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Abstract

Having sufficient knowledge about the curriculum implemented by teachers can be expressed as curriculum
literacy. The knowledge that teachers have about the curriculum will closely affect whether they apply it as
designed, in other words, their fidelity. In this context, the aim of the study is to examine the contribution of
teachers’ curriculum literacy to their curriculum fidelity. The study was conducted using the correlational
survey model, which is one of the quantitative research types. The research group consisted of 252 teachers
determined by convenience sampling technique. The “Curriculum Literacy Scale” and the “Curriculum
Fidelity Scale” were used to collect data. Mean, standard deviation, percentage, frequency, MANOVA,
correlation, regression, and hierarchical regression analyses were used in the data analysis. According to the
analysis results, teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels were at high level. There was no
significant difference in curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels if the teachers by year of work
experience, the socio-economic environment of the school, and education science exam score variables.
However, there was a significant difference in curriculum fidelity level of the teachers by school level variable
in favor of primary school teachers. Furthermore, a moderate, positive, and significant relationship was
found between teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels. The contribution of teachers'
curriculum literacy to their curriculum fidelity level was found as 41.5%.
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1. Introduction

Human beings are more trainable and also in greater need of education compared to
other beings. Additionally, humans have a structure that constantly develop in every
sense. Due to these characteristics, it is possible to achieve the development and
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transformation of humans through education. In order for education to be organized in
line with these needs, important roles are assigned to curriculum and teachers.

Curriculum contributes to directing the teaching and learning process, training
qualified individuals, achieving social development, and increasing the quality and
efficiency of education (Ozdemir, 2012). The curriculum is defined as a pre-prepared table
that specifies why teaching is being done, what will be included in the content, which
tools and methods will be used, where, at what time, and with whom it will be done
(Usun, 2016). Teachers play a leading role as implementers of the curriculum in
achieving success. In this context, the teachers’ fidelity to the curriculum and their level
of literacy, which refers to how well they interpret and implement the curriculum, are
emphasized.

Curriculum fidelity refers to the full implementation of the curriculum by teachers,
minimizing the differences between the official program and the applied program (Hill,
Snelgrove-Clarke & Slaughter, 2014). Curriculum fidelity is related to the
implementation part of the program and expresses the level of implementation by
teachers according to what the program designers have aimed for (Pence, Justice, and
Wiggins, 2008). Therefore, this term refers to the implementation of a newly designed or
expert-organized program according to the planned format by teachers, who are the
implementers of the curriculum.

Curriculum in education is designed to help learners achieve the predetermined goals.
Fidelity to the curriculum is important to evaluate how effective the program is in
producing effective results (Dikbayir and Biimen, 2016). Fidelity will help determine the
relationship between the program and its outcomes, provide information to experts about
the process, and enable the effectiveness of the program to be demonstrated (Biimen,
Cakir, and Yildiz, 2014). During the implementation process of the curriculum, positive
or negative results may emerge. Determining which of these results are related to the
curriculum fidelity, and which ones are not, will provide feedback on the degree of
curriculum fidelity, and whether the expected outcomes are achieved (Karakuyu and
Oguz, 2021). High teacher fidelity to the curriculum is associated with strong
implementation effects (Durlak and DuPre, 2008). In addition, curriculum fidelity
reduces the likelihood of Type-3 errors during the implementation process and provides
information on how changes or innovations in the program affect their applicability
(Dusenbury et al., 2003). Fidelity is necessary for evaluating and organizing the
curriculum, determining the effectiveness of improvements and applications, achieving
targeted outcomes, and ensuring quality (Gelmez Burakgazi, 2019). Because curriculum
development is a cyclical and structured process, teacher fidelity to the curriculum is
important for the continuity of the process.

Bond et al. (2000) described the measures of curriculum fidelity in four dimensions:
purpose, content, timing, and audience. The purpose dimension can be used to monitor
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progress and detect deviations in the process, as well as to document consistency by
comparing programs to standards. The content dimension involves measuring fidelity
using sample programs. In the timing dimension, fidelity measures can be conducted on
the target audience once or at multiple intervals during the development of a new
program or at any stage after implementation.

The first step in the success of any plan is to know and recognize the plan well. If we
consider the curriculum as a plan, it can be said that there is a relationship between
curriculum literacy, which refers to knowing, being aware of and making sense of the
curriculum and curriculum fidelity (Yilmaz and Kahramanoglu, 2021). To reach the
targeted point with curriculum and to ensure application integrity, the curriculum must
be correctly understood and implemented by teachers. At this point, the concept of
curriculum literacy, which means awareness and understanding of the curriculum comes
to the forefront (Yildirim, 2019). For teacher fidelity to the curriculum, teachers need to
have skills such as adapting to changes made in the program, generating solutions to
problems encountered during implementation, and fulfilling them completely. These
skills, which refer to a high level of curriculum literacy, are necessary (Keskin, 2020).
Curriculum acts as a guide in achieving the predetermined objectives. Teachers
responsible for implementing the curriculum to achieve these objectives need to read this
guide correctly and stay committed to it.

Curriculum literacy is the ability of teachers, who are the implementers of the
educational program, to examine the program by asking the questions of why, what, how
much, and how, and to reach the correct thought structure by thinking about the answers
(Yildirim, 2019). In other words, curriculum literacy refers to having sufficient knowledge
about the elements of the curriculum (Bolat, 2017). The aim of curriculum literacy, which
can be expressed in its most general and simplest form as understanding the curriculum
and adapting it to new situations, is to ensure the understanding and implementation of
updated programs in terms of the elements of the curriculum such as objectives, content,
teaching-learning process, and assessment (Keskin, 2020). Kasapoglu (2017), on the
other hand, takes these definitions one step further and defines curriculum literacy as
knowing the “what” and “how” of the curriculum. By “what”, he means the fundamental
elements of the curriculum such as learning outcomes, content, educational situations,
and assessment situations, and by “how”, he refers to the ability to apply and critically
evaluate the curriculum (Kasapoglu, 2017).

In order for teachers to implement curriculum successfully and effectively and create a
productive classroom atmosphere using appropriate methods and techniques, they need
to have a high level of curriculum literacy, which means having knowledge about the
curriculum (Ozkan, 2016). Being a curriculum literate as a teacher means
understanding, knowing, planning, internalizing, interpreting, and analyzing the
curriculum correctly, and acting according to the program’s characteristics (Gtiles, 2022).



1788 Karakuyu/ International Journal of Curriculum and Instruction 15(3) (2023) 1785-1800

To enable the learners to achieve the designated goals through the education system, it is
necessary for teachers to understand the curriculum thoroughly and apply it accordingly.
In other words, curriculum literacy can be evaluated as one of the necessary conditions
for curriculum fidelity. In this context, the aim of the study is to examine the
contribution of teachers’ curriculum literacy to their fidelity to the curriculum. In line
with this aim, the study consists of a general research question and eight sub-problems.

1.1. Problem statement

What is the contribution of teachers’ curriculum literacy to their curriculum fidelity?
Sub-problems
1-What are the teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels?

2-Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels differ significantly
according to the year of work experience?

3- Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels differ significantly
according to school level?

4- Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels differ significantly
according to educational sciences exam score?

5- Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels differ significantly
according to socio-economic level of the region where the school is located?

6- Is there a significant relationship between teachers’ curriculum literacy and
curriculum fidelity levels?

7- Does teachers’ curriculum literacy level predict their fidelity to the curriculum?
8- Do teachers’ curriculum literacy sub-dimensions predict their fidelity to the
curriculum?

2. Method

In this part of the study, the research model, study group, data collection tools and
data analysis used in the study are presented.

2.1. Research model

The aim of this study is to examine relationship between the teachers’ curriculum
literacy and their curriculum fidelity levels. In this context, a correlational survey model
was used in the study. Correlational survey is a type of research in which complex factors
can be better understood, interpreted, and the relationships between them are examined
without changing the facts (Mertens, 2015).
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2.2. Study Group

The study group of the study consisted of 252 teachers who voluntarily participated in
the study and completed the data collection tools fully and accurately. In determining the
study group, convenience sampling technique was used. In convenience sampling,
researchers reach a sufficient sample group by starting from the most accessible
respondents in the study scope in order to collect enough data (Biyikoztirk et al., 2019).
Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the participants.

Table 1. Demographic information

Variables f %
0 — 10 years 76 30.2
Year of work experience 11— 20 years 199 48.4
21 + years 54 21.4
Primary 152 60.3
School level Secondary 60 23.8
High school 40 15.9
Low 74 29.4
Socio-economic C.Ondltlon of the Medium 146 50.1
school environment
High 32 11.5
69 and lower 80 31.7
Education science exam score between 70 and 79 68 970

between 80 and 100 104 41.3

According to Table 1, 30.2% of teachers have been working for 0-10 years, 48.4% have
been working for 11-20 years, and 21.4% have been working for 21 years or more. 60.3%
of the teachers work in primary schools, 23.8% work in secondary schools, and 15.9%
work in high schools. Regarding the socio-economic background of the schools where the
participants work, 29.4% of the schools are in low socio-economic regions, 59.1% are in
moderate socio-economic regions, and 11.5% are in high socio-economic regions. As for
their scores on the Education Sciences Exam, 31.7% scored 69 or below, 27% scored
between 70 and 79, and 41.3% scored between 80 and 100.

2.8. Data collection tools

In the study, data was collected using the “Curriculum Fidelity Scale” developed by
Yasaroglu and Manav (2015) and the “Curriculum Literacy Scale” developed by Bolat
(2017).

2.8.1. Curriculum fidelity scale:

The scale, which was developed by Yasaroglu and Manav (2015), consists of 20 items

and a single dimension. The factor loadings of the items on the scale range between 0.355
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and 0.757. The scale is a 5-point Likert scale, and the scores that can be obtained from
the scale can range between 20 and 100. In the original study, the Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficient for the scale was calculated as 0.892. In this study, the Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficient was found as 0.809.

2.8.2. Curriculum literacy scale:

The scale was developed by Bolat (2017) in a 5-point Likert type. It consists of 29
items, and 2 sub-dimensions. The reading sub-dimension of the scale consists of 15 items,
while the writing sub-dimension consists of 14 items. The scores that can be obtained
from the scale range betweeen 29 and 145. In the original study, the Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficient of the scale was found as 0.940 while it was 0.965 for the current
study.

2.4. Data analysis

In data analysis, first normality analyses were performed. For this, skewness and
kurtosis values were calculated for the data obtained from both scales. The skewness
value for curriculum fidelity scale was -.266 and the kurtosis value was 1.109. The
skewness value for curriculum literacy was -1.107 and the kurtosis value was 1.081.
Since these values are in the range of -1.5 and +1.5, the data was found to be normally
distributed (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). The means and standard deviations were
calculated to determine the curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels of the
teachers. Manova was used to determine if there were significant differences based on
the identified demographic characteristics. Correlation was used to determine the
relationship between the two variables. Regression analysis was conducted to determine
the predictive power, and hierarchical regression analyses were used for the predictive
power of sub-dimensions.

3. Results

In this part of the study, the findings obtained according to the research problems are
given respectively.

For the sub-problem of “What are the teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum
fidelity levels?”, the mean scores obtained from the scales were calculated and the
findings are given in Table 2.
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Table 2. The mean and standard deviation values of the scores obtained by the participants from the scales

Variables N Min. Max. Mean Std.Deviation Level
Curriculum fidelity 252 56 100 80.46 8.13 High
Curriculum literacy 252 78 145 131.23 14.26 High

The scores that can be obtained from the Curriculum Fidelity Scale range between 20
and 100. When this score range is divided into three levels, the scores between 20 and 46
were determined as low level, between 47 and 75 as moderate level, and as high level
between 76 and 100. According to the data in Table 2, the mean score of the teachers
obtained from the Curriculum Fidelity Scale was found as 80.46 with a standard
deviation of 8.13, which indicated high level of curriculum fidelity. The scores that can be
obtained from the Curriculum Literacy Scale range between 29 and 145. Based on this,
the scores between 29 and 67 were determined as low level, as moderate level between 68
and 106, and as high level between 107 and 145. According to the data in Table 2, the
mean score of teachers obtained from the Curriculum Literacy Scale was found as 131.23
with a standard deviation of 14.26, which indicates a high level of curriculum literacy.

To find the answer to the question of “Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum
fidelity levels differ significantly according to the year of work experience?”’, Manova
analysis was conducted and the obtained findings are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Manova analysis result for the year of work experience variable

Dependent Variables Wilks Lambda F P Hypothesis Error sd n2
sd
Curriculum Fidelity .986 .854 491 4 496 .007

Curriculum Literacy

According to the results of Manova analysis in Table 3, there is no significant
difference in teachers’ curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy levels according to year
of work experience variable. [ F (4.496) =.854, (1)=.986 p>.05].

To find the answer to the question of “Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum
fidelity levels differ significantly according to school level?”’, Manova analysis was
conducted, and the obtained findings are presented in Table 4.



1792 Karakuyu/ International Journal of Curriculum and Instruction 15(3) (2023) 1785-1800

Table 4. Manova analysis result for the school level variable

Dependent Variables Wilks Lambda F P Hypothesis Error sd n2
sd
Curriculum Fidelity 1959 2.624 .034* 4 496 .021

Curriculum Literacy

*P<.05

According to the results of the MANOVA analysis, there was a significant difference
according to the type of school level where teachers work. [F (4.496) =2.624, (A)=.959
p<.05]. To determine which groups were different from each other, post hoc. analysis was
conducted, and the results are given in Table 5.

Table 5. Post — Hoc. Analysis Results

Dependent Variables I - dJ Mean difference St. Error p
Curriculum Fidelity Primary — Secondary 3.476 1.22 .014*
Primary— High School 3.076 1.42 .095
Secondary— High School -.400 1.63 1.000
Curriculum Literacy Primary — Secondary 4.061 2.16 .184
Primary — High School 4.395 2.51 .247
Secondary— High School .333 2.89 1.000

According to the post hoc analysis results in Table 5, there is a significant difference in
teachers’ curriculum fidelity in favor of primary school teachers in terms of school type
variable.

To find the answer to the question of “Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum
fidelity levels differ significantly according to educational sciences exam score?”’, Manova

analysis was conducted and the obtained findings are presented in Table 6.
Table 6. Manova analysis result for educational sciences exam score

Dependent Variables Wilks Lambda F p Hypothesis Error sd n2
sd
Curriculum Fidelity 970 1.904 .108 4 496 .015

Curriculum Literacy

According to the results of Manova analysis in Table 6, there is no significant
difference in teachers’ curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy levels according to
their educational sciences exam scores [F(4,496)=1.904, (A)=.970 p>.05].

To find the answer to the question of “Do teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum
fidelity levels differ significantly according to the socio-economic level of the region where
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the school is located?”, Manova analysis was conducted and the obtained findings are
presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Manova analysis result for the socio-economic level of the region where the school is located

Dependent Variables Wilks Lambda F P Hypothesis Error sd n2
sd
Curriculum Fidelity 1998 .106 981 4 496 .001

Curriculum Literacy

According to the results of Manova analysis in Table 6, there is no significant
difference in teachers’ curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy levels according to the
socio-economic level of the region where the school is located [F(4,496)=.106, (A)=.998
p>.05].

To find the answer to the question of “Is there a significant relationship between
teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels?”, pearson correlation
analysis was performed and the results are given in Table 8.

Table 8. Correlation analysis results between teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels

Dependent Curriculum Literacy  Reading sub- Writing sub-
Variables dimension dimension
r .644%* .650%* 5T4%*
Curriculum Fidelity P .000 .000 .000
N 252 252 252

According to the data in Table 8, there is a moderate, positive and significant
relationship between teachers’ curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy levels (r=.644;
p<.01). In addition, there is a moderate, positive and significant relationship between
teachers’ curriculum fidelity and the sub-dimensions of reading (r=.650; p<.01) and
writing (r=.574; p<.01).

To find the answer to the question of “Does teachers’ curriculum literacy level predict
their curriculum fidelity?”, regression analysis was performed and the results are given
in Table 9.

Table 9. Regression analysis results for teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity

Predicted Predictive B SHB t F R2 P
variable variable
Curriculum Curriculum 32.245 3.644 8.849 177.153 415 .000**
Fidelity Literacy
Constant .367 .028 13.310

B, regression coefficient; SHB, standard error in B; **p< 0.01

As seen in Table 9, curriculum literacy, which is the predictor variable, has a
significant contribution to the curriculum fidelity level of the teachers, which is the
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predicted variable. It was found that teachers’ curriculum literacy contributes by 41.5%
to their curriculum fidelity.

Finally, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to determine whether teachers’
curriculum literacy sub-dimensions predict their curriculum fidelity level, and the
findings are given in Table 10.

Table 10. Hierarchical regression analysis results

Predicted Predictive B SHB t F R2 P
variable variable
Model 1 Reading sub- 792 .059 13.510 182.511 .422 .000%**
dimension
Curriculum Reading sub- .626 .092 6.790 .000%**
fidelity Model 2~ dimension 95.572 434
Writing sub- .169 .073 2.326 021%
dimension )

B, regression coefficient; SHB, standard error in B; **p< .01, *p< .05

As seen in Table 10, when all the sub-dimensions of the teachers’ curriculum literacy
scale are included as predictive variables in the model, the scores obtained from both the
reading and writing sub-dimensions have a statistically significant contribution to
predicting curriculum fidelity. The R2 value of .434 for the two sub-dimensions indicates
that this contribution is 43.4 %.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The aim of this study was to determine the relationship and predictive power between
the teachers’ curriculum literacy and their curriculum fidelity levels. The study was
conducted using convenience sampling technique and a correlational method with 252
participants. The obtained data was analyzed using mean, t-test, ANOVA, correlation,
regression, and hierarchical regression analyses.

In the study, both the curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels of teachers
were determined to be at high level. This finding suggests that teachers are aware of the
basic elements of the curriculum they implement, have knowledge and attitudes about it,
and plan their lessons accordingly. Teachers implement the curriculum as it was
designed based on their awareness of the curriculum literacy and fidelity. The high
curriculum literacy and fidelity of teachers can also be evaluated as their love for the
teaching profession, their commitment to it, and their ability to work with dedication. In
addition, policy-makers aim to raise the desired human profile through educational
programs (Olivia, 2009). In this sense, curriculum literacy and fidelity can be seen as
important factors. In the literature, there are studies indicating high level of curriculum
literacy (Huang et al., 2017; Stiral and Dedebali, 2018; Aslan and Gurkan, 2019;
Cetinkaya and Tabak, 2019; Ustabulut, 2021; Glines Sinego and Cakmak, 2021) and high
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level of curriculum fidelity (Benli, Ozdemir, and Arik, 2017; Burul, 2018; Aslan and
Erden, 2020; Kabas, 2020; Polat, Yildiz, and Yildiz, 2022) in the field. Apart from these
studies, there are also studies in the literature indicating moderate and low levels of
curriculum literacy (Karakus, 2016; Kahramanoglu, 2019) and curriculum fidelity (Aykag
and Ulubey, 2012; Han, 2013). In most of the studies in the literature, it can be said that
the curriculum literacy and fidelity of the participants are at high level.

According to year of work experience variable, there was no significant difference in
teachers’ curriculum literacy and curriculum fidelity levels. This is because both innovice
and experienced teachers examine their programs, follow changes and adjustments, and
implement the curriculum according to the officially designed program. In the literature,
there are studies related to curriculum literacy (Aslan, 2018; Aydogan, 2018; Aslan and
Gurkan, 2019; Kahramanoglu, 2019; Glrbtiz, 2021) and curriculum fidelity (Arslan et al.,
2014; Butakin and Ozgen, 2017; Aslan and Erden, 2020) that support the findings of this
study. Erdamar (2020) found significant differences in teachers’ curriculum literacy
based onyear of work experience, while Karakuyu and Oguz (2021) and Sakallioglu and
Oziidogru (2022) identified significant differences in teachers’ curriculum fidelity in
terms of year of work experience.

There was a significant difference in the curriculum fidelity levels of teachers.
Accordingly, significant differences were obtained between the teachers working at
primary schools and secondary schools and high schools. This difference was in favor of
the teachers working at primary schools. Considering that primary school teachers have
to follow and implement more than one curriculum and the developmental characteristics
of primary school students are taken into account, we can say that they prefer to adhere
to the programs rather than adapt them. Karakuyu and Oguz (2021) and Sakallioglu and
Oziidogru (2022) support this finding in their studies conducted with primary and
secondary school teachers. However, there was no significant difference in curriculum
literacy levels of teachers working at different school types. The fact that teachers
develop and update themselves in the university with a progressive and constructivist
approach to the curriculum, as well as the fact that the program-related courses do not
differ, have been effective in this finding (Glines Sinego and Cakmak, 2021). Similar
results have been obtained in the literature from the studies on curriculum literacy
(Aslan, 2018; Aslan and Giirlen, 2019; Erdamar, 2020; Gurbiiz, 2021).

There was no significant difference between teachers’ curriculum fidelity and
curriculum literacy levels according to the socio-economic level of the school environment
where they work. Richards and Skolits (2009), Turan-Ozpolat and Bay (2015), and
Karafil and Oguz (2019) have stated in their studies that the environment and socio-
economic characteristics of the school have an effect on curriculum fidelity of the
teachers. The lack of significant difference in this study may be due to the widespread
use of information and communication technologies, such as interactive whiteboards,
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which enable teachers to actively use teaching technologies in their classrooms and show
both awareness and curriculum fidelity. Saracaloglu (2013) and Ko¢ et al. (2018) have
also stated in their studies conducted with teachers that there was no difference between
the curriculum literacy of teachers and the location of their schools. Aslan and Erden
(2020) have determined in their study, where they classified the environment where the
school is located as a province, district, or village, that there was no significant difference
in teachers’ curriculum fidelity levels, which shows consistency with the finding of this
study.

There was no significant difference between the participants' public personnel selection
exam educational sciences exam scores and their curriculum fidelity and curriculum
literacy. This exam is an academic knowledge-based exam that teacher candidates take
before they are appointed. Curriculum fidelity and literacy may mostly relate to teachers'
attitudes towards their professional practices. For this reason, there may not be a
significant difference between curriculum fidelity and literacy and teachers' educational
science exam scores.

Another question sought to be answered in the research is the relationship between
curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy and its sub-dimensions. There was a
moderate, positive and statistically significant relationship between teachers’ curriculum
fidelity and curriculum literacy and sub-dimensions. In addition, the curriculum literacy
of the participants was found to predict their curriculum fidelity by 41.5%. Curriculum is
a tool that will help solve the economic, social and cultural problems of the society by
realizing social demands and government policies (Stabback, 2016). Therefore, teachers
need to be literate and committed to the program. Curriculum literacy means that
teachers should be equipped well to make sense of the curriculum, to have knowledge on
it, to implement and evaluate it (Akyildiz, 2020). Teachers who do not have the required
qualifications, they cannot be expected to be sufficiently adhere to the curriculum. In
addition, one of the factors affecting curriculum fidelity is reading, knowing and
understanding the curriculum (Bay, et al., 2017). There are few studies in the literature
examining the relationship between curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy. Giirbiiz
(2021) examined the relationship between primary and secondary school teachers’
curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy levels. Similarly, in his master thesis study,
Giles (2022) examined the relationship between primary and secondary school teachers’
curriculum fidelity and curriculum literacy levels. In both studies, the existence of a
moderate and positive relationship was revealed, which supports the finding of this
study. Predictive power was not considered in these studies. Yilmaz and Kahramanoglu
(2021), in their study in which they examined the relationship between teachers’
curriculum literacy levels, curriculum orientations and levels of curriculum fidelity,
found a moderate level, positive relationship, which supports the finding of this study.
They determined the predictive power of curriculum fidelity on curriculum literacy as
21%. Yilmaz and Kahramanoglu (2021), in their study in which they examined the
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relationship between teachers' curriculum literacy levels, curriculum orientations and
levels of commitment to the curriculum, found a moderately positive relationship that
supports the finding of this study. They determined the predictive power of curriculum
fidelity on curriculum literacy as 21%. Since teachers are in the position of implementers
of the curriculum, they should take an active role in curriculum in order to ensure the
continuity, functionality and consistency of the education programs (Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2014) and to provide their commitment with literacy to the curriculum.

As a result, curriculum literacy, which means that teachers have knowledge about the
philosophy, foundations and elements of the curriculum they implement, will create
awareness about the curriculum. This awareness will enable teachers to implement their
teaching programs in a connected way. In the study, teachers’ curriculum literacy and
curriculum fidelity levels were high. There was a positive and moderate level relationship
between these two variables. The contribution of teachers’ curriculum literacy to their
curriculum fidelity was 41.5%.
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