Educational Policy Analysis and Strategic Research, V16, N4, 2021
©2021 INASED

Analysis of 2015-2018 Life Studies Curricula Objectives Based on Marzano and
Kendall Taxonomy

Giilsiim YILDIRIM*
Hakkari University

Abstract

The curriculum that changes according to the age conditions helps the individual adapt to society. One
of the programs created in this context is the life studies teaching program. The objectives of the
curriculums prepared gain importance in this context. This study aims to examine the 2015 and 2018
life studies curricula according to the Marzano and Kendall taxonomy; the document review method
has been used. The objectives and explanations of the 2015 and 2018 life studies curricula, which
were accepted by the Ministry of National Education, Board of Education and Discipline, have been
examined as a document. For the analysis of the research data, the form objectives created by
Marzano and Kendall have been used for evaluation. According to the results, 2015 and 2018 life
studies teaching programs are generally included in the cognitive system according to Marzano and
Kendall’s taxonomy. The objectives in the self-system are insufficient. In addition, while there is an
objective in the 2015 curriculum in the metacognitive system, there is no objective in the 2018
curriculum. In the context of knowledge, the 2015 and 2018 curricula’ objectives include mental
procedures and psychomotor procedures more than the information area. However, both 2015 and
2018 curriculum outcomes focus on mental procedures and psychomotor procedures of generally

retrieval and comprehension levels.
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Introduction

The changes that have occurred globally in the last century also give rise to social changes.
Raising individuals that can adapt to the changes become important individually, socially and
globally. This situation highlights the importance of education. With its dynamic structure, education
makes it possible to raise individuals that adapt to the changes. One of the curricula that were affected
by changes and transformations is life studies curricula which is taught in the first three years of
primary school.

Life studies curricula has been constituted withing the framework of collective teaching
principle in accordance with child developmental characteristics in the republican era. (Ministry of
national education [MoNE], 2005). The Life studies course has been constituted in 1926 within the
framework of the opinions of the experts of ‘‘Nature Study’’, ‘“Agriculture and Public Health’’, ““The
Principle of Geography and History’’, ‘‘Musabahat-1 Ahlakiye and Malumat-1 Vataniye’’ courses
(Cicioglu, 1985, p. 95) with the principle of collective teaching. Life studies, which were constituted
in accordance with developmental features through the blending of different lessons, is expressed as a
lesson that prepares the child for life, leads them to be a good person through learning by doing and
equips them for the higher education institution (Karabag, 2009, p. 4). It can also be regarded as a
lesson that enables the child to have correct and sound knowledge about his or her environment and
the world from an early age and to develop good habits and skills that are necessary for adapting to
environment by making him or her analyze the societal and cultural environment in which he/she
lives in (Binbagioglu, 2003, p. 36). MoNE (2005); defines it as a lesson that were designed for the
child to recognize both himself/ herself and the world and society in which he/she exists. As indicated
by the definitions, life studies course is specified to be a lesson that prepares the children for the
higher education institution and enables them to recognize themselves, their surroundings and nature
by taking the child developmental features into account at first. Therefore, it could be said that life

studies curricula become crucial for child.

The first and the most prominent element of life studies curriculum is ‘‘Objective’” which is
the case for curricula. ‘‘Objectives’” which provide answers for the question “why do we teach?”,
have been used as ‘‘goal’” and ‘‘purpose’” within the framework of adopting the constructivist
approach with the 2005 curricula (Ayvaci, Alev & Yildiz, 2014). Objectives explain the curriculum
output and provides a vision for the future (Chatterjee & Corral, 2017). Ornstein and Hunkins (2016,
p. 319) states that objectives involve a specific expression or certain behavioural outputs. In this
context, in the objectives; students need to have the qualities that are expected to be acquired through
planned or regulated experiences or students need to have qualities which are suitable to be explained
as behavioral change or behaviour (Akpinar, 2010, p. 73). The objectives that will be created should
have a value and not be simple. In other words; objectives may not be demonstrated or learnt in a

good level unless they don’t make sense for general society and individual (Ornstein & Hunkins,
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2016, p. 319). Therefore, the objectives to be created are considered to be important. Within this
context, different taxonomies have been generated in the field of education to make it easy for the

curriculum designers and practitioners.

Created for the objectives to be aligned, the taxonomies provide a special framework and
persistence for the objectives (Anderson & Kratwohl, 2001, p. 4). The taxonomy that was created by
Benjamin Bloom could be said to be most famous one among other developed taxonomies. It could be
said that the bloom taxonomy, which helps provide an answer for the question “What kind of changes
will be observed in students at the end of the teaching”, receives much criticism (Kiigiilkahmet, 2000,
p. 14). One of the criticisms that is received is the simplification of the relationship between thought
and learning (Furst, 1994). Another criticism is the result that the difference between the upper and
lower levels is not supported by researchers even though it separates teaching from a simple,
unidimensional and behaviourist structure (Marzano & Kendall, 2007, p. 8). Within this scope, a new
taxonomy has been developed by considering the criticisms despite the fact that taxonomy was
renewed by Anderson and Kratwohl (2001, p. 4). The new taxonomy is two-dimensional and is shown

in figure 1.
Level 6
Self-system
Level 5 g
>
Metacognitive System 3
o
a a
Level 4 = 5
s =] p=1
Use of knowledge (Cognitive system) o g
o
s |2
Level 3 5 g 6,>_,~
Analysis (Cognitive System) ‘g §
S
Level 2 i=
Comprehension (Cognitive system) .
Dasfiains of knowledge
Level 1

Recovery (Cognitive System)

Processing Levels
Figure 1. Marzano and Kendall’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (2007, p. 13)
According to the Figure 1 where Marzano and Kendall’s Taxonomy is shown, there are two
dimensions which are mental procedure levels and domains of knowledge. “Domains of knowledge

comprises of three fields which are information, Mental Procedures and Psychomotor Procedures.

Domains of knowledge provides information about the quality of the objectives. Information field is

92



Educational Policy Analysis and Strategic Research, V16, N4, 2021

© 2021 INASED

also called declarative information. Declarative information contains the regulation of the ideas which
includes principles and generalizations and the details that includes words, facts and time series.
Mental procedures, on the other hand are called ‘‘procedural information’’. Procedural information
comprises of two components which are macro-procedures and skills that involves simple rules,
algorithm and tactics. While the information or the declarative information is considered as an answer
for ““what’’, mental procedures or procedural information is the answer for ‘‘how to do’’.
Psychomotor operations, on the other hand, are the physical operations that the individual makes use
of to participate in daily activities. Psychomotor procedures are categorized as skills that involve
simple combinational procedures and procedures that involve complex combinational procedures
(Marzano & Kendall, 2007, p. 23-32). To sum up, mental and psychomotor procedures focus on being
productive, whereas the information field of domain of knowledge is based on propositions.

Level 6, which is another component of taxonomy and is considered to be mental procedures,
consists of three different parts. While the first one is cognitive system that contains the levels of
recovery, comprehension, analysis and use of knowledge; the other two parts are metacognitive and
self-system (Marzano &Kendall, 2007, p. 35). Thus, these systems, levels, sub-dimensions and the

gualities of these levels are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy based on Systems and Levels

Procedures (Systems) Sub-dimensions  Qualities

The student can determine the motivation level and

Examining the reasons of the level to improve informational,

motivation mental and psychomotor procedures.
Examinin The student can determine emotional response levels
emotions 9 and the reasons of responses of informational, mental
and psychomotor procedures.
SELF-SYSTEM Examinin The student can determine his/her own efficacy level
efficac 9 and question what lies behind this perception to learn
y informational, mental and psychomotor procedures.
The student can determine the importance of
Examining informational, mental and psychomotor procedures
importance for himself and question what lies behind this
perception.
Monitoring The student can determine the degree of accuracy for
Accuracy informational, mental and psychomotor procedures.
Monitoring The student can determine the degree of clarity for
Clarity informational, mental and psychomotor procedures.
METACOGNITIVE SYSTEM  process The student can monitor the process oriented towards
Monitorin the purpose that were formed according to
g informational, mental and psychomotor procedures.
Specifyin The student can prepare a plan to reach the goal by
GF())aIs g creating goals based on informational, mental and

psychomotor procedures.
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Investigating

The student can use informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures or carry out research about
them.

Experimenting

The student can use informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures to generate and test
hypotheses or create and test hypotheses about
informational, mental and psychomotor procedures.

KNOWLEDGE i i
UTILIZATION The student can use informational, mental and

Problem- psychomotor procedures to solve problems or solve

Solving the problems about informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures.

The student can use informational, mental and

Decision- psychomotor procedures in decision-making or make

Making decisions about informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures.

Specifying The student can specify the logical results of
informational, mental and psychomotor procedures.
The student can generate new principles and

Generalizing generalizations based on informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures.

. The student can identify the mistakes in the

Analyzing the ; e . -

ANALYSIS mistake presentation or utilizations of informational, mental
and psychomotor procedures.
The student can identify the upper and lower

Classifying categories  which informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures depend on.

The student can identify the important similarities and

Matching differences about informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures.

The student can present the critical and crucial

Symbolizing elements of informational, mental and psychomotor
procedures in a symbolic way.

COMPREHENSION _ :

Integrating The student can identify the basic structure and
critical aspects of informational, mental and
psychomotor procedures.

The student can fulfill the procedures without a major

Executing mistake. However, he/she may not understand how

s and why the procedures have occurred.

L

5 The student may know the properties of knowledge;
(>;) RETRIEVAL Recalling yet may not understand its structure or break it down
|_|>J into its important and critical components.

= The student may confirm the knowledge; yet may not
(ZD Recognizing be able to understand the structure of it and break it
le) down to its import and critical components.

O

Source: Marzano and Kendall (2008, p. 4-5)

It could be said that this developed taxonomy involves hierarchical thinking structures in the

classification of the objectives in education. Stating that the objectives can be evaluated within the

scope of the sub-dimensions of six mental processes and three components of the domains of
knowledge, Marzano and Kendall’s (2007, p. 14) self-system, which is the fifth level of the three
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systems, establishes a bond between the determination of beliefs, attitudes and goals and the
motivation of the individual. Metacognitive system on the other hand, is about fulfilling a task and is
closely related to the self-system. As a matter of fact, these two systems can be acknowledged as the

indicator of the level of motivation for the fulfillment of the tasks (Marzano, 2001, p. 11-12).

Cognitive system consists of recovery, comprehension analysis and use of knowledge levels
and is different from Bloom’s taxonomy as stated by Karadag and Kaya (2017). As a matter of fact,
although each level has sub-dimensions, it is clear that skills are emphasized in the level of using
knowledge, which is the top step of cognitive system. As a matter of fact, the 2009, 2015 and 2019
curriculums have been discussed on the basis of basic life studies since the 2005 life studies
curriculum. Decision-making, problem-solving, questioning and investigating in this step are the
skills that are aimed to be acquired. In this context, analyzing the life studies curriculum objectives
will enable both the knowledge and skill dimensions of the curriculum to be dealt with according to
Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy. Besides, considering that the objectives, which are the most
important parts of the curriculum, are directory in the implementation and evaluation of the
curriculum, it also gains importance in the evaluation of the 2015 and 2018 life studies curricula
according to the Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy. This is because it is indicated that there is not
much a of a difference between the objectives of 2018 life studies curriculum and 2015 life studies
curriculum (Yildirim, 2020). In addition, it is hoped that the analysis of the objectives in the life
studies curriculum, which aims one to know themselves and adapt to the society they live in,
according to the Marzano and Kendall taxonomy will be a guidance for the experts who prepared the
curriculum for the mental procedures and domains of knowledge of the objectives .1t is thought that
this research will give an idea to the field experts about the distribution of the objectives of life studies
teaching, the content, learning-teacher process and the dimensions of evaluation and the suitability of
the objectives for the students. Also, it is hoped that it will be a guidance for the classroom teachers
who implement the curriculum by preparing lesson and daily plans and play a role in the creation,
organization and evaluation of the curriculum about the knowledge, skill and affective dimensions of
the objectives. As a matter of fact, Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy is not only a categorization of

the objectives; it could also be used to evaluate whether student can fulfill the objectives or not.

In this study, which analyzes the distribution according to the Marzano and Kendall

taxonomy, answers to the following questions have been sought:

. What is the distribution of the objectives of the 2015 and 2018 life studies
curriculums according to the Marzano and Kendall taxonomy? How are the
objectives are distributed according to mental procedures and domains of knowledge?

. What is the distribution of the objectives of the 2015 and 2018 life studies curricula

in terms of levels of grade according to Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy?
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Method
Research Model

The document review method has been used in this study, which aims to analyze the first
second and third grade objectives according to Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy. Document review is
the examination of books, magazines, newspapers, etc. that contain information about the
phenomenon or facts aimed in the research and it is also the examination of the sources such as
movie, archive that are suitable for the subject of the research (Yildirim & Simsek, 2013, p. 217-219).
Document review is used as an independent method as well as being a complementary data tool for
other research methods (Kiral, 2020; Bowen, 2009; Hodder, 2000). The reason for using document
review in this study is to provide a systematic review of the objectives of the 2015 and 2018 life

studies curriculum.
Data Source

In the 2015 life studies curriculum approved and implemented by the ministry of national
education, board of education and discipine, a total of 146 objectives and their explanations (MoNE,
2015) were examined, 54 for the first grade, 49 for the second grade and 43 for the third grade.
Besides, 53 objectives and their explanations (MoNE, 2018) prepared for first graders, 50 for second

graders and 45 for third graders in the 2018 life studies curriculum were discussed.
Data Collection and Analysis

The research data were collected by document review. The documents used in the research
were obtained from the 2015 and 2018 life studies curriculums on the website of the Ministry of
National Education, Board of Education and Discipline. In the research, a from was prepared to
examine the compliance of the objectives with the education taxonomy. In the preparation of the
form, a teacher observation form in the book “The New Taxonomy of Educational Objectives’” which
includes information about taxonomy by Marzano and Kendall (2007) and the book “Designing A
New Taxonomy of Educational Objectives was used. Since the taxonomy is two-dimensional, the
prepared form was prepared in two dimensions in accordance with the processes, sub-dimensions and

domains of knowledge and is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy Evaluation Form

Domain of knowledge
Procedures

(Systems) Sub-dimensions  “Knowledge Mental Psychomotor Procedures
Procedures
Examining
motivation
SELF-SYSTEM Examining
emotions
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Examining
efficacy

Examining
importance

Monitoring
Accuracy

Monitoring
METACOGNITIVE  Clarity

SYSTEM

Process
Monitoring

Specifying Goals

Investigating

KNOWLEDGE Experimenting

UTILIZATION Problem-Solving

Decision-Making

Specifying

Generalizing

Analyzing the

ANALYSIS .
mistake

Classifying

Matching

Symbolizing
COMPREHENSION

Integrating

Executing

RETRIEVAL Recalling

Recognizing

COGNITIVE SYSTEM

According to Table 2 in which the evaluation form of Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy is
shown, there are informational, mental and psychomotor procedures that include the domains of
knowledge of the objectives and cognitive, meta-cognitive and self-system where mental procedures
are handled. While evaluating the objectives, the level was determined by the explanations about the
mental procedure as shown in Table 1. In addition, the domain of knowledge was created by
determining the area of the objective in knowledge, mental and psychomotor procedures. This is how
a table was created according to the mental procedure of the objective and the domain of knowledge.
For instance; in the recognizing stage, which is the sub-dimension of the retrieval level, an objective
is discussed in a domain of knowledge, mental procedures or psychomotor tasks. In other words; the
objective “Participates in an in-class meeting event.” can be handled in the sub-dimension of
recognizing based on the description ‘‘The student will be able to verify the knowledge; yet may not
understand the structure of it and break it down into its important and critical components.”’. Since it

includes a physical activity as a domain of knowledge and it is on the area of psychomotor procedure,
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this objective is in the recognizing sub-dimension of the retrieval level and is discussed in the area of

psychomotor procedures as a domain of knowledge.

For the codification, it was coded as ‘‘class level, unit number, objective number’’ according
to the MoNE (2015) explanations. To illustrate with an example; in the codification of “1.2.3.”, “1”’ is
class level”, “2’’ is unit number and ‘3"’ is objective number. Therefore, the declared objective

demonstrates the third objective in the second unit of the first-grade life studies curriculum.

To establish reliability in the study, multiple analysis triangulation was practiced. Multiple
analysis triangulation is the analysis of the same qualitative data and the comparison of the findings
by two or more researchers (Patton, 2018, p. 560). In this context, in accordance with the form
created, the objectives have been evaluated by the researcher and a classroom teacher. Miles and
Huberman (1994, p. 64) coding reliability formula has been used for the distribution made by the
coders. The indicated formula is as follows:

Consensus

Reliability =

Consensustdisagresmant

As a result of the analysis, a consensus was achieved in 145 objectives out of 146 objectives
of the 2015 life studies curriculum and it was concluded that the distributions created were 99%
similar. A consensus was achieved in 146 objectives out of 148 objectives of the 2018 life studies
curriculum and it was concluded that the distributions created were 99% similar. The reasons for the
objectives for which the similarity could not be achieved were discussed and reevaluated by the

coders within the framework of taxonomy explanations and discussed with a common consensus.
Results

In this study, which studies the 2015 and 2018 life studies curriculum objectives according to
the Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy, the findings found according to the grade levels of the
objectives are presented. The distribution of the objectives in the 2015 life studies curriculum
according to the Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Distribution of the objectives in the 2015 life studies curriculum according to the Marzano
and Kendall Taxonomy

Domain of knowledge
Sub-

Procedures dimensions Knowledge Mental Psychomotor  Total
Procedures Procedures
Examining 1.1.14 212 3
motivation 3.15
SELF-SYSTEM
Examining 2.5.4 124. 355 235 ,
importance 255 3.14 356
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METACOGNITION iﬂrgﬁftsjring 2.1.8 1
Investigating 3.5.3 1
3.4.10 32,6 348 168 36.1
KNOWLEDGE zg?sl'ﬁg‘ 36.7 341 349 ;610 366 11
UTILIZATION 313
Decision- 1.2.6 133 2.4.4
Making 2.1.4 )
Specifying 263 2.6.1 364 269 4
ANALYSIS Classifying 1.3.7 354 2
Matehing 358 363 .
Symbolizing 311 321 2
1338 13.11 266 112 216
243 1.5.6 268 |4 219
2.5.6 2.5.7 35.9 2111
COMPREHENSION  Integrating 34.1 262 L 3.2
1.2.2 o 25
L34 3.1.6
L35 3.3.2
)15 3.3.3
13.12 116 2.1.10
2.3.7 117 2.3.3
335 1112 24t
121 5y
Executing 131 322 21
1.3.2 3.2.3
141 33.1
Lao 365
RETRIEVAL 143
154 152 231 125 252
61 153 247 |4 255
162 222 281 165 31
Recalling 2.34 224 320 186 334 31
2.2.6 324 211 35.7
352 213
2.1.7
22.3
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1.1.3 151 145 248 111 1.3.10
1.14 157 1.4.6. 343 1110 253
1.15 16.7 225 3.4.4 1113 2.6.4
Recoganlng 1.1.9 2.2,1 2.3.6. 3.4.5 o 3.5.1 30
136 2.4.6 139
1.4.4 3.4.2
1.4.7 3.4.6
Total 30 48 68 146

In Table 3, in which the distribution of the 2015 life studies curriculum objectives according
to the Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy are shown, it is seen that the highest objective is at the
“‘retrieval’’ and ‘‘comprehension’” level of the cognitive system among the 3 systems in which
mental procedures are discussed. As a matter of fact, there are 30 objectives in the ‘‘recognition’
sub-dimension of the ‘‘retrieval’’ level, 31 in the comprehension sub-dimension and 21 in the
““execution’’ sub-dimension. In other words, there are 83 objectives in total at the ‘‘retrieval”’ level.
At the ““‘comprehension’’ level, 25 of the objectives are in the ‘‘integrating’’ sub-dimension while 2
of the objectives are in the ‘‘symbolizing’’ sub-dimension. Again, there are 10 objectives in total at
the ““‘analysis level’’. However, there are 16 objectives in total at the level of ‘‘knowledge utilization’
that includes the sub-dimensions of decision-making (4), problem-solving (11) and investigating (1),
which are aimed to be acquired as a skill in the curriculum. While there is one objective in the other

system, ‘‘metacognitive system’’, there are 10 objectives in the self-system.

In short, when the three systems of the Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy are considered, 135
objectives are located in the cognitive system and are generally at the first and second levels.
However, it is seen that objectives are decreased in number at higher levels. In addition, it can be said
that the objectives in the curriculum as a skill and at the level of knowledge utilization are
insufficient. However, there are no objective related to the ‘‘generalizing’’ and ‘‘analyzing the
mistake’” sub-dimensions of level three which is analysis procedure, the ‘‘experimenting’’ sub-
dimension of Knowledge utilization level, the sub-dimensions of Metacognitive System such as
““Monitoring Accuracy’’, ‘‘Monitoring Clarity’’ and ‘‘specifying Goals’’ and the sub-dimensions of
Self-system such as ‘‘Examining motivation”” and ‘‘Examining efficacy’’. As can be seen, the
number of objectives decreases at the upper levels of the cognitive system. As a matter of fact, when
the upper levels of the cognitive system are investigated, it is seen that it makes the student
cognitively active in the procedure. It can be said that this situation negatively affects the student's
learning to learn and her process of applying what she has learnt to daily life. Considering that the
inadequacy of the objectives of the metacognitive system and self-system that emphasizes the
motivation and affects the attitude of the individual towards the course will be effective on learning, it

is thought that the program is insufficient in this context.
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When mental processes are analyzed in the context of grade levels, it is seen that first-grade
objectives are distributed in the sub-dimensions of recognizing (17), recalling (10) and execution (10)
of the retrieval level and in the sub-dimension of integrating of the comprehension (15) level. The
second-grade objectives are mostly collected in the sub-dimensions of recognizing (15) of the
retrieval level and integrating sub-dimension (11) of the comprehension level. However, there are
objectives at higher levels. Third grade objectives are difficult to explain in one level and sub-
dimension. That’s because, the third-class objectives at all levels are distributed in a normal way
compared to the first and second-grade objectives. While the objectives in the first and second grades
are generally at the lower levels, the objectives in the third grade are in the upper steps of the
cognitive, metacognitive and self-systems. In this context, it can be said that the objectives of the first
and second grade are insufficient, but that they are sufficient when they are distributed in all three
systems the third grade.

When evaluated in the context of domains of knowledge; it can be seen that there are 30
objectives in the domain of knowledge, 48 in the field of mental operation, and 68 in the field
of psychomotor operation. When examined in terms of grade levels, the first grade has 16 objectives
in the domain of knowledge, 10 in the field of mental operations, and 26 in the field
of psychomotor operations. Second-year objectives are 9 in the domain of knowledge, 17 in the field
of mental operations, and 23 in the field of psychomotor operations. When we consider the third
grade, there are 5 objectives in the domain of knowledge, 21 in the field of mental operations, and 17
in the field of psychomotor operations. Supposing that cognitive and psychomotor procedures and the
propositions of the domain of knowledge are productive, it can be said that the program enables
students to be productive. However, it is seen that the objectives related to the domain of knowledge
are mostly in the recognizing sub-dimension, while the objectives related to mental operations are in
the comprehension sub-dimension. Although the psychomotor operations are mostly found in the
execution sub-dimension, the number of objectives in comprehension and combining steps is in the
majority. Since the domains of knowledge in the curriculum are located at the lower levels of the
cognitive system, this situation gives rise to the limitation of the student's being productive. Although

this situation makes the curriculum students active, it can be said that it impedes their creativity.

The distribution of the objectives in the 2018 Life Studies Curriculum according to the

Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy is shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. The distribution of the objectives in the 2018 Life Studies Curriculum according to Marzano
and Kendall Taxonomy

Domain of knowledge

Procedures Sub-dimensions Knowledge Mental Psychomotor N
operations operations
Examining Emotions 245 1114 212 227 3.1.7 8
1.1.15 216 25.7
SELF-SYSTEM Examining 1116 361 156 164 3.6.5
importance 252 1.5.7 2.6.2 10
3.2.2 1.6.3
253 359 167 2.6.9 3.5.3
Investigating 358 362 226 3.1.10 11
KNOWLEDGE  ———————— S67 326 357 .
roblem-solving 319 346
Decision-making 1.2.6 2.3.7 1117 214 7
2.25 2.1.3 2.2.8
354 3.1.6 34.2 144 2111
ifvi 335 366 16.2 333
Specifying 264 334 H
ANALYSIS Classifying 2.4.1 165 26.1 3
254 1.1.2 3.1.3 211
Matching 255 231 3.21 8
3.1.2
Symbolizing 3.1.5 3.2.3 2
314 147 311 1111 217

154 3.2.7 133 2.1.8

COMPREHENSION 2.2.9 3.2.8 134 2.3.2

Integrating 25.8 3.64 1.3.7 24.2 24
2.6.3 142 331
143 332
161 355
1.1.8 113 2110
1.2.7 131 243
. 3.25 135 246
Executing 141 318 14
219 347
2.2.1
2.6.5 122 224 1110 136
3.44 132 236 1112 166
345 152 2.6.6 1113 215
RETRIEVAL Recalling 168 352 123 268 25
124 324
125 34.1
233 363
115 155 116 222 111 1.4.6
117 223 153 235 114 251
Recognizing 1.19 234 35.1 121 19
145 244
15.1
N 27 58 63 148

In Table 4, in which the distribution of the objectives of 2018 life studies
curriculum according to Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy is shown, it is seen that the highest amount

of objective has been achieved in the cognitive system out of the three systems, where mental
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procedures are discussed. Within the cognitive system, there are more objectives at the level of
“‘retrieval and ‘‘comprehension’’ of the distribution of the objectives compared to the other levels. In
addition, the first level, “retrieval”, has 19 objectives in the recognizing sub-dimension, 25 in the
comprehension sub-dimension, and 14 in the execution sub-dimension. In other words, there are 58
objectives in total at the retrieval level. In addition, at the "comprehension” level, 24 of the objectives
are in the integrating sub-dimension, while 2 of the objectives are in the symbolizing sub-
dimension. However, there are a total of 22 objectives in the analysis process. In the curriculum, there
are a total of 24 objectives at the level of "knowledge utilization"”, which includes decision making
(7), problem solving (6) and investigating (11) as sub-dimensions. While there are no objectives in the
other system, the metacognitive system, there are 18 objectives in the self-system. Considering the
levels of the objectives, the fact that they are mostly at the lowest level of the cognitive system and
that there are not objectives related to meta-cognitive system shows that the cognitive procedures of
the students are negatively affected and that students are not allowed to regulate their own learning.

When compared to the objectives of the 2015 life studies curriculum, it can be said that
the 2018 Life studies curriculum objectives demonstrate a more natural distribution according to
the Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy. However, it is seen that the distribution of objectives is
generally at the level of "retrieval” and "comprehension™ of the cognitive system within the context of
mental procedures in both curricula. In addition, while the number of objectives related to the level of
application of knowledge specified as a skill in the 2015 life studies curriculum was low, more
objectives were included in the 2018 life studies curriculum. However, it is seen that the objectives of
the 2018 life studies curriculum are not included in the metacognitive system that allows the
individual to regulate their own learning. As a matter of fact, considering the fact that the absence of
the objectives related to meta-cognitive system that highlights the motivation level of the
individual will also be effective in regulating the students’ learning, it is thought that the curriculum is
insufficient in this context. However, there are no objectives in the dimensions of "generalizing™ and
"analyzing the mistake" at the analysis level, "experimenting™ at the level of knowledge utilization,
and "examining motivation" of the self-system, "examining efficacy". In this context, it is seen that
the 2018 life studies curriculum is similar to the 2015 life studies curriculum and it shows that the
upper mental procedures are not sufficiently included in the curriculum. In addition, it can be said that

it is the deficiency of the curriculum that there are no objectives in 2018 and 1 objective in 2015.

Although it is seen that the objectives in the first grade are mostly distributed in the sub-
dimensions of "retrieval” level (12) and comprehension (12), there are objectives at every level when
the grade levels are examined. The fact that there are no objectives related to first grade at all levels in
the 2015 life studies curriculum shows that the 2018 curriculum was organized in this context. When
the second-grade objectives are considered, it is seen that the objectives are distributed in the sub-

dimensions of recognizing (6), recalling (7) and execution (5) of the level of "retrieval” and in the
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dimension of combining (7) of the level of "comprehension”. In addition, it is seen that the second-
grade objectives include the upper levels of the cognitive system, the metacognitive system and the
self-system objectives according to the 2015 life studies curriculum. Although there are objectives in
every level and sub-dimension, the third-grade objectives are not collected at a specific level or sub-

dimension.

When evaluated in the context of the domains of knowledge; The 2018 life studies curriculum
has 27 objectives in the domain of knowledge, 58 in the field of mental operation, and 63 in the field
of psychomotor operations. It is seen that the objectives related to the domain of knowledge are
generally in the sub-dimension of recognizing (9), while the objectives related to mental operations
are mostly found in the sub-dimension of recalling (8) and integrating (9). On the other hand,
psychomotor operational objectives are mostly in the sub-dimensions of recalling (14) and integrating
(14). When the domains of knowledge are examined in the context of grade levels, there are
7 objectives in the domain of knowledge, 17 in the field of mental operations and 27 in the field
of psychomotor operations inthe first grade. In the second grade, there are 10 objectives in
the domain of knowledge, 19 in the field of mental procedures,and 21 in the field
of psychomotor operation. Third grade objectives are 10 in the domain of knowledge, 19 in the field
of mental operations, and 15 in the field of psychomotor operations. In the context of domains of
knowledge, it can be said that the 2015 life studies curriculum and the 2018 life studies curriculum are
similar. In this context, the fact that the objectives of both 2015 and 2018 life studies curricula are
mostly at the level of mental and psychomotor operation provide primary school students with more
experience; However, the fact that these objectives are at the lower levels of the cognitive system is

thought to prevent creativity.
Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

Considering that education helps the individual to adapt to the society he lives in, it can be
said that the importance of primary school has increased. Educational curriculums are prepared in
order for the individual to recognize both himself and the society in which he lives. One of the
curricula prepared in this context is life studies, which is taught in the first three years of primary
school. It was created in 1926 within the framework of the principle of collective education and was
rearranged in 1936, 1948, 1968, 1998, 2005, 2009, 2015 and finally 2018 according to the conditions
of the era. It can be said that the distribution of the prepared curriculum objectives will be a guide for
the evaluation of the curriculum. In this context, it is considered to be important that the taxonomic
distribution of the 2015 and its rearranged version, 2018 curriculum objectives of the life studies
curriculum, will provide feedback both to the evaluation of the curriculum and to the preparers and
practitioners of the curriculum. In this context, the Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy, which deals with
the objectives two-dimensionally, and the objectives of the 2015 and 2018 life studies curriculum

have been studied.
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When the 2015 life studies curriculum objectives are considered in the context of three levels
of Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy, it has been concluded that the objectives are generally included
in the cognitive system including the levels of retrieval, comprehension, analysis and knowledge
utilization. While there are more objectives at the level of retrieval and comprehension of the
cognitive system, it is seen that the sub-dimensions of the level of knowledge utilization such as
decision-making, problem-solving and investigating, which are specified as skills within the scope of
the curriculum, are not included enough. In the 2018 life studies curriculum, the objectives are mostly
at the level of retrieval and comprehension of the cognitive system. It can be said that Eker, Bilgin,
and Baykan (2019), who analyzed the 2018 life studies curriculum according to Bloom's taxonomy,
are in consensus with the result that the objectives are generally in the cognitive dimension. In
addition, the investigating and decision-making sub-dimension, which is included as a skill in the
2018 curriculum, had more objectives compared to the 2015 life studies curriculum. The finding that
students do not acquire enough of decision-making and problem-solving skills by Oztiirk (2015), who
examines the life studies curriculum according to teachers' opinions, supports this situation. As a
result of Senay's (2015) research, it was concluded that the life studies curriculum is not sufficient to
develop students' problem-solving and decision-making skills. Again, according to the research
conducted by Baysal, Demirbas- Nemli, Ozcelik, and Giineypinar (2020), students' decision-making
skills are at a moderate level. In addition, in the study of Giizel, Berberoglu, Demirtasli, Arikan, and
Tuncer (2009) in which the primary school curriculums were analyzed, it was concluded that the
students could not acquire the objectives and skills. As a matter of fact, although there are more
objectives at the level of application of knowledge in the 2018 life studies curriculum, it can be said
that this situation is not capable of improving students' investigating, problem-solving and decision-

making skills, which is also supported by the studies in the literature.

While there is one objective in the sub-dimension of process monitoring in the 2015 life
studies curriculum regarding the metacognitive system, which is accepted as an indicator of the
individual's motivation level and is the other system of taxonomy, there is no objective in the 2018
life studies curriculum. The fact that the individual has knowledge about his/her own cognitive
procedures and the objectives of metacognition, which is defined as the ability to manage these
procedures, are low in number (Krathwohl, 2002), causes the students not to recognize, think and
question the knowledge they have. In addition, it can be said that this process is also negatively
affected when it is considered that metacognitive learning begins and develops from the age of three
and the individual controls his own learning and memory through metacognitive learning (Karakelle
& Sentlirk, 2006). As a matter of fact, the lack of objectives in the metacognitive system shows that
the curriculum is incomplete when it is considered that the life studies course brings awareness of

individual existence (Topses, 2001, p. 5).
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While there are 18 objectives in the 2018 life studies curriculum, there are 10 objectives in the
2015 life studies curriculum in the self-system, which is the last system of taxonomy and is
considered to be important for establishing a connection between the values, attitudes and beliefs of
the individual. It is thought that this situation will affect the motivation and learning of the individual.
Lee, Kim, Jin, Yoon, and Matsubara (2017) state that the metacognitive system and the self-system
are the basis of provision of learning. However, in the 2015 and 2018 life studies curricula, it is seen
that the distribution of the objectives according the three systems of Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy
is not balanced and that the cognitive system is emphasized more. Ozgii¢ (2019), who examined the
2009, 2015 and 2018 second grade life studies curriculum within the framework of teachers' opinions,
is in consensus with the result that the objectives and skills are not suitable for the cognitive, affective
and psychomotor development levels of the students and that the life studies course does not provide
enough of opportunities for self-regulation. Karadag and Kaya (2017), who examined the primary
school fourth grade curriculum according to the Marzano Taxonomy, support the finding that the
objectives mostly take place in the cognitive system in the context of the curriculums they examined.
In addition, when Karacaoglu (2020) made his taxonomic analysis of the second-grade level of the
life studies curriculum, he arrived to the conclusion that the objectives were generally distributed as
cognitive and affective. This is in line with the finding of Eker, Bilgin, and Baykan (2019) that the

curriculum does not include upper-level steps.

Taking the curriculum into consideration in the context of grade levels, it is seen that there
were no first-grade objectives at all levels in the 2015 life studies curriculum. However; that this
situation has been regulated in the 2018 curriculum. Considering the second-grade objectives; while
there are no objectives for the upper levels of the cognitive system, metacognitive system and self-
system according to the 2015 Life studies curriculum, there is only one objective in the 2018 life
studies curriculum. Although the third-grade objectives are in every level and sub-dimension in both

the 2015 and 2018 life studies curriculum, they are not collected at a certain level or sub-dimension.

When the 2015 and 2018 life studies curricula are considered according to the Marzano and
Kendall Taxonomy, it is thought that the higher amounts of objectives in mental and psychomotor
processes will increase the effectiveness of the curriculum. As a matter of fact, the fact that the
objectives of domains of knowledge are at the level of retrieval and comprehension of the cognitive
system in both the 2015 and 2018 life studies curriculum prevents students from being creative. The
finding of Eker, Bilgin, and Baykan (2019) also supports this situation. However, the conclusion of
Ulum (2017), who dealt with the primary school Turkish curriculum according to Bloom's Taxonomy,
that the curriculum generally handled low-level skills and did not include high-level mental skills, and
the conclusion of Degirmenci (2018) that primary school 4th grade course objectives were insufficient
in terms of metacognitive knowledge and the conclusions of Basar (2005) that the educational

objectives in the 2005 primary school 4th grade science and technology curriculum are not sufficient
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for students to reach high-level cognitive, affective and psychomotor learning levels are in line with

the findings of the research.
The following recommendations can be made according to the results obtained:

. Regarding that the objectives for the cognitive system, which is the first system of the
mental procedure, are generally at a low level, the curriculum should be revised in
order for students to be able to acquire skills at the higher level of the cognitive
system.

. It could be said that the regulation of the curriculum that is oriented towards
Metacognitive and Self-system objectives, which are accepted as indicator of
students’ motivation levels and are based on questioning their own knowledge, will
be effective in motivating students for the Life Studies course and acquiring skills.

. It is thought that the equal distribution of the objectives of both the cognitive system
and the metacognitive and self-system at grade levels will support the cognitive and
affective development of students.

. Considering the fact that Marzano and Kendall Taxonomy can also be used for
student evaluation, it is thought classroom observations, examination of student
product files and textbooks will be of guidance in the evaluation of the life studies

curriculum.
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