the scale. Therefore, it can be said that school administrators have high curriculum literacy levels.
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In other words, it can be stated that school administrators perceive themselves as good curriculum literate. This finding can be
interpreted as school administrators perceive themselves as competent enough to fulfill their duties and responsibilities for the
effective implementation of curriculums in their schools. In other words, it can be stated that school administrators think that
they can lead the curriculums implemented in their schools successfully. Similar results were obtained in the studies which can be
found in the literature. In the study conducted by Demiral (2009), it was found that school administrators generally perform the
duties required by curriculum leadership. In the study conducted by Aslan et al. (2018), it was concluded that school
administrators' perceptions of curriculum leadership are high. In addition, findings similar to this study were obtained in studies
conducted with teachers in the literature. In studies conducted with primary, middle and high school teachers by Keskin (2020)
and Kuyubasioglu (2019), it was determined that teachers considered themselves sufficient in terms of curriculum literacy. In the
study conducted by Aslan and Giirlen (2019) with middle school teachers, it was concluded that teachers are highly curriculum
literate. In the study conducted by Erdamar (2020) with classroom teachers, it was found that teachers' perception of curriculum
literacy is high.

Participating administrators’ curriculum literacy level being high in the research shows that administrator have sufficient skills
and knowledge in terms of curriculum. It can be stated that this skill and knowledge administrator acquire have been gaining from
pre-service training or in-service training. That is to say, there are two probable reason why administrators’ literacy level is high.
One of this reason can be connected with qualification of administrators’ education in undergraduate degree. In this sense, It can
be said that administrator participating in the research educated well enough to develop their curriculum literacy level during
undergraduate years. In literature, studies conducted with preservice teacher also offer findings which prove this opinion. In
conducted studies, it was concluded that preservice teacher’s curriculum literacy was good level (Aygiin, 2019), high level (Sural
& Dedebali, 2018) and sufficient level (Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Erdem & Egmir, 2018; Gomleksiz & Erdem, 2018). One of the
probable reasons why administrators’ curriculum level is high might be correlated with the in-service education qualification which
administrator gets during performing their duty. Accordingly, it may be stated that their in-service education activities contributed
their curriculum literacy level. Findings have been found in studies in literature which supports this opinion. In the studies
conducted with primary and secondary school teacher by Aslan (2019), it was concluded that administrators who educated in-
service education had higher perception towards curriculum literacy. In studies conducted by Erdamar (2020) and Keskin (2020),
it was defined that the teachers who attended in-service education had also higher perception towards curriculum literacy than
teachers who did not attend in-service education.

One of the important findings obtained within the context of the research is that determining the curriculum literacy levels of
school administrators did not show a significant difference according to variables such as gender, age, branch, professional
seniority, management seniority, educational status, type of school graduated, type of school which they work at and
administrative status. This finding can be interprented that administrator’s curriculum literacy level does not change according to
their demographic properties. This also applies to all sub-dimensions in the scale. In other words, the scores obtained by the school
administrators in the "curriculum knowledge", "attitude", “instructional design (project) and planning skill” and "curriculum
management skill” sub-dimensions in the scale did not differ significantly according to the variables. Similar findings were obtained
in the studies found in the literature. Aslan (2019) determined that school administrators' perceptions of curriculum literacy did
not differ significantly according to gender, branch, management status, education status and professional seniority variables.
Again, Aslan et al. (2018), in their study, determined that school administrators' perceptions of curriculum leadership did not differ
significantly according to gender, education status, branch and management status; Demiral (2009) found that professional
seniority and managerial seniority had no effect on curriculum leadership behaviors. Besides, in literature, similar findings were
also obtained in the studies conducted with teachers. In most of studies in literature, it is stated that variables such as gender
(Aslan & Giirlen, 2019; Keskin, 2020; Mansuroglu, 2019), age (Mansuroglu, 2019), branch (Aslan & Giirlen, 2019; Erdamar, 2020;
Kahramanoglu, 2019; Mansuroglu, 2019), professional seniority (Aslan & Girlen, 2019; Erdamar, 2020; Kahramanoglu, 2019;
Keskin, 2020; Mansuroglu, 2019), educational status (Erdamar, 2020; Mansuroglu, 2019), type of school graduated (Aslan &
Gurlen, 2019; Keskin, 2020), type of school which they work (Keskin, 2020) did not make difference in teachers’ perception of
curriculum level.

In the study, it was found that mean score obtained from administrators’ curriculum literacy scale’s “knowledge” sub-
dimension is above the middle score of the scale. Thus, it can be said that average score obtained from administrators’
“knowledge” dimension is high. This finding can be interprented as administrators are knowledgable about curriculum
development and the curriculum elements including objectives, content, teaching and learning process and evalution. First of all,
administrators should have enough knowledge to lead curriculum implementing in schools. Because administrators cannot supply
necesseray support and guidance for an issue which administrators does not have any knowledge about. In this regard,
administrators being well-informed about curriculum in schools is pretty valuable for implementing curriculum successfully in
schools. It can be said that implementing curriculum successfully in schools will affect positively schools’ academic success. As a
matter of fact that conducted studies shows that schools’ academic success is high where administrators are well-informed about
curriculum (Cotton, 2003). In study conducted by Dagdeler & Arseven (2015), similar findings also were obtained, and It was stated
that administrators thought themselves as a well-informed about curriculum. Similar findings were still obtained in the study
conducted by Glindogan (2019) and it was stated that teachers generally had enough knowledge about curriculum.
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It was determined in the study that mean score obtained from administrators’ curriculum literacy scale’s “attidute” sub-
dimension is above the middle score of the scale. Thus, it can be said that average score obtained from dimension about
administrators’ attidute is high. This finding can be explained that administrators are aware of responsibilities and duties for
implementing curriculum successfully at schools and eager for fulfilling these responsibilities and duties. Besides, it can be said
that administrators appreciate curriculum and have positive opinion for curriculum. After all, it is not expected that administrators
who have negative opinion for curriculum and does not appreciate curriculum do not supply necessary support during
implementing curriculum. In this respect, administrators’ positive attidute for curriculum will also contribute positively to
implement curriculum successfully. Similar findings were also obtained from studies conducted with teachers. Accordingly, it was
determined that teachers had a positive attidute for curriculum (Glindogan, 2019) and appreciated the curriculum (Keskin,2020).

It was determined in this study that mean score obtained from administrators’ curriculum literacy scale’s “curriculum
instructional design (project) and planning skill” sub-dimension is above the middle score of the scale. Thereby, it can be said that
mean score obtained from dimension about administrators’ curriculum Instructional design (project) and planning skill is high.
Implementing the curriculum successfully in schools depends on well-planned the process. If there is no well-working plan about
how curriculum is applied, the possibility of facing the problems which effects negatively implementing of problem during process
will also increase._In this context, high capacity of administrators’ planning skills will effect positively the process of implementing
curriculum. Similar findings were obtained by in the study conducted by Can (2007) and It was stated that elemantary school
administrators were enough sufficient to plan the process of implementing curriculum with teachers at the beginning of term.
Also, in the study conducted with teachers by Erglines and Mercan (2011), teachers were stated that primary school administrators
were sufficient enough to plan the process of education. Besides, in the study conducted with by Aslan and Girlen (2019) it was
determined that teachers’ capacity of planning was high.

It was determined in the study that mean score obtained from administrators’ curriculum literacy scale’s “curriculum
management skill” sub-dimension is above the middle score of the scale. Thereby, it can be said that mean score obtained from
dimension curriculum management skill is high. Similar results were obtained in the studies conducted in the context of
instructional leadership regarding the managing curriculum and teaching process, which is considered a sub-dimension of
instructional leadership in the literature. In the study conducted by Akman (2015), it was determined that school principals
working in high schools saw themselves at a pretty good level in terms of the management curriculum and teaching process; In
the study conducted by Aygiin (2014), it was found that school administrators working in high schools perceive themselves as
highly competent in this dimension. Administrators, instructional leadership at schools, having high average score obtained from
curriculum management skills sub-dimension also will provide them to fulfill successfully their instructional leadership role. In this
regard, findings obtained from this study can interpreted that administrators will lead successfully solution of problems which
comes out during implementing curriculum, be a good guidance for teacher in this process and provide necessary environment
and financial resources for the effective implementation of curriculum. In other words, it can be said that administrator will
perform necessary behavior for the effective implementation of curriculum. The studies conducted in the literature also support
this opinion. While it was determined in the study conducted by Onder (2010) that administrators who works primary school and
high school always fulfill necessary behavior for the management of curriculum and teaching process; in the study conducted by
Sagir and Memisoglu (2012), primary school administrators usually perform these behaviours. Besides, in the literature there are
also many studies teacher’s opinion included about what level administrators perform necessary behaviours about management
dimension of curriculum and teaching process. Findings obtained from studies conducted with teachers are similar to findings
obtained from studies conducted with administrators. That is to say, administrators’ opinions about dimension management of
implementing curriculum at schools are also supported by teachers. The study conducted with secondary school teachers in
Malaysia by Sim (2011), it was determined that the teachers found administrator successful regarding management of curriculum
and instruction. In the study conducted by Aksoy, 2006; Bulduklu, 2014; Daskin, 2019; Gilbahar and Ozdemir, 2019; Karaduman,
2017; Kése, 2016; Kiip, 2011; Onder, 2010; Ozgiin, 2018; Sagir and Memisoglu, 2012; Sucu, 2016; Tatlioglu and Okyay, 2012,
teachers opinion contains that administrators mostly fulfill necessary behaviors for the management of curriculum and teaching
process dimension.

Within the context of this research, it can be said that school administrators should be curriculum literate in order to perform
their instructional leadership roles. Accordingly, studies can be carried out to statistically determine the relationship between the
curriculum literacy levels of school administrators and their level of performing instructional leadership roles. In addition, this
research is designed quantitatively. Qualitative studies can also be carried out to obtain more in-depth data on curriculum literacy
levels of school administrators.
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