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ABSTRACT

This research examined the attitudes of teachemartbthe affective domain in high
versus low levels of standards-based instructibeachers from a school district in the suburbs
of the greater Seattle, Washington, metropolitaa @aompleted a self-report instrument to
determine the level of standards-based instru¢hiey use in the classroom. Confirmation of the
level of standards-based instruction was ascedameugh expert evaluation of classroom
learning activities and a student report assessnigata from these three sources were
triangulated and participating teachers were ratfikgad high to low standards-based instruction
level. Teachers in the lowest and highest levetdandards-based instruction completed the
Attitudes Towards the Affective Domanstrument. A causal-comparative design was used
along with a correlational design. The resultsensmalyzed through a two-tailedest In
addition, this study measured the application efdffective domain by teachers who use high
levels of standards-based instruction practiceketermine differences by grade level through
the use of a one-way analysis of variance. Stugereption of their teacher’s use of standards-
based instruction in regards to that which wasreglbrted by their teachers was correlated using
the Spearman rank order correlation coefficientsu®s of the study showed a significant
difference in the attitudes towards the affectioendin of high school teachers who utilize a
high level of standards-based instruction practomeapared to those teachers who utilize a low
level of standards-based instruction practitesd.22,p = 0.033). The findings also revealed a
significant relationshipr(= 0.71;p < 0.01) between the level of standards-based ictgbru
practices in high school classrooms as perceivestunents and the level as self-reported by

their teachers.



Dedication

On October 24, 2014, at Marysville Pilchuck Higth8al, a student opened fire on five
other students, killing four of them, before tuignithe gun on himself. Two years earlier on
December 14, 2012 a lone shooter entered the caofii@andy Hook Elementary School in
Newtown, Connecticut, and shot 20 students anddunts, killing all of them. In April of 2007,

a 16 year old student murdered 10 people and mhjsegen others in and around Red Lake
Senior High School in Red Lake, Minnesota. Inlettin, Colorado, two teenagers killed 12
students and one teacher at Columbine High Schoélpoil 20, 1999. At Springfield High
School in Springfield, Oregon, a 15 year old shmat killed two students and injured 23 others
on May 21, 1998. On March 94f that same year, in Craighead County, Arkarntsas,
adolescent boys shot and killed four students aedt@acher and injured 10 others at Westside
Middle School.

We will never know the exact causes of these #diesoor what could have been done to
foresee these tragedies. The reasons individaalg ocut such violence are as varied as they are
complex. Attention to the Affective Domain may &@e way to help future incidences from
occurring.

To the nearly 100 victims of those school shootimgationed above and the thousands
of others who are victims of the many school shgsithroughout this country that have taken
place; and to the families that will never forgetse they have lost, this dissertational research i
dedicated as a memorial and recognition that we allido all that we can to help prevent future

atrocities everywhere.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Theodore Roosevelt once said, “To educate a pa@nsmmnd and not in morals is to
educate a menace to society” (Morris, 2009, p. 1$Mce the passage of the No Child Left
Behind Act schools, administrators, and teacheve latempted to meet the stringent
requirements of Adequate Yearly Progress for stiglengnitive achievement (McColskey &
McMunn, 2000). The No Child Left Behind Act nedéstes that educators choose scientifically
based research programs and practices for useimctassrooms (Beghetto, 2003).

Charles Haynes of the First Amendment Center sthgdor democracy to flourish,
public education must play a central role in pramgptesponsible moral action that serves the
common good (Essex, 2012). Race to the Top andh@mnmCore State Standards continue the
push for higher cognitive development in childrean all backgrounds. Teacher development
in character education, and the implementatiorhafacter education, results in higher academic
performance for students and schools attemptimgeet the rigorous requirements of adequate
yearly progress (Hough, 2011; Elias, DeFini, & Beegpn, 2010), Race to the Top, and
Common Core State Standards. This demonstratewaye) which scientifically based
research programs and practices can increase stpeldormance and achievement through the
affective domain.

Another classroom reform movement that has shawmige in meeting the demands of
No Child Left Behind is standards-based instruc{ibmompson, 2009; Johnson, 2002;
McCaffrey et al.,2001). Because of the successarsfdards-based instruction (SBI), more and
more schools, administrators, and teachers arepocating its use in their classrooms
(Hamilton, Stecher, & Yuan, 2009). Educators agkarchers focus on and take note of the

increase in cognitive development of students asirtoed by higher test scores of students
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participating in SBI classrooms. For example, Yaod Resnick (1998), after adapting for the
socioeconomic status of students and using a bilacal linear model found that test scores
showed activities associated with SBI resultedighér performance based exam marks. In a
broader study, Mason et al. (2005), with the usawoitiple methods and data sources,
determined that the effects of SBI resulted inhigler achievement on tests in kindergarten
through fourth grade in one underperforming Catifarschool district.

While teachers are successfully responding to digmitive needs of students through the
use of SBI, it is unknown if teachers are alsomaftieng to address the affective needs of
students when utilizing SBI. The general purpdsthis causal-comparative study was to
address the question of whether teachers who bgghdevel of standards-based instruction
practices neglect the application of the affectieenain in their classrooms. This chapter
provides a background summary of the most releltenature and gives a brief historical,
social, and theoretical context for the researcdblem. The purpose and significance of the
study will be addressed along with specific redeapeestions and hypotheses that this study
answers.

Background
Defining the term, affective domain, is not anyetask. It is measured in terms of feelings,
attitudes, emotions, and values. Fehr and Rud€84) noted that “Everyone knows what an
emotion is, until asked to give a definition”. $us the case with the affective domain. In
1956, Benjamin Bloom and a group of psychologidéntified three domains or categories of
educational development: the cognitive domain atifective domain, and the psychomotor
domain. Bloom, Krathwohl, and Masia (1973) up-détee definition of the affective domain to

be: “the manner in which we deal with things emailty, such as feelings, values, appreciation,
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enthusiasms, motivations, and attitudes” (p. Rijpce then some researchers (Dettmer, 2006;
Hansen, 2009; Myunghee et al., 2010) have develtpeterms used by Bloom and others to
include expressions such as “the ability to de&hwhings emotionally” (p. 158). Dettmer
(2006), Hansen (2009), and Myunghee et al. (20i@yude proper attitudes, self-perceptions,
values, ethics, listening, and communication skititer-personal skills, intra-personal skills,
conflict resolution, accountability, and a willinggs to help others. This study takes a broad
interpretation for the definition of the affectidemain to include those descriptors listed
previously and includes that which could be desttis character education and, in general,
good behavior.

While some educators focus solely on standardey oéisearchers and educators, such as
Hough (2011) and Elias et al. (2010), take a beoapproach to teaching the whole child by not
only focusing on the cognitive development of tharher, but also on the affective and
psychomotor domains. The affective skills to “dedh things emotionally” are recognized as a
necessary objective for the learners of todayke taith them into the world of tomorrow.
Myunghee et al. (2010, p. 158) state that:

cultural diversity is one of the roots of developrm terms of economic growth

and a means to realize a more satisfactory intedécemotional, moral, and

spiritual existence. Individuals should therefbesable to develop skills and

attitudes to cope with cultural diversity.

Myunghee et al. went on to say, “Well-developedaakills can also promote personal
competencies in the affective domain” (2010, p.)1Many professions, from the engineering
field to medicine, have expressed a need for fytbreandidates to be better trained in the

affective domain and are calling upon educatoffgltthis need (Lynch, 2009; Neumann &
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Forsyth, 2008). Garretz (2010, p. 1) stated ‘tatong [the] content-dependent instructional
conditions necessary to attain conceptual undedstgnthose belonging to the affective domain
of teaching and learning must be included in pedagb content knowledge.” This
“pedagogical content knowledge” includes emoticarad social skill set components defined by
appropriate classroom conduct.

In terms of classroom behavior, the amount ofieertime that gets eroded away by
student misconduct and disruptive actions contelatclassroom frustrations and academic
failure (Van Lier et al., 2004). The teaching &saning process is mired by these behaviors
which add to disturbances and a decrease in acagmEriormance by students (Babyak, Luze,
& Kamps, 2004; Tingstrom, 1994; Van Lier et al.p2D Teachers and schools who incorporate
affective programs such &&st Step(Carter & Horner, 2009; Walker, 200econd Steps
(Neace & Mufioz, 2012Rositive Behavioral Interventions and Suppd¢B8smonsen et al.,
2012),Functional Behavioral Assessment-Based Interves{iGage, Lewis, & Stichter, 2012)
and other classroom management programs that aeterthe affective domain, like tidood
Behavior GaméLeflot et al., 2010), experience a decrease lrab®r problems and classroom
disruptions and an increase in academic commitment.

As schools, administrators, and teachers intdatys on the cognitive learning of students
in order to meet the requirements of NCLB, it i&kmown if such programs or other activities
that emphasize the affective domain are still . uShe questions of, “What about the affective
domain?”, “Is the whole child being taught?”, amkté students being prepared with a proper
attitudinal focus to be successful in the worldazfay and tomorrow?” arise. This study will
help determine if teachers who use a high lev8Bifare taking into account the affective

domain as they prepare to teach children in tHagstcooms. In a study conducted byt&and
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Tunca (2012), teachers claim that their schoolsatdunded properly to look beyond
placement tests, suggesting that only the cognitexeslopment of the student is what matters.
Other researchers (Harriman, 2005; Neill, 2006; Véea2004) posit that with NCLB, students
will learn the curriculum, but will not learn tofattively appreciate its value. Brimi (2009)
discusses the need for teachers to strike a balmtegen acting as academic instructors for
students and moral guides for young people in stohcal context reaching back beyond the
modern era of education.

Bolin, Khramtsova, and Saarnio (2005) assesstthgegy of journaling to bring about
learning in the affective domain and advocate forarstudies to be conducted in order to
determine effective ways students can learn wittenaffective domain. Carter and Horner
(2007) call for more research into the value ofiagdunction-based supports to established
social skill curricula and the integration of efige independent behavioral interventions to
increase time in academic engagement. Researducied by Kiener and Weaver (2011) into
the Scholarship of Teaching and Learningpdel, which shares many traits as those found in
SBI, suggest that additional research into whatheis are thinking and the affective shifts of
students needs to be conducted. This causal-catEaresearch does exactly as Kiener and
Weaver suggest in that it will investigate thetattes towards, the importance placed on, and the
classroom applications of the affective domain leetvteachers who use a high level of SBI
versus those that use a low level of SBI.

Before this can take place in the arena of SBeaech must first determine if the affective
domain is being considered altogether. All theldsatbiat have been written, articles that have
been published, research that has been conduciggragrams that have been administered

pertaining to the affective domain and social sells in the classroom provide a glimpse into
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the likelihood that the affective domain has indbedn addressed somewhere. However,
studies delving into the affective domain, withine tSBI classroom, are negligible, as evidenced
by a lack of empirical research towards that efdis quantitative research, through the use of
reliable and validated Likert-scaled instrumentdph determine if teachers are addressing the
affective domain in their day-to-day teaching wittine practice of SBI by comparing the
attitudes towards, the importance placed on, aadlssroom applications of the affective
domain of teachers who utilize a high level of $Bictices in their classrooms with teachers
who utilize a low level of SBI practices in thelassrooms.
Problem Statement

Billions of dollars are being spent for schoolsnplement scientifically researched
classroom practices in hopes of meeting their dryesly progress goals and the demands of
No Child Left Behind (Bracey, 2005). As educatnms to SBI as a proven practice for
increasing student academic achievement, the afedomain cannot be ignored. Students who
are not trained in areas of the affective domaichsas getting along with others, being
responsible for themselves, and obeying the ruléseoclassroom and, in turn, society, can
easily be felt in the tax dollars that are usesdupport the incarcerated and those individuals
living off of entittements who may have difficulfgllowing the rules of society. America needs
citizens educated in the affective domain as mgdha cognitive and psychomotor domains.

Standards-based instruction is meeting the cogniteeds of students as evidenced by
higher academic achievement on state mandatedatestsducational research (Thompson,
2009; Johnson, 2002; McCaffrey et al. 2001; Hamijl®techer, & Yuan, 2009). Albeit teachers
are successfully responding to the cognitive neédsudents through the use of SBI, it is

unknown if teachers are also attempting to addtesaffective needs of students when utilizing
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SBI. This study will shed light on whether or neachers attempt to address the affective needs
of students when utilizing SBI. Eisner (2010) sesjg that while the cognitive domain is being
addressed in the classroom, employers desire nosigve affective traits in job applicants
when hiring new workers. Part of succeeding injtiberarket is maintaining a job once hired.
Hansen (2009, p. 4) points out that “Hiring deaisi@learly focus on skill sets, but firing
decisions shift to other [affective] concerns."sii@r (2012) calls for future research, such as the
research proposed here, to determine if teachensi@rested in facilitating the need to build the
affective attributes that employees are lackintpday’s job market.
Purpose Statement

The general purpose of this causal-comparativeystuth address the question of
whether teachers who use a high level of StandAdaded Instruction practices neglect the
application of the affective domain in their classns. The study compares the attitudes
towards, the importance placed on, and the classaqplications of the affective domain of
teachers who utilize a high level of SBI practigetheir classrooms with teachers who utilize a
low level of SBI practices in their classrooms.isTtcomparison is made through the use of a 57
item instrument that has been tested for validity eeliability to measure the dependent
variable, or affective domain. The independentalde, or level of SBI, is nominal and will be
measured through the use of Teacher Assessment Forra-self-report, Likert-scaled survey
to help determine the level of SBI practices beitiized by each teacher in their classroom.

A second purpose of this study will utilize a ctatnal design to investigate if there is
a positive relationship between students’ percegtiaf the use of SBI practices of their teachers
to the same perception about SBI as reported hiytdechers. This portion of the study will

utilize a correlational design approach throughuse of the 42 iterStudent Confirmation of
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SBI Practices AssessméBiacon, 1999). This assessment uses a Likert-soalkey to collect
data for analysis.

High school teachers who use high or low level Bf ®ithin a school district on the
north end of the greater Seattle metropolitan ai#de given the opportunity to participate in
an assessment designed to measure their attitomdasds, the importance placed on, and the
classroom applications of the affective domain. ajpriori power calculation was conducted in
order to determine the optimal number of partictpareeded for the study; in order to avoid
making a Type | error (Howell, 2011), at least 4btigipants will be requirech€40) for the
one-tailed independent sampitest with a power equal to 0.88=0.80) and a large effect size
equal to 0.80d=0.80). The statistical significance and practaféécts of this research are
examined and discussed in the methods and resglisrss.

The instrument results from high school teachedsthair students of a public school
district 35 miles North of Seattle, Washington ased in this study. The district contains two
high schools that are accredited by the Officenef$Superintendent of Public Instruction of the
state of Washington. The high schools range ia sam approximately 1,200 to 2,000 students.
Typical high school classes in this region contgpproximately 25 to 35 students each. The
students took part in this study by completing sseasment designed to confirm the level of SBI
that their teacher utilizes in the classroom.

Current research surrounding affective educatiahitsrelation to SBI serve as the
primary focus of this study. Standards-baseducstyn was defined by those considered to be
the leading experts in the area of SBI (Bacon, 1@38en, 2007; Thompson, 2009). Results of
the assessment will be examined, analyzed, andctirapared to determine if a significant

difference exists between the teachers’ attitudesitds, the importance placed on, and the
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classroom applications of the affective domaineaichers who use a high level of SBI practices
and those teachers who use a low level of SBaduttion, an investigation has determined if
there is a positive relationship between studgrasteptions of the use of SBI practices of their
teachers to the same perception about SBI repbytéideir teachers.
Significance of the Study

The amount of research measuring the effects ofdatas-Based Instruction on the
cognitive domain is extensive (Akiba et al., 2008y et al., 2009; Thompson, 2009). Much of
the research examining the effective use of affeatistructional practices in the classroom has
been identified through student perceptions or kadge gained by students within the affective
domain (Bacon, 1999). Even fewer studies havesinyated variables related to the design and
effectiveness of affective-based lessons taugsitudents in SBI classrooms (Kiener & Weaver,
2011). No research was identified as having ingastd the relative level of affective domain
activities or objectives that teachers incorponatie their classroom. This dearth of studies may
be an indicator of the low priority and lack of siigcance that teachers place on the affective
domain compared to the academic or cognitive iostra of the student. Students who enter
society at the end of their high school educatitw Wwave been trained up in the affective
domain will help contribute to, rather than be adnance to, society.

Resear ch Questions
This study addresses the following research questio
1. Do high school teachers who utilize a high levestaindards-based instruction
practices apply the affective domain in their lessless than those teachers who

utilize a low level of standards-based instruction?
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. What are the attitudes towards the affective doro&imgh school teachers who
utilize a high level of standards-based instrucpaactices compared to those
teachers who utilize a low level of standards-basstiuction practices?

. What are the affective domain applications of défe grade levels of high school
teachers who utilize a high level of standards-tasstruction practices compared to
those teachers who utilize a low level of standdr@sed instruction practices?

Do teachers’ years of experience with a high le¥etandards-based instruction
practices influence the level of importance teaslpdaice upon affective goals
compare to the level of importance that teachexsgplipon affective goals of
teachers that use a low level of standards-bastaiation practices?

Is there a relationship between the level of stedsthaased instruction practices in
high school classrooms as perceived by studentshandvel as self-reported by their
teachers?

Hypotheses

The null hypotheses for this research are as faliow

1. There is no statistically significant differencetie amount of application of the

affective domain between high school teachers wiliaaia high level of standards-
based instruction practices compared to those éegaetho utilize a low level of
standards-based instruction practices as showirhbyT eacher Attitudinal
Assessment toward the Affective Domiagtrument that has been tested for validity
and reliability.

. There is no statistically significant differencetime attitudes towards the affective

domain of high school teachers who utilize a hglel of standards-based instruction
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practices compared to those teachers who utilleesdevel of standards-based
instruction practices as shown blge Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the
Affective Domaininstrument that has been tested for validity aatidiility.

3. There is no statistically significant differencetime affective domain applications for
different grade levels between high school teactbi utilize high levels of
standards-based instruction practices compardwgethigh school teachers who
utilize low levels of standards-based instructioactices as shown biyhe Teacher
Attitudinal Assessment toward the Affective Dom@strument that has been tested
for validity and reliability.

4. There is no statistically significant differencetive level of importance teachers place
upon affective goals between teachers that utiligh levels of standards-based
instruction practices and those teachers who atibe levels of standards-based
instruction practices in terms of their years gbexence as shown [@yhe Teacher
Attitudinal Assessment toward the Affective Dom@strument that has been tested
for validity and reliability.

5. There is no statistically significant relationskigtween the perceptions of students
on the level of standards-based instruction prastin high school classrooms to that
which is self-reported by their teachers as showmte Student Confirmation of SBI
Practices Assessmeamd theTeacher Assessment Fothat have been tested for
validity and reliability.

Identification of Variables
The independent variable for this research isekiellof use of standards-based

instruction practices in the classroom. The liter@ provided by national agencies such as the
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National Academies (2012), Trends in Mathematiak @cience Study (TIMSS, 2011), and
Rhode Island Board of Regents (2009); and profaasievelopment providers like the National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics (2012) and tlaydison Academy (2010); along with
researchers and experts in the area of SBI su€h@spson (2009) and Green (2007). These
national agencies, Academies, and SBI experts stijugt SBI practices in the classroom
contain student self-assessment, group-based {sojeguiry-based activities, use of technology
including calculators, computer programs, and |4yae devices, as well as hands-on
experiences. For the purposes of this study SBldes the following classroom characteristics:
e student use of manipulatives or hands-on materials;
e incorporating inquiry, discovery, and problem sotyiapproaches;
e using scenarios from naturally occurring events eretyday life for groups of
students to research and investigate using sutpecepts;
e applying subject concepts to real-world contexthsas banking, energy concerns,
environmental issues, and timelines;
e connecting topical preparation skills to specificeers and occupations;
e using calculators, computers, and technologiesdpturing and analyzing original
data from original experiments and/or learning\aiiéis. (Thompson, 2009, pp. 53-
54)
These same types of characteristics are identiye@reen (2007), the description of
which contains teaching strategies wherein:
teachers need to be clear (themselves) about Wwhweixpect their students to
know and be able to do by the end of a specifiedesunit, or term (based on the

standards); teachers need to tell their studengd thiey expect them to know and
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be able to do; teachers need to teach studenkntvdedge and skills they'll

need to show mastery; teachers need to check ¢assesee if the students have

learned what the teachers expected them to; teanlked to report to the students

whether or not they've learned it; teachers need-teach as needed and

whenever appropriate. (p. 14-15)

Another way to recognize standards-based instnudsioo identify what SBI is not. Non
standards-based instruction primarily utilizes\atiés such as teacher lecture, individual student
drill and practice worksheets or homework assigrisjeand drill and practice exercises.

Participating teachers submitted a list of thesrlaem learning activities conducted in
their classroom for five consecutive days, alonthwaidescription of each activity, in the form of
lesson plans or through an interview conductechisyresearcher. The purpose of gathering this
data was to determine the practices of the teacheéin® classroom. The classroom learning
activities were then evaluated by experts in thecation field. These practices set an initial
level of SBI that each teacher utilizes in relatiorthe other participating teachers and in
accordance to Thompson, Green, and Bacon.

A validity check to confirm the level of SBI by dateacher came in the form of a self-
report assessment on whether the teacher prattieeharacteristics associated with a high level
of SBI practices in their classroom or if they associated with a low level of SBI practices in
their classrooms. The definitions and charactessif SBI was included on the survey for
teachers to read, comprehend, and “check off” agh&ther or not they perform each
characteristic on a regular basis. This checki$ped differentiate between those teachers who

are considered to be at a high level of SBI prastia their classrooms as opposed to those
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teachers considered to be at a low level of standards-based instruction practices in their
classrooms.

In addition to an evaluation of the classroom learning activities of the participating
teachers by a group of experts in the field of education and the teacher self-report on the level of
SBI practices that are carried out regularly, a third validity check was utilized to confirm the
level of SBI characteristics carried out by teachers as determined by students taking a survey
instrument designed by Bacon (1999) for this very purpose. These three perspectives provided a
triangulation of data that concretely established the level of SBI implementation of each
participating teacher.

The portion of this confirmation wherein students’ perceptions of the use of SBI practices
of their teachers, compared to that which is self-reported by their teachers, comprises the second
part of this study which utilizes a correlational design. The variables for this portion of the study
are the level of SBI practices in high school classrooms as perceived by students; and the level as
self-reported by their teachers.

The causal-comparative part of this study also uses the level of standards-based
instruction practices as an independent variable, and in addition will take into consideration the
independent variable of number of years of experience that teachers have with SBI. Another
independent variable will be the specific grade levels that teachers who use SBI prefer to teach.

The dependent variables for the causal-comparative research are teachers’ attitudes
towards the affective domain, including the importance that is placed on the affective domain
and classroom applications of affective objectives used by teachers. These dependent variables
are compared between those teachers who use SBI practices at a high level and those teachers

who use SBI practices at a low level in their classroom.
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In research questions one and two, the use ofdri¢hw levels of SBI practices in the
classroom is the independent variable and haseawald, and is nominal. The dependent
variables, the application of the affective domeamal the attitude of teachers towards the
affective domain, are ordinal. Therefore, a twitethindependent samptdest was conducted
for the dependent variable to determine if the hyplotheses should be accepted or rejected.
This is an appropriate statistical strategy fosthgquestions because the independent variables
are dichotomously categorical with participantigeassigned to either a high or low level of
SBI practices. The independent variables are aldihe participants are different in each
category, and the data met the assumptions of gdrartesting which included using a sample
variance to estimate the population variance asdrasd the population from whence the
sample is procured is normally distributed (How2011).

In research questions three and four, the indepgn@eiable remains high and low-
levels of SBI practices, but includes four sub-dastfor each question: the grade level taught—
grades 9, 10, 11, and 12, and the number of yrdemaching experience which will be
categorized into four groups as well. These inddpat variables are categorical. As in
guestions one and two, the dependent variableguiestions three and four remain the
application of the affective domain and the atttwd teachers towards the affective domain. A
two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) will be utied to analyze the data and determine if the
null hypotheses should be accepted or rejectedAM@VA is appropriate for these questions
because more than one independent variable eligtsand low-levels of SBI practices; with
four sub-factors for each question. An ANOVA's satility allows for testing the statistical

significance of group differences on each factall(Gsall, & Borg, 2005). Bicak (1999) used a
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one-way ANOVA to compare grade level, number ofrg¢aaching, and the application of the
affective domain between three different categbsaodjects taught.

For the fifth research question, the variablestlaedevel of SBI practices in high school
classrooms as perceived by students; and thedsva?If-reported by their teachers. The data
collected for these variables will be placed inkrander. The correlation between these
variables will be determined through the use of3pearman Correlation Coefficient. This
statistic is appropriate for this research quedtecause it shows the degree of relationship
between two variables that are arranged in ran&ror@he null hypothesis will be rejected if the
two ranks are dependent.

Definitions

Affective Domainincludes the way in which students learn to de#h wiings
emotionally, such as attitudes, values, enthusiaap@eciation, motivations, and feelings
(Bloom, 1956, p. 7).

Cognitive DomainRefers to gaining knowledge connected with intlal abilities,
skills, and recollections that provide for ways anelans of dealing with such things as specifics
within a field of study, the universals and abdimats in a field, comprehension, analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation among other psychologrcalesses of intellectual abilities, skills, and

recollections (Bloom, 1956, p. 7).

Psychomotor Domainfhe recollections involving bodily movements artkden physical
associations and the ability to perform such rectibns (Bloom, 1956, p. 7). The psychomotor
domain consists of physical movement, coordinatom, the use of motor-skills. Development

of these skills entails physical practice and isudated on conditions of speed, accuracy,
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distance, procedures or methods (Simpson, 197#&gtion, manipulation, precision,
articulation, and neutralization (Dave, 1975) inrgiag out physical tasks.

Standards-Based InstructioBacon (1999), Green (2007), and Thompson (2009)
identify standards-based instruction as that wmchudes the following criteria in the
classroom:

1. Teachers/Students know the standards and how thegligned to

assignments;

2. Students know how to reach standard/Use of scoubics;

3. Differentiated instruction and Interdisciplinarytigies provided,

4. Students have flexible use of time;

5. Students re-learn/re-do assignments;

6. Students work cooperatively in groups; and

7. Teacher cares for students/Students have higlestdém and take

responsibility.
Research Summary

One facet of this study was to determine if a dati@n exists between students’
perceptive use of SBI practices by their teacheeliation to that which is self-reported by their
teacher. For this portion of the study, a correfetl design was used. A correlational analysis is
best suited to understand the direction and madmitd the associations between perceptions. A
correlational design also provides information anmg the degree of the relationship between
the variables being studied (Lomax & Li, 2009).isThelped to confirm the degree of SBI that
each teacher in the study utilizes and allowedHertriangulation of data that sorted the teacher

participants into high and low levels of SBI. T¢ausal-comparative analysis of the 20 highest
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and 20 lowest levels of SBI practicing teachersthed attitudes towards, the importance placed
on, and the classroom applications of the affedwmain then commenced.

For the correlation design analysis, mode, mederge, variance, kurtosis, and
skewness were evaluated for normality and varia@@nparative and inferential statistics were
conducted using a one way analysis of varianceterchine relationship in the perception of
students by grade level. A Spearman’s Rank Cdivel&oefficient was computed to determine
the existence and strength of relationships betwleeiotal scale score, scores of individual
items, and scores of groups of items in companegitimeach other. The instrument, the Student
Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessment, is ad iLikert-scaled survey.

A causal-comparative design was used for four effitre research questions—that which
deals with the teachers’ attitudes towards, inclgdhe importance placed on, and the classroom
application of the affective domain. A causal-camgtive study is a type of quantitative
investigation that seeks to discover possible caagsd effects of a characteristic by comparing
individuals in whom it is present with individuadsth whom it is absent or present to a lesser
degree (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). Causal-compsaeatesearch is often associated with being
“ex post facto”or “after the fact,” in which the independent ampendent variables are
observed and measured after the manipulation aedias has already occurred. However, there
are many research studies which make the claineiofjcausal-comparative which are not
categorized a%ex post facto.” Usually these research studies, as is the casdhististudy,
encounter variables that are either impossiblenogasonable to impose a treatment (Rose,
2012). The use of pre-existing groups to searcklifterences between those groups on
dependent variables is a common trait of causapeoative research designs (Schenker &

Rumrill, 2004). In this case, it is unreasonablel perhaps even unethical, to impose on a
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teacher, the use of SBI practices which can affecexperience of the children in the classroom.
Ergo, this study provides teachers within the st/ashington the opportunity to assess their
attitudes towards, including the importance plagegdand the classroom applications of the
affective domain.

The study contains quantitative analysis of thelte®f the Teacher Attitude toward the
Affective Domain Inventory survey taken by high sohteachers. This survey includes 57
items, most of which are rated on a Likert-scalelebo Data from the instrument was evaluated
to determine equal variance and normality. As agdumptions were met, and since there is
one continuous outcome variable, namely the aggudwards, the importance placed on, and
the classroom applications of the affective domaird two levels within the independent
variable, high and low levels of SBI practices,r@avith different participants in each category,
an independent sampleest was appropriate for use in evaluating tha tatthe causal-
comparative analysis (Howell, 2011). The dataudelfrequency distributions, median, and
percentiles. The nonparametric Mann-Whitkiest would have been computed if assumptions

for the independent sample one-wagst were not met.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this study is to determine if teashého use standards-based instruction
practices in their classrooms at a high level hdifferent attitudes towards, place a higher
importance on, and apply their affective goals thas teachers who utilize SBI in their
classrooms at a low level. The previous chaptevided reasons for the importance of this
study. This chapter discusses how standards-hastdction has shown promise in meeting the
demands of No Child Left Behind, what makes SBliecsss, and shows how the affective
domain can be used to teach students the idealgadmet that are lacking from society today.

The chapter begins with an historical backgroumd the pedagogical perspectives of
some of the great educational thinkers of all tifiée historical background also includes how
the theoretical concepts came about to where treefoday. This is followed by a conceptual
framework of the cognitive, affective, and psycheon@lomains of Bloom’s taxonomy. The
evolution of these domains is discussed, thus igltihg the important contributions made to
Bloom’s taxonomy since its inception in 1956.

A review of the literature is provided with andepth look at the student benefits derived
from the use of the cognitive and affective domdayn®ducators and how some professional
fields are recommending the use of Bloom’s taxonomth an emphasis on the affective
domain to prepare students to enter the workforeeeraquipped to be contributing members of
society. Research into how the affective domaslbeen used to motivate students toward
higher academic achievement is reviewed, whila@sstme time some teachers may be pushing
the affective domain aside as they focus solelyeaching national and state mandated testing
standards. The literature shows that studenitid¢t, a major component of the affective

domain in teaching, has a significant impact owletl academic achievement. Standards-based
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instruction and the promises it makes toward studehievement is studied. How teachers are
being trained to use standards-based instructipnofessional development courses and if
teachers are taught to utilize the affective dontlagmein are examined.

The procedures and methods used in researchinigettature was to first find how the
affective domain had been addressed historicatlgesit was first recognized or described by
early leading educators. A parallel search waslgoted for that of SBI. From this foundation,
a broad view of the affective domain and SBI wassatered. The broad view allowed for the
intersections of these two topics to be focusedugpw have been reported as they pertain to
this study.

Historical Background of the Cognitive, Psychomotor, and Affective Domains

In 1689, John Locke, as presented in his e€3agcerning Human Understanding,
ascribed to the idea that children are as “whifgepa a blank slate to be easily written upon
with ideals and values from parents and societg{jp. Such ideals and values are wrought
upon by children “by degrees”; here a little aneréha little, “even of the ordinary ideas till he
were grown up to be a man” (p. 63).

This philosophy, accepted by many and debatedhmsr® received clinical affirmation in
the mid-to-late twentieth century when neurologipediatricians, and psychiatrists found that
the ability to reason and feel emotions begin termingle from birth and carry on for the
remainder of one’s life (Damasio, 1994; Greensi88,; Konner, 1991).

Jean Jacques Rousseau built upon Locke’s id&ddienSocial Contragtl762), when he
posited that children are born as being considgoed by their nature from which parents and
society have an opportunity to add their philosepland teachings deemed important by them

and the common good. According to Rousseau, thisaion should take place as naturally as
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possible; allowing for the child to maintain a fieen of choice while remaining in a secure
environment (Gutek, 2005).

In early colonial America, educators focused orhésgs from the Bible to instill
Christian values that marked the predilectionsefday and were supported by the larger adult
populace (Lickona, 1993). With the birth of a neation, this education in character shifted
away from a religious context to a more seculama¢ morality, combining the two into a
fusion of Christian and middle class beliefs (Img2002). Horace Mann’€ommon Schools
continued this tradition with a Protestant outldlo&t reached out to an increasing number of
immigrant children (Baines, 2006). As studentsdretp be grouped by age and grade level,
character education took on the values of pundgdlonesty, regularity, duty, obedience, self-
control, and silence (Chapter two, 2004). May Hadishorne (1930) conducted a study that
criticized the direct instruction of those valuesl@ame to the conclusion that those practices in
character education made no positive effect towlaednoral behavior of students. Later, after
two world wars, the country’s emphasis turned talxeducational goals that favored technical
skills needed to live in a modern era while competn a Cold War against the Soviet Union.

Character education would not go ignored howe®smjamin S. Bloom, in 1956,
introducedTaxonomy of Educational Objectives, Handbook I: Thgnitive Domain It was
then that the cognitive, psychomotor, and affectiomains were first identified and defined.
These domains provide a categorical system forhviicdents learn and teachers teach. Within
the bounds set by Locke and Rousseau, Bloom rezeghiow the blank slate could be etched
upon and the different ways in which the child bannfluenced. According to Bloom, a student
gaining knowledge connected with intellectual dieis, skills, and recollections that provide for

ways and means of dealing with such things as Bpeeiithin a field of study, the universals
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and abstractions in a field, comprehension, amnglggnthesis, and evaluation among other
psychological processes of intellectual abiliteslls, and recollections; could be associated
with the cognitive domain. Those recollectionsalwing bodily movements and other physical
associations, Bloom would categorize under the pmymtor domain; something Bloom and his
associates left to other educators to develop riutise The affective domain would be related
to the “interest, attitudes, and values, and theeld@ment of appreciations and adequate
adjustment” of the student influenced through apthle educator (p. 7).

In 1964, Bloom was joined by David R. Krathwohl éefrtram Masia in producing the
Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, the Classiicaof Educational Goals Handbook II:
Affective Domain This writing updated the definition of the affiwe domain to include the way
in which students learn to deal with things ematibn such as attitudes, values, enthusiasms,
appreciation, motivations, and feelings.

While Bloom, Krathwohl, and Masia were developihg toncept of the affective
domain, the work on the psychomotor domain woul@stablished by others. Simpson wrote
The Classification of Educational Objectives in Bsychomotor Domai(il972). This book
established that the psychomotor domain consigehysical movement, coordination, and the
use of motor-skills. Development of these skilisa@ls physical practice and is calculated on
conditions of speed, accuracy, distance, procedaresethods in carrying out physical tasks.

Also published in 1972 was Anita J. HarrowXsTaxonomy of Psychomotor Domain: A
Guide for Developing Behavioral Objectivadarrow included fundamental movements, reflex
movements, perceptions, physical abilities, antleskmovements in her compilation of the
psychomotor domain.

In 1975, Harrow and Simpson were joined by Daveuhlishing the boolbeveloping
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and Writing Behavioral ObjectivePave recognized the terms of imitation, manipulatio
precision, articulation, and neutralization as déstg the psychomotor domain.
Conceptual Framework

Theorists continued to evolve the research of Blameh other researchers. Of recent
publications that are noteworthy is Dettmer’s (200&w Blooms in Established Fields: Four
Domains of Learning and Doin@006). Dettmer expanded the number of domaimsclade a
category she called the “social domain” (2006,3); gomething other researchers and theorists
have begun to take hold of (Grusec & Davidov, 2(Hi@hardson, Mulvey, & Killen, 2012).
Dettmer, in addressing the concept of the cogndivmain, implied that in this category,
imagination and creativity are not given their dwknowledgement. Concerning the affective
domain, Dettmer expands the concept to includdiffgaspects of imagination and creativity”
in applying aspects of the cognitive domain angbii@sion toward innovative ideas and self-
expression” (2006, p. 74). The psychomotor domearprding to Dettmer, needs to
deemphasize the learning of physical movementth®sole purpose of performing in sports,
and should reemphasize basic movements that maldatly tasks of simply living possible.
This reemphasis towards basic movement falls mmwith what Harrow theorized.

In discussing the educational reform movement, kylE2010, p. 522) expresses a
concern over the “timid, lackluster and indiscriati@’ way that the affective domain learning
outcomes have emerged. He also believes thaEe‘d8tesuld be a more vigorous and systematic
re-emphasis of affective objectives,” stating tlaat education that fail(s) to address such issues
is bound to be one-sided and incomplete.” It isttvdetermining if educators are becoming
“one-sided and incomplete” in their day-to-day esplanning through neglect of the affective

domain or if students will indeed be able to appiadply deal with the affective objectives
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commented on by Hyland.

If such affective teaching is to take place, it bfust be recognized and then be
evaluated. Much research supports the affectiveaitoas an important aspect in education, but
few provide a means whereby it can be measure@ sOch possible means of measuring the
affective domain as a part of educational perforreaa submitted by Kang et al. (2010).
Myunghee et al. (2010) point out that the indicatbeducational performance which they test in
their research is a valid instrument for measubath the cognitive and affective domains of
student learning outcomes.

Another recent and validated instrument is offdrech Rovai et al. (2010). Their nine
item instrument is designed to assess learninigarcognitive, affective, and psychomotor
domains.

The Promise of Standards-Based I nstruction

When No Child Left Behind called for the developmand use of teaching techniques
that would raise student achievement, standardsdbastruction was an option that many
districts across the country turned toward to nigstrequirement. As SBI continued to expand
in use, the attention it received encompasseddhem By way of report in the book titled
Troublemaker: A Personal History of School Refommees SputnikSBI is now used in virtually
every state:

The [standards-based] concept has taken root agrostsof the land that states

should set standards for schools and students|cshmmnitor performance in

relation to those standards, and should deployntngss, rewards, and

interventions to effect greater achievement gdias tvould naturally occur.
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That’s the steady message when governors and lssdesders gather. The

public endorses it in surveys and opinion pollsveal key national education

groups have made it part of their policy portfoliand it has spread almost

everywhere. lowa was the last holdout, for yeafgging to set statewide

standards, but under the pressure of No Child Beftind, it, too, is moving in

that direction. (Finn, 2008, p. 246)
Standards-Based I nstruction in the Cognitive Domain

Standards-based instruction has shown promisere than just theory. Empirical
evidence has been provided by Thompson (2009) wdasared the effectiveness of SBI on
mathematics and science students’ academic achentenihe study examined the effectiveness
of a three tiered model engaging in teacher préjparand practices in SBI and the resultant
student performances. Over 400 classrooms weraiagd using multiple regression analysis to
establish which specific teacher practices are mapb providers to students' success.
Thompson'’s results demonstrated:

a viable framework for empirically validating th#extiveness of Standards-

based Instruction as a successful reform efforsjstemic change in math and

science education. The empirical evidence prodbgetis study provides

rigorous support for specific SBI practices as &entributors to students’ math

and science achievement and refutes non-SBI pescdis effective contributors to

students’ math and science achievement. (p. 61)

The Thompson results confirmed Johnson’s (2002¢lasions that had identified the
SBI reform effort as an important forecaster ofistut academic achievement in her book titled

Using Data to Close the Achievement Gdphere Johnson establishes the practice of using
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student performance data, an important compone&Bafto determine the effectiveness of
teacher practices.

McCaffrey et al. (2001) took into considerationd#nt background characteristics and
previous mathematic skills in their study. Usiegth-grade student data during a one year
period from some students taking integrated matinses and other students taking an algebra
and geometry sequence, McCaffrey et al. (2001) aredsnstructional practices through a
teacher questionnaire, and student achievementaaslated using both the multiple-choice
and open-ended portions of the Stanford achievetestt.

McCaffrey et al. (2001) found that teachers whoagyegl in reform based teaching, such
as those associated with SBI, had students whedagnificantly higher on validated tests than
those students in classes with a more traditioptaach to teaching. McCaffrey et al. (2001)
offered an explanation for what makes SBI a succ&bgse researchers assert that the teaching
practices of standards-based instructors who pecaidide range of learning activities are
increasingly differentiated toward student learrstiges more so than traditional teaching
practices.

Standards-Based I nstruction in the Psychomotor Domain

Teaching practices of SBI in the psychomotor donaaenoften associated with physical
education. Scruggs (2007) researched the measatreméhe amount of physical activity that
over 180 middle school students attained in theameephysical education class. His study
compared the measurement most often used, theadf¢r observation, to the use of
pedometers, which are used by teachers engagd®l.inThe study revealed that measuring
students’ physical activity using pedometers maaieately showed that 78 percent of the

participants met the physical activity recommeratatf being active 50 percent of the lesson
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time and only 68.9 percent of the students mestiwedard when measured through direct
teacher observation. Scuggs suggested that althmlugsical activity in the psychomotor
domain is an important part of physical educati@asses, the cognitive and affective domains
should not be ignored.

In another psychomotor domain study involving SElgbices, James, Griffin, and
France (2005) conducted a case study to deterntgecher’s perceptions on trying to
implement tests aligned with standards proposethé\National Association for Sport and
Physical Education and to determine the perceptibtize teacher’s 46 students about the tests.
Data was collected both quantitatively and qualiedy through the use of a Likert-scale attitude
assessment and through interviews involving 2hefteacher’s students. James et al. (2005)
concluded that students performed better in phiyedacation classes when assessments were
aligned with the standards that students were @ggdo achieve and that learning was
enhanced. When students were made aware of thaastis set for them, a practice found in
SBI classrooms, students put forth greater effiodt student achievement improved. In addition
to this, the value that students placed on physidatation increased and the level of teaching
and learning also improved.

A possible explanation for the increased performreasfcstudents in the James et al.
(2005) study is that aligning assessment to thedstals for which students are expected to
achieve, allows teachers the ability to reteaclifipaareas of the curriculum of which students
did not demonstrate a preferred level of proficiersomething that Johnson advocates in her
previously mentioned book. This also leads tolieesseeing more clearly associations between

assessment and the instructional process.
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L earning Domains
Student Benefits from the Cognitive and Affective Domains

The cognitive and affective domains are said tdlgesome researchers (Hall, 2010;
Garritz, 2010), inseparable. One without the oteaves the first incomplete and the other
unnecessary. Malikow (2006, p. 36) made the statemAffective domain teaching occurs
simultaneously with teaching in the cognitive domaiever in lieu of it.” Stenzel (2006, p. 9)
purports that “academic success require(s) thauictson and assessment be focused on the
levels of the affective domain of learning and teag.” Putting this concept into perspective is
Stiggins (2005) who once said of the affective dmma

Motivation and desire represent the very foundatiblearning. If students don't
want to learn, there will be no learning. If tHegl unable to learn, there will be
no learning. Desire and motivation are not acadexahievement characteristics.
They are affective characteristics. (p. 199-200)
As such, the affective domain has been shown te havmportant impact on student learning
(McConnell & van der Hoeven Kraft, 2011).

Carter and Horner (2007) demonstrate this in tteidy in which the effects of adding
individualized affective domain support to the ganktervention program First Step to Success
was researched. A single-subject multiple-baselesgn was utilized with three students in
kindergarten through first grade who did not re@ell to the usual First Step to Success
protocols. A functional behavioral assessmentiadfidualized function-based support plans
were added to the First Step procedures. The stagylimited by its use of at home
interventions, data not collected at given intes\dlring the intervention phase, testing effect,

wherein participants may have recalled the first teken, and threats to internal validity.
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Nonetheless, the study revealed an increase ireagagngagement and a decrease in problem
behavior with the introduction of individualizededtive domain support to the regular First
Step plan for all three students. Carter and Horak for more research to be conducted that
will address the incorporation of individualizedeative domain support with other standardized
interventions.

Seeshing Yeung et al. (2010, p. 67) state thatugients’ learning experiences in
different domains have distinctly different inflleas on their development of competence
beliefs and interest in learning.” Intuitively, proving one’s attitude toward a subject would
suggest a more likely outcome that the individualild continue to have interest in that subject.
In support of such intuition, Ozgiin-Koca (2010)aepd that students’ affective response to a
mathematics course including their beliefs, ateicemotions, and values toward mathematics,
had an influence on their interests and achievematthe students’ future career choices.
Included in the article are suggestions for teaxberhow to use the information to develop
student interest in a mathematics career. Héw@ Riusseau, Ash Ozgiin-Koca is encouraging
the interest of the child to determine the futungids of learning. The study shows the
importance of developing the affective domain tstéo future growth in the field of
mathematics. A 2009 news release identified a ema#ttician as the number 1 occupation in the
United States in terms of environment, income, @ympkent outlook, physical demands, and
stress (Needleman, 2009).

Hall (2010) speaks to the case of students compgletn accounting class wherein they
have yet to receive a “complete educational expeeédespite being able to “record
transactions and produce financial statements #ygeifhese same students may have “little to

no respect for the accounting profession or theaitlstandards that govern it” (2010, p. 2). An
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accountant trained up in the field on a cognitexel without the affective attitudes that are
desirable will soon be of little value to thosetthaie such an individual.

Employers in general are looking for more affectnats in their hiring practices. A
study performed by Eisner (2010) relating to tHenoarket and the economic downturn
beginning in 2007 shows which skills are presenpdimapplicants and which skills are lacking
the most and indicates that teachers may not bessldg the affective domain. Eisner shows
that employers are seeing a high level of skitérfrecently hired employees relating to
computer competency and communication—cognitivigstral hose skills that are cited as
lacking the most include a strong work ethic antdnpersonal and teamwork attributes—
affective traits. The Eisner study also citesdbpressing numbers of unemployed workers in
America between 2007 and 2009 suggesting thaadates want to find jobs, they will need to
demonstrate the affective skills necessary to coeipethe competitive job market. Eisner used
statistical data from existing studies of differpraictitioner groups, current literature, and both
firsthand qualitative and quantitative studies étedmine that “students should possess
interpersonal, conceptual, and informational ahiktbupled with drive and adaptability” (p. 41).
Some of the characteristics specific to the affectiomain are “attitudinal factors ranging from
professionalism and work ethic to time managenaiitical savvy and positive affect” (p. 41).
Eisner’s study is limited in its use of data trsatlerived from a variety of sources that have
unique interests from one another which explaing sdme employee traits were found to be
highly desirable in some reports, but completelgrinoked in other reports. A note relating to
the importance of this study is pointed out by Ergn a call for future research to determine if
teachers are interested in facilitating the nedualitdl the affective attributes that employees are

lacking in today’s job market.
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Using the specific example of engineers, a mathiealbt related occupational field, has
demonstrated a need for new workers competentiaffiective domain. Lynch et al. (2009) of
the American Society of Civil Engineers are not@@ned with students’ cognitive abilities
coming out of college. Their main concern is vathdents’ abilities that would be categorized
as affective. They call for and have a visionuttife engineers that not only show competency
in cognitive engineering skills, but competencyha affective domain as well.

Vanasupa, Stolk, and Herter (2009) offer a possbletion to the engineers’ problem
They have developed a guide for the instructoutdre civil engineers to use which establishes
the importance of the cognitive, affective, andgb®motor domains so as to establish lesson
planning that will answer the call and “need fakil set that includes teamwork, moral, ethical,
and social development, as well as lifelong leagrand systems thinking skills” (p. 67).

Providing an education in the affective domainls®a concern for those who train
individuals in the medical field and Health Scienc&leumann and Forsyth (2008, p. 249)
recognize the significance of affective traininghe health care industry: “Learning in the
affective domain is a long-term process, ripe fdtication throughout one’s education and the
socialization process. Furthemstilling professional qualities in nurses, sushethics, directly
impacts patient care.” They also recognize thdehges: “Teaching in the affective domain
demands strong educational skills of instructoas &xtend beyond traditional lecture” (2008, p.
252).

Providing at least one possible means whereby #athindustry can reach the affective
domain for those they train are Stupans, Scuttelr, Sawyer (2011). Their learning model
includes opportunities to scaffold learning consegdtprofessionalism focusing on tutorial

discussions. This process provides for affectmmain learning in other professions as well.
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Taylor and Galligan (2006, p. 23) studied the @ffem the affective domain of
interactive multimedia. They report on “the desidavelopment and evaluation of an
interactive multimedia resource designed to exghi@ddress students' beliefs and attitudes
towards mathematics by following five charactersh&y progress through the highs and lows of
studying a preparatory mathematics course.” Thelt®established that it is possible to take
into consideration the affective domain through timedia learning projects and activities; and
that despite a focus on computer mediated commtimgaffective goals for learning can be
accomplished within the online environment.

Placing the cognitive and affective domains hanrtland, the field of science is often
considered as the next of kin to mathematics a-viersa. Littledyke (2008) makes the
argument that the cognitive and affective domahmifd be integrated in a science education
program that is meant to inform environmental etioodor students as a means to produce
students that recognize their relationship to thgrenment and a sense of responsibility for its
care followed by informed action.

The chemical industry is facing similar challeng&nk Siang et al. (2006) report
growing criticism about environmental concerns #raindustry’s harmful implications. To
thwart such reports, the authors suggest:

Schools need to focus on the teaching of affecbjectives of the chemistry

curriculum so that students will be able to ap@ecchemistry and its relevance

in their daily lives. It is only through interplaf the cognitive and affective

factors in the learning experiences of studentsthiey can be molded into

knowledgeable and motivated citizens who understia@dmportance of

chemistry in general and the chemical industry $igady. (p. 59)
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Kiener and Weaver (2011) show that in general,esttedemploy learning strategies that
are both cognitive and affective in nature. Tovarsthe question of “what students were
thinking and understanding as they progressed girausemester” (p. 3), Kiener and Weaver
gualitatively interviewed 53 mostly graduate stugdrom a small university in small group
settings with some more in-depth individual intews. The study was limited by its use of
post-secondary graduate students in a particdht fnaking the results less generalizable.
Furthermore, the number of individual interviewsdacted was negligible. The results
indicated that students employ both cognitive dfettive learning strategies throughout a
semester. Kiener and Weaver (2011) called foh&rinvestigations to determine what teachers
are thinking as they progress through a term addiadal research into affective changes.
Affective Domain as a Motivator

In a study about how teacher education programslgdhi@ain candidate teachers to teach
to the affective domain, Otote and Omo-Ojugo (208w that those teachers who are trained
to incorporate the affective domain effectively guoe evaluations that are more reliable. The
study took place in Nigerian secondary schools wheachers are “under pressure to make their
impact on society through the development of vathaspromote civic responsibility.” The
authors propose that “education is one of the actiedia for influencing this attitude. The
teaching and learning of attitude falls under ttiective domain of learning” (p. 654).

To better refresh, recapture, and motivate learitall (2010) suggests that “regular
affective assessment” be utilized by teachersearctassroom. She states, “[S]ignificance and
absolute necessity of regular affective assessamahthe ways in which data obtained through
such assessments may be used” to discuss and ohetdronv to show that students perform

better academically when affective traits, suchttudes, values, dispositions, and ethical
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perspectives, are properly and continually assegsed).

Such affective assessments are recommended tpltdeeseveral times throughout a
course. For example, a math teacher chooses thucbaffective assessments throughout the
semester with several students who are consideried struggling. The first assessment is
intended to monitor the students’ self-confidentealving math problems and their attitudes
toward math in general. This assessment showstindénts, for the most part, loathe the idea
of doing math. Over the course of several weegiever, affective assessments show that
students have gradually improved their perceptiomegards to doing math and are feeling more
confident in their abilities to solve math problenihe teacher then discovers a dramatic
decrease in students’ affective levels. This shoubtivate the teacher to think upon the content
that was taught, how the content was presentedotiied pertinent aspects that took place since
the last encouraging affective assessment. Fresethssessments, the teacher can make a
response to intervention by modifying instructiohanging the nature of assignments, or
recognize areas that may need to be changed irefaturses.

Popham (2011) explains why the affective domaissential in making connections to
students’ future motivations and academic success:

The reason such affective variables as studetitsicas, interests, and values are

important to us is that those variables typicaifyjuence future behavior. The

reason we want to promote positive attitudes toweaching is because students

who have positive attitudes toward learning todd@lve inclined to pursue

learning in the future. The affective status ofgnts lets us see how students are

predisposed to behave subsequently. (p. 233)

Students who achieve academically are not guardmtelge well rounded in the other
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domains of education outside of the cognitive sploéilearning. Such a lack of student affect
can have unintended consequences. Hall (2010sadfeexample of a foreign language class
wherein a student passes the cognitive aspecte afaurse successfully with the ability to

speak, read, write, and comprehend the languagetijuwith an understanding of proper verb
usage and knowledge of the culture. However, tindesit may not have a value in, or a respect
for the language or its accompanying cultural dsiitgr Such can be the case when the cognitive
domain is solely focused upon at the exclusiorhefaffective domain resulting in an incomplete
and unfinished educational experience.

While determining the effect of the affective doman student motivation, it can be
expected that other factors, such as the teadinelerst achievement, and student gender, may
play a role in the level of motivation attributedthe affective domain. However, Bolin,
Khramtsova, and Saarnio (2005) in their reseanathystUsing Student Journals to Stimulate
Authentic Learning: Balancing Bloom's Cognitive akftective Domainsound that after
controlling for the teacher, student achievemantl student gender, that “course expectations
and affective journal outcomes were important dates of student evaluations of course
outcomes” (p. 154). Their study consisted of lit@ients at a state university participating in
five sections of an introductory psychology clasguired to be taken by all students at the
school, regardless of their chosen field of studgnajor. The journal writing assignments were
made up of a series of prompts for which studesgpanded on course topics relative to personal
experiences. At the end of the term, studentsoresgd to a survey on their use of journals
throughout the course. The study ignored measureensor and relied on exploratory methods
to determine the items on each scale. Also, atbefounding variables, such as instructor

gender, type of course, time of day, student legrstyle, and types of instruction were not
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taken into consideration. While student learniregwot measured, the results did demonstrate
higher evaluations of course outcomes with affecipurnal writings. The researchers
suggested that future studies be conducted explotimer viable instructor provided affective
domain learning strategies in addition to journating.

Corroborating these results were van der Hoeveft Ktal. (2011), who propose a
model for teachers to address the affective domaihcontend that “to motivate student
learning, the affective domain - emotion, attitualeg motivation - must be engaged” (p. 71).
They also call for additional research to be cotellito comprehend the implications of
engaging students in the affective domain.

Grootenboer (2010) discusses the growing requmsiteollege classes and programs to
improve students' affective characteristics sucatgtsides, beliefs, dispositions, and values at
the university level. His study sought out the svaywhich academics came to determine which
appropriate qualities to choose for their subjeeais and the pedagogical approaches they would
use to increase them. Participants in the studlgrted having trouble with teaching and
assessing affective characteristics due to pollzyethe university that were found to be
inadequate, though some teaching strategies we&seneed to be effective. Grootenboer
(2010) calls for further studies and scholarship the area of affective domain research.
Affective Domain Pushed Aside

The cognitive domain is of central focus duringsegaéimes of educational reform and
accountability. As such, most teachers do not thea efforts towards addressing the affective
domain and even fewer fail to a assess it (HalL020 As teachers cater to state standardized
testing, their focus may shift away from the afiieetdomain and place more emphasis on just

the cognitive portion of what students need torledBuch was found in the study performed by
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Noll and Oswald (2010) who reported that “teacmated that time constraints and ‘high stakes
testing’ pressures constricted direct attentioth&affective domain. Despite this, data analysis
revealed that many teachers integrated some stgdatgred activities that supported the
affective domain into their instructional practitgs. 335). How much of the overall lessons
developed by the teachers devoted to the affedtveain in comparison to the cognitive and/or
psychomotor domains were not discussed.

In a case study involving four fifth grade teachafrsnathematics implementing a new
constructivist curriculum, Chiu and Whitebread (2D&nalyzed both cognitive and affective
aspects of the teachers’ practices through a psafasterviews and direct classroom
observations. The study’s findings were triangedahrough inter-coder reliability, training for
coding, multiple sources of data, and quantitasivalyses. The results showed that cognitive
issues were found to be dealt with more effectiviledn affective issues by all four teachers.
The Chiu and Whitebread (2011) study signifies edrfer the analyzing of teaching in the area
of affective as well as cognitive components.

Related to the Noll and Oswald (2010) study is beostudy performed by Savickien
(2010). His work was done in order to bring tdtighe discrepancy in the amount of attention
given to the affective domain by educators. Saeigk(2010) believes that attitudes and values
that are to be included in the learning outcomdsgoginstructors should be established and
described as a single verb. In addition to this @na matter of priority, the education field
needs to determine the attitudes and values tadbdre taught to students, and reliable
assessment tools to assess the learning outcontes affective domain need to be created.

The attitudes and values that are to be taughtitteats need not be performed in a

separate classroom from other subjects. Everch awsituation were to be desired, the already
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overloaded expectations from state-mandated corgresnents would not allow it in many
areas. That leaves the place for attitudes angesathe affective domain, to be taught alongside
standards-based curriculum which is already fiteedapacity with state standards. Though this
situation seems hopeless for affective domain siers there are ways in which the affective
domain can be taught with cognitive performanceacijes. Stiff-Williams (2010) provides
five steps to implement affective education withinstards-based instruction:
1. Identify the values and character emphases thHattefommunity consensus
and show how good decision-making is at the bdsadl these values.
2. Guide teachers in analyzing state standards tordete teaching targets and
identify character education emphases, such asideanaking, that relate to
the targets.

3. Provide staff training and planning time for teash® design unit plans that

meld state standards and character education tgachi

4. Support teachers in the implementation of lessdinibes that emphasize

state standards and character development leagrpeayiences.

5. Promote the use of performance-based assessmatisgasobservation

instruments and scoring rubrics that can effecfiesialuate aspects of
character development (p. 116).

As an example, Stiff-Williams takes a look at a hegmatics standard. Many
mathematics standards involve a long processdhatolved to solve a math problem.
Students get to experience this long process andyttake some time for students to
work through such problems. This could be an ojymity to address a topic like

perseverance, which students have to practiceegsanbrk through one math problem
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that may take up to 10 minutes or more to compéetd,discuss with the class the life
skill of practicing perseverance when one comesssca situation that requires such a
characteristic.

Another example where cognitive objectives is afnary focus and the affective
domain can still be taught is found from Boyle le{2007). They describe a process
which students undertake to apply cognitive coreapgeography, earth science and
environmental science courses. Their researchskimat fieldwork leads to substantial
effects in the affective domain of students of lkiglkearning.

Berber and Sari (2010) found that affective objexgiwere acquired more in
students who had experienced teaching techniqlegsaddo SBI found in a physics
classroom. These techniques, known as the coobapging texts and pedagogical-
analogical models, were related to the physicssobasn and were tested on both an
individual and combined basis and then compareddre traditional teaching techniques
in a true experimental process. After experimeapglication, there was a statistically
significant difference between experimental andi@mroups in terms of attitude and
interest of chosen affective characteristics relatgh physics.

Not all opportunities for affective domain educateare as readily apparent and
may require more time to develop. For this reagas,essential that staff development
opportunities be given to teachers so that edusatm collaborate on, develop, and
practice lesson plans that include the affectivaala (Stiff-Williams, 2010).

Some teachers may argue that the outcomes of strblased instruction are in-and-of
themselves the lessons learned in the affectiveadomVebster and Fisher (2003) support this

argument in their research by asserting that
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teachers can promote positive attitudes towardsenadtics by delivering the

curriculum in a way that meets the needs of thdesits and this results in better

mathematics achievement. These results also duhgesas students achieve

better, they will be more likely to have bettertattes. (p. 324)

Since attitude is associated with the affective dioynand standards-based instruction is
associated with higher achievement, as will beutised, then it leads credence to the
argument from some educators that standards-basedation in-and-of itself instructs
in the affective domain.

In opposition to this argument is the stringemiuf® of standards-based instruction
on students demonstrating proficiency on standaydsassing tests. A similar emphasis
wherein students exclusively focus on tests is dfoarsome places within the online
learning environment. Hwanga and Yang (2008) asisat students participating in
distance education are urged to participate imiagrpurely by taking tests. This, in
turn, could possibly lead students to study onhtésts, and disregard other studies. As
students focus solely on tests, sooner or latdy,tbe teaching goals of the cognitive
domain can be reached. Ergo, the affective tegalpals and values of the course
cannot be imparted by the teacher of the coursieetstudents of the course.

Student Per ceptions of Standards-Based I nstruction

Emphasizing the value in student perceptions ofdsteds-based instruction is Sheng
(2007), who advises for the use of affective intéom between teachers, learners, tasks and
context or environments. He asserts that “in anleaious and friendly classroom environment,
with the knowledge transmission blending in welthathe cultivation of affect, attitudes and

values, students’ cognitive and emotional develagroan be promoted” (p. 22). His study
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revealed that students’ positive perceptions ddféective college English classroom helped
maintain student interest in college English leagni

Providing further evidence of support for the ugstandards-based instruction (SBI) to
improve student achievement in the cognitive domaamstudy performed by Thompson (2009).
Her study identifies many teaching and learningvads that are considered to be standards-
based in nature. Of these, only “journal writifgl's specific associations with the affective
domain in other research (Khramtsova & Saarnio520fowever, the use of “co-operative
learning approaches” implies that other such aaiwiassociated with SBI related to the
affective development of students may be prevaldlune-the-less whether or not teachers
specifically address the affective domain whentangeSBI lesson plans is undetermined thus
far in the research.

It is also undetermined if state policy makersargnizant of the need for student
development in the affective domain. One study prayide some perspective on the possible
intentions of legislatures and bureaucrats whotereducational policies regarding the affective
domain is research performed by Ogbuehi and F(@86i7). They establish in their stuthat
the use of innovative teaching strategies for eoimgnthe classroom environment were
associated with enhanced perceptions of the classtearning environment and students’
attitudes towards mathematics and conceptual deredat. The No Child Left Behind Act
(ESEA, 2002) identifies the need for reform effontsluding innovative teaching strategies that
can be found within SBI.

Partially refuting the case that SBI improves stuagehievement in the cognitive domain
is research performed by Akiva, Chiu, and Zhuarf@®@. In their article, they state

Teacher reports of standards-based instructiomalighredict student
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achievement, a finding that what matters are stisteerceptions and

experiences of classroom activities, not what teexcperceive they taught in the

classroom. This finding supports that researcleghscators, and policy makers

need to pay attention to student experiences ntlatas-based classroom

activities. (p. 24)

Keeping the student experience at the foreframiamings, Brand-Gruwel, and van
Merriénboer’s (2011) study which set out to invgste the extent to which students' perceptions
of lessons match with their preferences about idiffeaspects of contemporary education. Their
results indicate that the perceptions of studentsiawhat takes place in the classroom can be
used and are of great influence in determining whatbe done to improve lessons. The study
also showed a relationship between student peorepéind motivation and affective strategies.
Activities that support affective domain developmeray be what determine the success of SBI
in the classroom.

A possible explanation for the disagreement betvidempson (2009) and Akiva et al.
(2008), comes from Goh and Fraser (1998) who sudigas“these findings inform educators
about how to improve student achievement and d#gy giving greater emphasis to learning
environment aspects correlated positively to oue®and less emphasis to dimensions
negatively correlated with outcomes” (p. 222). ISaconception suggests proper teacher
training for those utilizing SBI.

Yet Thompson (2009) makes a suggestion in sumbdiniat which is claimed by Akiva,
Chiu, and Zhuang (2008), namely, that it is notugyioto merely rely on teacher reports of their
use of SBI in the classroom. Thompson submitsrti@e is needed than just training teachers

on the implementation of SBI to see it carriediauhe classroom. She offers the standards-
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basedPreparation, Practice and Performanogodel wherein teachers are prepared through
training, practice their training in the classro@nd empirically assess the effectiveness of SBI
through the measure of student performance. lardodt such an empirical assessment to be
acceptable, the actual use of SBI in the classnomst be validated. Thompson uses direct
teacher observation of SBI, or the lack of SBIhar study for this validation to come to fruition.
Such observations are limited however in that @r@ytime consuming, provide an imposition on
the classroom environment by the observer, andotipnovide a day-to-day account of actual
teacher classroom practices, but rather a onegimap-shot of what is taking place, which may
or may not be indicative of actual SBI practiceshaf teacher.

Bacon (1999) purports that “the changes that orcimstructional practices and school
organizations as a result of [the SBI] reform efdrould be observable and measurable” (p. 53).
Bacon offers a solution to the limitations of teaichlassroom observations to determine the use
of SBI practices of teachers. This solution comédse form of student perceptions of the use of
SBI practices. In his study involving over 1000dsnts observing the practices of their teachers
day in and day out, each school day of the yearpB§1999) was able to determine “the
presence, as viewed from a student perspectiyegrtitular classroom instructional strategies,
supporting structures, and attitudes that are &sggaolcin the literature with goal oriented,
standards-based approaches to learning” (pp. 11-12)

Other studies have also supported the use of stwibservation to perceive changes in
instructional strategies such as SBI. One sudiystuhile the modern age of SBI
implementation was still in its infancy, determintbdt students were knowledgeable about
reform that they had directly experienced and vedale to recognize and comment on the effect

of new strategies on their learning (Coe, 1994).

53



Of a more recent investigation into student petioaep is one performed by Konings,
Brand-Gruwel, and van Merriénboer (2010) who stéted “student perspectives are of crucial
importance because they determine the qualityashlag and motivational processes actually
taking place during learning. If teachers arewell informed about those perspectives, this
might undermine the achievement of educationalgjdal 46).

A measure of student perspectives on a SBI typgeauhing versus lecture-based
teaching is provided by Struyven et al. (2008hkair study, the authors compared student
perceptions of a lecture-based setting with that student-activated learning environment
comparable to a SBI classroom. Their “resultsriyjedemonstrate that the same educational
setting was able to trigger (significant) diveragdents’ perceptions. In particular, students’
perceptions about the activating teaching methajdad/ed widespread responses and
contradictory opinions, possibly with different teang outcomes as a result” (p. 103). Struyven
et al. (2008) explain that a part of this contréalg result may be due to some students that carry
with them a preference toward a teacher-centerkef béhile other students have developed a
learner-centered teaching preference. This sugt¢iesineed for further professional
development that incorporates differentiation @ictang techniques in SBI, including addressing
the affective domain.

Professional Development of SBI

One piece of research that posits teachers ar@daoéssing the affective domain when
creating SBI lesson plans is found in a study cotetiby Kimmins and Chappell (2004). Their
study was to determine the effectiveness of a erguiofessional development program for
fourth through eighth grade mathematics teacheth®@implementation of SBI. While much

was discussed on the teachers’ use of cognitive sueh as interventions, technology, learning
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indicators, and problem solving; nothing was disedsin reference to affective learning of
students. Teachers who are being trained to @8&I in the classroom to increase student
academic achievement in the cognitive domain, btubeing taught how to address the affective
domain as a part of their training may be a sigt the affective domain is being ignored when
teachers react to student progress in their classis a part of SBI.

Malikow (2006) offers a strategy that teachers msg/ to address the affective domain in
their lesson planning. He suggests the use addi¢henym CRIER which stands for
“complaining, responding, initiating, embeddingdagcruiting.” Malikow goes on to explain
that

Teaching in the affective domain provides studentis an opportunity to

progress from expressing reluctance or distregm@y in response to a proposed

activity or subject to recommending it to othengifeg, in the old style of town

criers, who loudly and enthusiastically proclainpedblic announcements). (p.

37)

To assist in this process, Malikow (2006) provitles techniques that teachers can
utilize as part of their day-to-day lesson plannifidnese techniques are just one example
of how professional development can be used toteelthers address the affective
domain in SBI.

The importance of students participating in teagieparation programs that include the
affective domain is emphasized by Shoffner (200@nfPurdue University. According to
Shoffner (2009), “Pre-service teachers manage afrgstration, excitement, giddiness and
disbelief on a daily basis. With the affective dominsinuating itself throughout the preparation

experience, teacher educators are encouraged larexipe importance of the emotional in
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teacher preparation” (p. 788).

Buchanan and Hyde (2008), in discussing the dynaetiween the cognitive dimension
and affective and spiritual dimensions exploreddacher training services in a publicly funded
university, warn against placing:

an extensive emphasis on the cognitive dimensideashing, in which the

intellect is favored as the way of knowing aboveeotfacets of an individual's

ontology, particularly the emotions and intuitidimat is, the affective and spiritual

dimensions. Resulting in a separation of mindytexd spirit, such an approach

is then far from holistic, and may result in a &glof such non-cognitive

dimensions of learning. (p. 310)

Buchanan and Hyde cite de Souza (2005), who desdlapnodel for teachers in training in
which the cognitive domain and affective and spaitdomains of learning can all be addressed
in the educational process in order to go beyopeicial instruction so as to make education
transformative.

De Souza (2004) studied the lesson plans of twahesa in training who were teaching
students approximately 15 years old in age. Bedlchiers’ lessons weighed heavily on the
cognitive focus of learning, but exposed no sigaifit evidence of the affective or spiritual
dimensions of learning in their lesson planningidRle Souza,

there is a real need for professional developmegrams for teachers where

they are offered appropriate learning models wimay assist them to develop

new perspectives about engaging students by incatipg the different aspects

of learning: cognitive, affective, and spirituahdathe associated processes:

perceiving, thinking, feeling and intuiting. (202 37)
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An article on the implementation of SBI revolvesward music and provides a direct
application to lesson planning wherein no signiitcavidence of the affective domain of
learning is addressed. Fallis (1999) providesygriementation strategy for music teachers to
develop lesson plans for SBI. Much of the lesdan puggestions are centered on standards that
students are expected to learn, but no suggesiensrovided for student development in the
affective domain.

Lubienski (2004) offers a different perspectivesBl. Her researctried to establish the
reasons that students and parents choose oneftgpaigematics instruction over another. At
one point in the discussion, the issue of studestifation in learning mathematics was
addressed. It was suggested that teachers shauidwledge and students and parents should
be made aware that “many students do get frusttageding in Standards-based environments,
explaining why some amount of frustration tendbea necessary part of genuine mathematical
activity and developing strategies for addressinghdrustrations” (p. 364). Dealing with
frustrations is considered an affective domaindapherein SBI mathematics teachers should
include such instruction in their lesson planning.

Summary

Before students enter the school system, theampsuand community have impressed
upon them ways to deal with things emotionally sas their attitudes, values, enthusiasms,
appreciations, motivations, and feelings. Somihese affective domain impressions are taught
purposefully while others are learned by followthg example set by others including older
children (Gmitrova & Gmitrov, 2004).

As students continue their education, their knolgéein the affective domain continues

to evolve with experiences and teachings from gargeers, and educators (Boyle, 2011,
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Hoppe, 2004). A side effect of children who do leairn appropriate ways to deal with emotions
are young adults who become a hindrance to so@#ter than contributing members of that
society (Stiff-Williams, 2010). Many profession®g aalling on educators to provide them with
trained individuals prepared to meet the psychalgihallenges that arise in their respective
professional fields (Lynch et al., 2009). WhilelSBows promise of providing society with
students ready to take on the cognitive demandswiieface (Thompson, 2009), whether or not
those individuals will be able to carry the emoé#ibstrains placed upon them remains in
guestion. Knowing if educators are preparing lasdbat address the affective domain, wherein
the management of emotional components of studdrdvors such as feelings, beliefs,
attitudes, values, and motivation or engagemerharearning process while using SBI
practices at a high level, will help answer suchaswns.

Researchers have made the call for additional esudi be conducted that will reveal
further knowledge into the use of the affective dam Bolin, Khramtsova, and Saarino (2005)
advocate for more research that will help deterneiifiective ways students can learn within the
affective domain. Carter and Horner (2007) callrfmre studies into the value of adding
function-based supports to established social skitlicula and the integration of effective
independent behavioral interventions to increase in academic engagement. Research
conducted by Kiener and Weaver (2011) intoS$kebolarship of Teaching and Learningdel,
which shares many traits as those found in SBigssigthat additional research into what
teachers are thinking and the affective shiftstodlents needs to be conducted. Similarly, Eisner
(2010) makes a direct plea for research that csistas determining if teachers are interested in
facilitating the need to build the affective attribs in students that employers are looking for in

today’s competitive job market. The research gediin this study will help determine the
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attitude of high school teachers towards the affeatomain, the importance placed on affective
objectives, and classroom applications of the &ffeclomain of those teachers who employ SBI
at a high level compared to those teachers whoamngiBl at a low level.

To assist in determining how this research filks ¢fap in the literature noted above, the
next chapter will provide details on the methodglémgbe carried out in this study including a
description of the participants in this researanglwith the setting wherein the research takes
place. The instrumentation will also be explaind@the design and data analysis will be made

clear.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

Standards-based instruction is helping to meetdgaitive needs of many students, but
whether or not the affective needs of studentbaneg addressed is unknown. This study
attempts to answer the question: Do high schochia who use standards-based instruction
practices at a high level address affective dorohjactives less than those who utilize
standards-based instruction practices at a low?eve

In this chapter, the participants of the study wéldescribed, as well as the setting that
the study utilizes. This will be followed by a loat the instrumentation that was employed.
The details necessary to conduct the study arsmedtin the procedures set forth. The research
design will be explained and data analysis proceslwill be clarified.

Design

This study employs a causal-comparative researsigrléo determine if teachers who
utilize SBI practices at a high level address fifiective domain less than those teachers who
utilize SBI practices at a low level. The causahparative design was employed because it
tries to discover possible causes between an imdepé variable and a dependent variable
wherein the independent variable cannot be coettdlly the researcher (Chen & Popovich,
2002). Schenker and Rumrill (2004, p. 121) poirtttbat

rather than drawing cause-and-effect inferenceardagg the relationships

between grouping variables (the independent vagland...outcomes (the

dependent variables) causal-comparative studienieragroup differences as

they occur-without manipulation or interventions guch, these types of studies

have brought to the field a steady deepening utatetsg of the ways in
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which...outcomes may be related to the core attrédoateonsumers, researchers,

and service providers.

Causal-comparative research has some limitatiotisint is non-experimental and,
ergo, conclusions about cause-and-effect relatipastannot be justified. Conclusions of
causal-comparative research can suggest howeaticahse-and-effect relationships may exist
and repeated causal-comparative research withtexpeanilar results can provide a greater
basis to make claims of cause-and-effect relatipssh

Another limitation of causal-comparative reseachiits internal validity. This can be
reciprocated by increasing the external validity@ydomly selecting as large a sample as is
reasonable that is representative of the largeulptipn.

Causal-comparative research is often associatédb&ihgex post factoesearch, or
research that takes place retroactively or aftebghavior has already taken place. This is not
always the case, however. There are many exaraptesearch that utilizes a causal-
comparative design without being retroactivewipost facto Examples include research done
by Groomes and Leahy (2002) who studied the distgigng impact that types of coping
capabilities had on stress evaluation and acceptaindisability. Another example is found in
Loo (2001) who examined attitudes toward persoris disabilities by comparing four different
categories of management undergraduates.

The design of this research uses nonequivalenpgrthat are not randomly assigned.
To assist in achieving equal groups, the matchiathod will be based on demographic data
obtained in part one of the instrument, which Wwélp account for a lack of randomized
groupings in this causal-comparative study. Matglpairs reduces the likelihood that

extraneous variables will disrupt the study. Exé@us variables can disrupt a study by
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providing an alternative explanation or possibleseato the relationship in the variables other
than that which is being investigated. Bicak (20@&tched groups in his study based on subject
taught, grade level taught, and gender. This stutlyattempt to match groups using the same
criteria.

The extreme groupings technique was used in teeareh which “involves selecting the
extremes of a score distribution on one variab@dl( et al., 2007, p. 312). That is, the 20
highest and 20 lowest levels of SBI were usedimgtudy, while those found to be in the middle
range were eliminated from the data analysis. iRlgihe teachers into a high SBI group of 20
and a low SBI group of 20 while eliminating the wllielteachers ensured that the highest level of
ranked teachers were in the top half of each ran&imd the lowest level of ranked teachers were
in the bottom half of each ranking taken from tHRe@TE expert evaluation, the student
evaluation, and the teacher self-report of SBIlit8m the participants into 30 high and 30 low
SBI groups, for example, would have created asitnan which some teachers would have
been ranked in the high group under one evaluatiavaluator and the same teachers could
have been ranked in the low group under one obther evaluations or evaluators. Creating
two groups of 20 ensured those teachers in thedrighp were actually ranked as high SBI
teacher and those teachers in the low group weéualacranked as a low SBI teacher in each of
the evaluations and by each of the evaluatorss dil@ates a scenario in which “the two
extremes are more likely to reveal differenceshendther variable of interest” or a high level of
SBI practices (Gall et al., 2007, p. 312). The26peachers considered to be using a high level
of SBI practices comprised one group and the bofi@rteachers considered to be practicing
SBI at a low level comprised the other group. heas measured in the low level category of

SBI practices were used as the control group fsrridsearch.
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This study also utilizes a correlational desigdétermine a relationship between the
level of SBI as perceived by students and the le/&8BI as self-reported by their teachers. A
Spearman’ Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho) statig/as used to determine the relationship.
Spearman’s rho shows the degree of monotonic oelsttip between two variables set in ordinal
fashion and measures the association between theatwed variables (Chen & Popovich,
2002). The Spearman rho indicates if the studemdisteachers agree to each other’s view as to
the level of SBI taking place in the classroom.

Questions and Hypotheses

This study asks the following research questions:

1. Do high school teachers who utilize a high levestaindards-based instruction
practices apply the affective domain in their lesslkess than those teachers who
utilize a low level of standards-based instruction?

2. What are the attitudes towards the affective doro&mgh school teachers who
utilize a high level of standards-based instrucpaactices compared to those
teachers who utilize a low level of standards-basstiuction practices?

3. What are the affective domain applications of défe grade levels of high school
teachers who utilize a high level of standards-tasstruction practices compared to
those teachers who utilize a low level of standdnased instruction practices?

4. Do teachers’ years of experience with a high levettandards-based instruction
practices influence the level of importance teasipégice upon affective goals
compare to the level of importance that teachexseplipon affective goals of

teachers that use a low level of standards-basdigtion practices?
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5. Is there a relationship between the level of stedsthaased instruction practices in
high school classrooms as perceived by studentshandvel as self-reported by their
teachers?

The null hypotheses for this research are as faliow

1. There is no statistically significant differencetime amount of application of the
affective domain between high school teachers wiliaaia high level of standards-
based instruction practices compared to those éegaetho utilize a low level of
standards-based instruction practices as showrb@yitem instrument that has been
tested for validity and reliability.

2. There is no statistically significant differencetime attitudes towards the affective
domain of high school teachers who utilize a hglel of standards-based instruction
practices compared to those teachers who utilleesdevel of standards-based
instruction practices as shown by a 57 item insémninthat has been tested for
validity and reliability.

3. There is no statistically significant differencetle affective domain applications for
different grade levels between high school teactbi utilize high levels of
standards-based instruction practices compardwgethigh school teachers who
utilize low levels of standards-based instructioactices as shown by a 57 item
instrument that has been tested for validity atidliity.

4. There is no statistically significant differencetive level of importance teachers place
upon affective goals between teachers that utiligh levels of standards-based

instruction practices and those teachers who atibw levels of standards-based
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instruction practices in terms of their years gbenence as shown by a 57 item
instrument that has been tested for validity atidliity.
5. There is no statistically significant relationskigtween the perceptions of students
on the level of standards-based instruction prastin high school classrooms to that
which is self-reported by their teachers as shoya B2 item instrument and a
teacher self-report analysis that have been téstedlidity and reliability.
Participants
The participants in this study were public secopdiegh school teachers working in the
suburbs of the Seattle, Washington, metropolitgioreof the Pacific Northwest. Teachers
typically teach five class periods a day and ao¥iged with one class period to prepare lesson
plans and materials for teaching, along with grgdind other duties as assigned under contract.
The total number of teacher participant candidatgsled approximately 190. Of these, 60
elected to participate, for a 31.6 percent parditgn rate. The mean years of teacher experience
ranged from 5.1 to 13.9 years. Fifty six percdrthe teachers had at least a Master’s Degree
and 100% of the teachers were considered to béytygilalified under the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act (Office of the Superintenae Public Instruction, 2013).
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Table 1

Teacher Demographic Data for Participating High Sols

High SchoolA High SchooB
Classroom Teachers 61 120
Mean Years of
Experience 13.9 8.3
Bachelor's Degree 34.4% 60.3%
Master’s Degree 62.4% 38.9%
Doctorate Degree 3.2% 0.8%
Teach Core Academic
Classes 42 70
Meet ESEA Highly
Qualified Definition 100.0% 100.0%

The extreme groupings technique to separate thepandent variables was used with 20
teachers considered to be using the highest Ié&\@Bbpractices comprising one group and 20
teachers considered to be practicing SBI at thesb\evel comprising the other group. This
number of participants is consistent with the sangate needed to satisfy a power level equal to
0.80 @=0.80) and is discussed in further details in th@dnalysis section below.

The students of the aforementioned teachers todkmpthis study by completing an
assessment designed to confirm the level of SBithear teacher utilizes in the classroom.
Parental consent as well as student assent tgptaken the assessment was obtained before data
was used. Students were made up between 51.9%%5%ale and 45.3 to 48.1% female. The

black student population ranged from 0.7 to 1.9%iJemhe Hispanic population ranged from
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16.8 to 17.6%. White students made up 61.7 to%2f7the population from school to school.
Asian students accounted for 3.2 to 5.5% of thaufadjmn and Native American students ranged
from 2.8 to 3.8% of students. Free and reducechitnumbers varied from 35.8 to 39.3% of
students. Nine to 13.5% of students were catego@s special education.

Table 2

Student Demographic Data for Participating High Sols

High SchoolA High SchooB
Enrollment 1,152 1,451
Male 51.9% 54.7%
Female 48.1% 45.3%
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.2% 5.5%
Black 0.7% 1.9%
Hispanic 17.6% 16.8%
White 63.7% 61.7%
Free/Reduced Lunch 35.8% 39.3%
Special Education 13.5% 9.4%
ELL 13.5% 2.7%

Setting
The instrument results from high school teachedsthair students of a public school
district 35 miles North of Seattle, Washington wesed in this study. The district contains high

schools that are accredited by the Office of theeBintendent of Public Instruction of the state
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of Washington. The high schools ranged in sizenfepproximately 1,150 to 1,450 students.
Typical high school classes in this region congpproximately 25 to 35 students each.

I nstrumentation
The Teacher Assessment Form

Participants will complete thBeacher Assessment Forra-self-report survey to help
determine the level of SBI practices being utilibgdeach teacher in their classroom
(Thompson, 2009). Theeacher Assessment Fowas adapted by Thompson (2009) from
items developed using information from the NCTM NfITA standards and the TIMSS survey
which was thoroughly field tested to ensure religband validity of the data. This assessment
was taken online by participating teachers thraihgtSurveygizmaevebsite. Participants
completing the instrument rated on a Likert scedenfone to ten on whether they “strongly
agree” or “strongly disagree,” are “very unfavoeddr “very favorable” toward a statement,
spend “no Time” or “all of the time” for which tretatement describes, or are “not at all
prepared” or “very prepared” for that which thetstaent describesr he teachers were ranked
according to their scores on the instrument to delermine the highest level of SBI teachers
and the lowest level SBI teachers.

This instrument is divided into four subscales heath its own internal consistency
reliability coefficient. The first subscalmstructional considerationdas a reliability level of
0.87. The second subscagbegparation considerationdas a reliability level of 0.95. Thine
considerationsubscale has a reliability level of 0.98ssessment Consideratiasghe fourth
subscale and has a reliability level of 0.91. ®herall reliability coefficient for the entire
assessment, based on internal consistency, i{D@8npson, 2009). This level of reliability

falls well above that which is recommended by @akl. (2007) to be adequate for research.
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The CReaTE Evaluation Rubric Matrix

To help determine the level of SBI practices beitiized by each participating teacher
in the classroom, theReaTE Evaluation Rubric Matriaxwell, Stobaugh, & Tassell, 2014)
was employed. The developers of the CREaTe evalusirm prepared the rubric into a matrix
that is divided into four components: (a) Cognittvemplexity, (b) Real World, (c) Engagement
and (d) Technology Integration. Each componesgefsarated into a lower cognitive complexity
category and a higher cognitive complexity categdfgch of these two categories is subdivided
into levels. The lower cognitive complexity hastlevels: knowing and practicing; while the
higher cognitive complexity has three levels: irigeging, integrating, and specializing; creating
five levels of cognitive complexity for each of tfmur components. The two levels for lower
cognitive complexity are scored with either a onénm and the higher cognitive complexity
levels are scored with a three, four, or five. lEeell of the matrix, aligned with the components
across the top and the lower and higher cognitorepiexity levels down the side, provides a
description which equates to the definitions of $Rivided by Thompson (2009), Green (2007)
and Bacon (1999). A copy of the CReaTE evaluatidmic can be seen in appendix B.

As classroom learning activities were evaluateey tivere scored according to the level
at which each activity was matched from each dethe CReaTE matrix in a Likert scoring
fashion. The score for each classroom learningigctrom each component was tabulated and
an overall score was created for each teacher éaxh evaluator. A high level of inter-rater
reliability between these three experts was paraitnasi raters scoring the same phenomenon
under the same conditions consistently are qusilgiyals of the measurement reproducibility of
this research (Gwet, 2012). The educational egpeete given the same instructions and each

made their respective evaluations independentbnefanother. The participating teachers were
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then ranked from high to low SBI level accordinghe score assigned from each of the three
evaluators. A Spearman rho was calculated betwaeh of the three experts’ rankings of the 67
teachers being evaluated for their classroom Iegractivities. After the evaluators’ initial
rankings were correlated, Spearman’s rho was fooihdé at a moderate level of correlation
(Dancey & Reidy, 2004) with=0.36 to 0.45 suggesting a limited agreement betlee
evaluators’ assessment of the participating teatisl level.

The evaluators were reinstructed on the use afidweix and clarifying questions with
regard to some general examples on how to scot@mceéypes of classroom learning activities
were discussed between each evaluator and theehkeeaThree weeks after the first
evaluations, a second evaluation of the classr@amming activities of the participating teachers
were completed with newly assigned rankings. WherSpearman’s Rank Correlation
Coefficient was calculated for the second evaluatibe relationship between each of the
evaluators’ rankings was found to be very strontpw#0.81 to 0.88 (Dancey & Reidy, 2004).

A correlation level no less than 0.80 is suggestdake sufficient for research by Gall et al.
(2007). The rankings of the participating teactiers high to low level of SBI of the three
evaluators were then placed in rank order basdteintotal score to create an overall list of
teachers’ level of SBI according to classroom leaymctivities. A table with each evaluating
experts’ ranking of teachers is found in Appendix B

The Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessment

An assessment to confirm the level of SBI that @aelher utilizes in the classroom was
completed by students and is an instrument madad 4p items (See Appendix C). Students of
those teachers participating in the research cdeiblbe assessment at home after their parent

or guardian had the opportunity to review the mstent and sign for consent to have their
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student participate in the study. The studentgmed the consent form and the completed
instrument to the schools’ office. The assesswastcollected by an office secretary who
assured that there were no identifying marks madine answer sheet that allowed for the
researcher to determine which student had providednswers to the instrument. It was
estimated that the assessment would take betweand®@5 minutes to complete.

A Spearman Correlation Coefficient statistic assgslse relationship between two sets of
ranked scores (Chen & Popovich, 2002). The sdooes theStudent Confirmation of SBI
Practices Assessmentere ranked and Spearman’s rho was used to detherrelationship
between the level of SBI that teachers self-reploated that which had been experienced by their
students with respect to: (a) teachers and stu#teoising the standards and how they align to
assignments, (b) students knowing how to reactdatarand/or the use of scoring rubrics, (c)
the teacher providing differentiated instructior amerdisciplinary activities, (d) students being
given flexible use of their time and students bemgaught and redoing assignments, and (e)
students working cooperatively in groups. Alonghvwiorking cooperatively in groups, there
are seven other items on the instrument that carsée to measure affective traits of students
which are categorized as student self-esteem apadmsibility.

The student confirmation for classroom level of 8B4 42 item assessment for which
participants are given the opportunity to respoiiti & code indicating that they “strongly
disagree,” “disagree,” are “neutral,” “agree,” atrongly agree” with each statement on the
instrument. The items are grouped by categoryrdaug to SBI characteristics. Table 3
summarizes the categories and provides the itenbarswsed to assess each corresponding

category.
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Table 3

Instrument Items Assessing Categories of SBI

Cateqgory Iltem #s

Teachers/Students know the standards and how ligeyta assignments 1, 2, 11, 22, 23

Students know how to reach standard/Use of scoubics 3,5,8,12, 37

Differentiated instruction and Interdisciplinarytidies provided 4,6,7,13, 15, 19,
28, 34, 39

Students have flexible use of time 14, 18, 30

Students relearn/redo assignments 17, 21, 27, 40

Students work cooperatively in groups 10, 29 ,41

Teachers care for students/Students have higlestdém and take 9, 16, 20, 24, 25,26,

responsibility 27,31, 32,42

Each response to the instrument items is assigwatua that was analyzed in order to
determine a score for each aspect of SBI in a ti&eale fashion. Instrument validity was
determined by Bacon (1999) through expert contealysis of each item. Bacon also conducted
a pilot study on the instrument to ensure critergated validity via concurrent performance
means. Instrument reliability was establishedublothe use of a panel of experts to determine
inter-rater reliability and Cronbach’s alpha to @@ the internal consistency. The total
reliability scale of all 42 items on the studergtmmment has an alpha coefficient of 0.90 (Bacon,
1999). This coefficient value is above that whiglsuggested by Gall et al. (2007) to be
desirable for research. Bacon (1999) also maddl éoc research that would include a means to

affirm teachers’ use of SBI practices in the clasar which is what this study entails as part of a
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triangulation effort to establish actual teachésel at which they use SBI practices in their
classrooms.
The Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the Affective Domain

TheTeacher Attitudinal Assessment Toward the Affe@mmain(Bicak, 2003), found
in Appendix D, was completed by the 20 teachers uthize the highest level of SBI practices
and the 20 teachers who utilize the lowest lev&@BF practices. As such, this instrument was
evaluated after the other instruments had confirthede extreme levels.

The attitude of teachers towards the affective dophbe importance placed on affective
objectives, and classroom applications of the &ffecomain are the dependent variables in this
study that were measured through the use of a&7iitstrument that has been tested for validity
and reliability by its author. The total test adlility coefficient was found to be 0.90, which
involved an inter-rater type of reliability measuwvhile the internal consistency between the
items on the overall instrument was calculatede@toa high level of 0.98. Validity was
established through (a) expert content analysi®peed by three professors from the University
of Arizona—two of the professors specialized irtitgsand measurement, and the other in
teacher education; and (b) convergence of methb@sain the instrument was concurrently
validated by the relationship between the instrunaed individual coded interviews of the
participants. A correlation analysis showed a mpeafect relationship (i.et,= 0.98) between
the response scales on the instrument and thahwias obtained by the interview questions
(Bicak, 2003).

The categories of the analysis were determinedigtrohe first portion of the instrument
which is comprised of 11 questions to determiné&gamund information about the participant.

This includes questions about subject taught, giexd, class size, college attended, and level

73



obtained, years of teaching experience, gender,aamgka self-assessment question on
experience of the application of the affective doma

The second part of the instrument is made up afugstions designed to determine the
teachers’ awareness level of the affective donthair attitudes about the affective domain,
planning and application of affective goals in tHessons, and their beliefs on the importance of
the affective domain. Participants are given thgom of choosing between “Always,” “Very
Often,” “Often,” “Sometimes,” or “Never,” as a regpse to each item of the instrument in part
two. Each of these responses was assigned athalias analyzed in order to determine a
score for each aspect of the affective domainlikart-Scale fashion.

The third part of the instrument is made up of 2@gtions that provide the same options
for participants to answer each item as those nptiound in part two of the instrument.
Responses to this part of the instrument will baly@ed using Likert-Scale scoring identical to
that which will be used in part two. The itemsrdun part three of the instrument is specific to
teachers’ application of the affective domain ieithleaching practices.

Procedures

Upon receiving IRB approval, research necessattyisostudy commenced. Permission
from the school district to use their employees stadents for this research was ascertained.
The principals of the schools were made aware®ge#act nature of the research, but asked not
to divulge this information to the teachers. Afteceiving permission from the school district,
an email, like that which is found in appendix EBsmsent to each of the 1Batential participant
teachers. The email explained the opportunity drey their students had to participate in
educational research by volunteering the learnatiyiies used in their classrooms over a five

day period. The explanation in the email alsofreatithe teacher that their students would be
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requested to complete a 10-15 minute questionaanldor the teacher to participate in two
online surveys as well, taking approximately 15 ut@3s each. The email explained that all
participants, teachers and students, would remrnyanous. The exact nature of the
evaluations for the classroom learning activitieswot disclosed so that teacher participants
would be less likely to alter the content of th@dassroom learning activities. A general
description of the evaluations of the classroommiieg activities was included, which suggested
that the purpose of the evaluation was to deterstimgent response to instruction. Teachers
were also notified in the email of their entrane®ia drawing for a $100 gift certificate to a
local teaching supply store if they chose to pgrdite. An affirmative response to the email
constituted the participant’s consent.

After a two week period, in which seven teachelsmeered to participate in the study,
a follow-up email was sent to each teacher remmdimd asking them to participate in the
research if they had not already chosen to dorsis was met with five more teachers
volunteering to participate, providing a 6.6% rasg®rate. The researcher then received
permission from the principals of each high schoalisit their respective school campuses to
recruit teacher volunteers in person during thieinping periods. Before the day of the visit by
the researcher, the principals emailed the prosgetdachers notifying them of an impending
visit during their planning periods. This efforbped more productive in recruiting volunteers
as an additional 63 teachers agreed to participatee study resulting in an overall response rate
of 41.4%.

The principals assisted in finding a conveniengtiior the researcher to collect the
participating teachers’ classroom activities andistributeThe Student Confirmation of SBI

Practices Assessmetat students. The schools’ main office secretgresided a place and a
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person fofThe Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessstodre returned by students after
completing the questions so as to not provide &achith access to student responses and to
maintain anonymity. The schools’ principals algoed not to access student responses. The
assessments were collected from the school offiftes a two week period for analysis.

Students did not receive monetary compensatioth®r participation in the study.
Teachers who participated in the study did notivecenonetary compensation, but each teacher
participant was entered into a drawing for a $1ifi0cgrtificate to a local teachers’ supply store.
Classroom L earning Activities

Participating teachers submitted the classroonmilegractivities conducted in their
classroom with their students for five consecutlags in the form of lesson plans or by
providing a list with a description of each leagnectivity conducted. Participating teachers did
not know the exact criteria of how the classrooareg activities would be evaluated, but were
told that a general assessment was being madgandsto how students respond to instructions
and directions.

The classroom learning activities were then evalliély experts in the education field.
The participating teachers’ names remained anongrtmthe expert evaluators. Two of these
experts hold doctorate degrees and the other a&rnsdegree in education. Combined, these
three experts have over 90 years of experiencecarglary education, including teaching and
administrative work. The evaluation of classro@arhing activities set an initial level of SBI
that each teacher utilizes in relation to the offaticipating teachers and in accordance to
Thompson (2009), Green (2007), and Bacon (1999).

The inter-rater reliability of the educational ekgenvas monitored. This inter-rater

reliability was set at a minimum coefficient scoifed.80 or above as suggested by Gall et al.
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(2007). In addition to the initial training, evators were assessed on their inter-rater religbilit
coefficient once evaluations had been returnectlp prevent the evaluators from making large
discrepancies between one another. This practseused to help maintain internal validity.
Additional training was administered as neededhguee a strong level of inter-rater reliability.
Once all teacher participants’ classroom learnicteyies had been evaluated, their level of SBI
in relation to the other participants was determine

Heafner, Petty, and Hartshorne (2011) evaluatetkstiteachers with four observations
each over a six month period of time. Thompsol®@@valuated the teachers in her study with
a mean of less than one class period of obsengpienteacher, but suggested that additional
observations may produce a more valid confirmatiBepeatedly sending an observer into a
classroom can be a distraction to students. Tanmee this potential, and taking the other
research into consideration, this study attempiesl/aluate each teacher’s classroom learning
activities over a five day period to establish tieundational level of SBI practices. While
classroom observations provide an exact portray@ddeoinstruction taking place, only an
extremely narrow sample of the overall teaching leadhing practices are being assessed.
Lesson plans, even if only in the form of classrdearning activities with brief descriptions,
offer a more general and broad view of the oveealthing and learning practices being
provided in the classroom and produce a more atecokeerall analysis of the level of SBI
practices (Ferrell, 1992).
Student Per ceptions of SBI

After the completion of the classroom learning\atés evaluations, teachers were
ranked into high and low levels of SBI. The studeof the teachers participating in the study

continued the research. Students receiVed Student Confirmation of SBI Practices
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Assessmerand were asked to take the assessment home énmtalpermission, to complete the
guestions per the provided instructions, and tornethe assessment to the school office.
Specific instructions were given to students naetarn the assessment to their respective
teachers and teachers were asked not to accepsaagsment and to remind students to return
the assessment to the office. The assessmeniroethtaletter to parents and students explaining
the study, as found in Appendix F. Assessmentgetlm without a parent’s and student’s
signature offering consent and assent to partieipatre destroyed.

Besides an explanation of the study, the lett@at@nts and students provided assurance
that the students would not be harmed while ppaitong, the student’s identity would remain
anonymous, and the student would not be penal@eddt participating. Students and parents
signed the letter offering consent to participatd students then completed the assessment and
returned it to the school office. The school seasepersonally assured that no identifying
marks had been written on the assessment answalr she

The classroom teacher then complelee Teacher Assessment Form of &@Bine. This
allowed for the teacher to complé&tbe Teacher Assessment Form of @@iout the teacher
knowing ahead of time the specific details of thalg and allowed for a more authentic
assessment. The estimated time to comfle&eTeacher Assessment Form for B8$
approximately 15-20 minutes.

The CREaTe Evaluation Rubric Matriritially identified the 20 highest and lowest é&v
teachers of SBI. Once those teachers were cordiby@he Student Confirmation of SBI
Practices AssessmenandThe Teacher Assessment Form of, 8 data were triangulated to

establish the level of SBI for each teacher. TREaTe Evaluation Rubric Matroorrelated
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with the results oThe Student Confirmation of SBI Practices AssessameiThe Teacher
Assessment Form of SBE explained in the findings and discussions optdra 4 and 5.
Affective Assessment

The final step in gathering data for this reseavel for the participating teachers to take
part inThe Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the #\feeDomaininstrument. This
assessment determined the difference in attitubiesaohers towards the affective domain, the
application of the affective domain, and the lesfaimportance teachers place upon affective
goals between teachers who are at a high leveBbt&mpared to those who are at a low level
of SBI. An email was sent to each of these teactezgjuesting that they take part in this one last
portion of the research. If any teachers were mspondent, a second email was sent to help
remind the teacher to complete the assessmetdeadhers remained un-respondent and did not
complete the research study, the next lowest drdsiglevel teacher of SBI was used in place of
the teacher who had dropped out. After all ofittstruments were complete, the data analysis
took place. It was estimated tHdte Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the t\féec
Domaininstrument would take approximately 15 minutesdmplete and was taken online.

Data Analysis

Analysis of the data was conducted for each ofésearch questions and hypotheses.
The first two null hypotheses are as follows:

1. Teachers who use high levels of standards-has#&dction practices do not

apply the affective domain more than those teackbsuse low levels of

standards-based instruction practices.
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2. The mean attitudes towards the affective dorahteachers who use high
levels of standards-based instruction practicemardigher than those
teachers who use low levels of standards-basediatistn practices.
These hypotheses were analyzed using a two-taitlgpendent samptdest for the dependent
variable. This test is appropriate for these higpsés because the independent variables are
dichotomous or categorical with participants beasgigned to either a high or low level of SBI
practices. The outcome variables, the applicatfdhe affective domain, and the attitude of
those teachers towards the affective domain, d&eevial variables. Data were prescreened for
violations of assumptions of normality and homoggnef variance. Using a Levene’s test, the
data were found to be normally distributed andvigances between the groups are the same
(see Tables 7 and 9). If the assumptions for pamatrtesting had not been met, then the Mann-
WhitneyU Test, which can be utilized as a nonparametricssitatn place of the-test, would
have been used (Howell, 2011).
The third and fourth null hypotheses are as foltows
3. The application of the affective domain by teashwho use high levels of
standards-based instruction practices does nardif grade level.
4. An increased number of years in teaching wighhevels of standards-based
instruction practices do not increase the impoeaeachers place upon
affective objectives.
A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was utilizeslanalyze the data for these
hypotheses. An ANOVA was appropriate for theseolilypses because there exists more than
one independent variable: high and low-levels of |@Bctices; with four sub-factors for each

hypothesis: grade levels 9, 10, 11, and 12. An XK@ versatility allows for testing the
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statistical significance of group differences onletactor (lversen & Norpoth, 1987). Bicak
(2003) used a one-way ANOVA to compare grade lewahber of years teaching, and the
application of the affective domain between thrigeint categorical subjects taught. If any
mean differences are statistically significant,ukdy’s Honestly Significant Difference Test will
be conducted. In the event that the data do net the parameters for an ANOVA, the Kruskal-
Wallis Test will be performed, which is an appregpei nonparametric replacement for the
ANOVA.
The fifth null hypothesis is as follows:
5. There is not a statistically significant relasbip between the perceptions of
students on the level of standards-based instrugtiactices in high school
classrooms to the level of standards-based ingtruptactices as self-reported
by their teachers.
Data from all 60 participants in the study wereduseconduct the analyses necessary for
Hypothesis 5, as opposed to the 20 highest andv@ést level teachers of SBI. The data
collected for these variables were placed in raleio The correlation between the perceptions
of students on the level of standards-based insbrupractices in high school classrooms to the
level of standards-based instruction practicesHgsaported by their teachers was determined
through the use of a two-tailed Spearman’s RankeTatron Coefficient. This statistic was
appropriate for this research question becaussédsses the degree of relationship between two
sets of ranked scores that are derived by rankingydinal variable. The null hypothesis could
be rejected if the two ranks are found to haveyaiicant dependent relationship.
A power analysis takes into consideration fourafales: (a) the probability of a Type |

error @), or level of significance; (b) the differenceween the null hypothesis and an
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alternative hypothesis, or effect size){ (c) the size of the sample)( and (d) the test to be
utilized and if it will be a one-tailed or two-tad test (Howell, 2011). An acceptable level of
significance for for this research was 0.05 and is the level atlwhost research is conducted
(Gall et al., 2007). Because this study compadnediifferences between high levels of SBI
practices with low levels of SBI practices with aegs to the affective domain, the effect size for
this study was estimatedpriori to be at a high level withl = 0.80 based on Jacob Cohen’s
conventions (Howell, 2011). This study utilizediadependent sample, two-tailetest.

Taking these variables into consideration, thenogkinumber of participants in this study for a
two-tailed samplé-test with a power equal to 0.80 and a large eBeet equal to 0.80 was 40.

A power level equal to 0.80 suggests that the mypothesis will be rejected correctly 80 percent
of the time this study is conducted. This numldegyasticipants also satisfied the conditions for
conducting an ANOVA as well.

The number of student participants takiftge Student Confirmation for Classroom Level
of SBI Assessmewias determined by the classroom size of the tegErécipants. This was
estimated to be between 25 and 30 students forteacher. As such, the number of participants
could have been up to 1500 students. Howeverstanticipated that a much smaller number of
returned surveys from each teacher’s class woulgtoened by the students. Nonetheless, even
only a few surveys coming from each class provaedmber that would fall well within the
number of participants needed to establish a hayhep level. A smaller number of returned
surveys also created a lower number of instrumesnilts to be processed. This enabled the
researcher to tabulate the answers for each itehemter the results onto a computer for

analysis. Computer analyses returned a mean, meadize and standard deviation.
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Conclusion

This chapter described the participants in theystintluding teachers and students, as
well as the setting that the study utilized. TWwas followed by a look at the instrumentation that
was employed. The details necessary to condudttity were outlined, the research design
was explained, and data analysis procedures watified. These methods enabled the research
portion of this study to take place, which is tlexinstep in answering the question: Do high
school teachers who use standards-based instrymrtatices at a high level address affective
domain objectives less than those who utilize steadgtbased instruction practices at a low

level? The findings of the research will be disagsin the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

The general purpose of this causal-comparativeystuth address the question of
whether teachers who use a high level of Standdaded Instruction practices neglect the
application of the affective domain in their classns. The study compares the attitudes
towards, the importance placed on, and the classaqplications of the affective domain of
teachers who utilize a high level of SBI practigetheir classrooms with teachers who utilize a
low level of SBI practices in their classrooms.eTdata of this research are presented and
analyzed in the following pages. The chapter k&egiith an overview of the triangulation of
data, commencing with the expert inter-rater raglkigreements, to determine the level of SBI
of each patrticipating teacher in relation to eattten This is followed by the prescreening of
data to ensure alignment with the assumptionstédistical analyses. Results for research
hypotheses one through five are addressed by e#tening or rejecting the corresponding null
hypotheses.

Teacher Level of Standards-Based | nstruction

The CReaTE Teacher Evaluation Tool

The participating teachers’ classroom learningvétcts were evaluated with the CReaTE
evaluation tool using a scale from one to five, basg low and five being considered a high
level of SBI in four main categories: (a) Cognit@emplexity of the activity; (b) Real World
application of the learning content; (c) Technoldgiegration; and (d) Engagement with other
students and/or collaboration with the teacherutside experts. The scores for each category
were added together to create an overall total feanh evaluating expert. The total scores were

then used to rank each teacher from high leveBift& low level.
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The participating teachers in this study were rdrkecording to their level of SBI as
evaluated by three experts in the field of educatidable four summarizes the values of central
tendency and standard deviation for each of theetbkperts’ rankings.

Table 4

Measures of Central Tendency and Standard Devidtamm the Rankings of Participating
Teachers by Educational Experts.

Mean Median Mode Standard Deviation
Expert #1 34 355 11.5 19.3
Expert #2 34 35 27 19.5
Expert #3 34 335 20.5 19.2

Since the study called for the teachers to be dnk&pearman’s rho was calculated
between each evaluating expert’s rankings of tmeggaating teachers to determine the inter-
rater reliability of the CReaTE instrument as agli in this study. As identified by the line of
fit, each scatterplot suggests a definite positimgelation. This was confirmed by conducting
the Spearman’s Rank Correlation. The relationbbigveen evaluating expert #1 and evaluating
expert #2 was found to be a very strong, positoreetation ofr = 0.82 (see figure 1 below).

The relationship between evaluating expert #2 aatbating expert #3 was found to be the
strongest, positive correlation ot 0.89 (see Figure 2 below). The relationshipveen
evaluating expert #3 and evaluating expert #1 wasfaund to be a very strong, positive
correlation as well witlh = 0.86 (see Figure 3 below). All of these valtadsabove the 0.8
minimum level for reliability acceptable for reselar(Gall et al., 2007). In analyzing the results

between the three experts, the following scattésplere examined:
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Figure 1.Scatterplot analysis of rankings of teachers frogh to low level of SBI between
expert #1 and expert #2 using the CReaTE evaluatiomnc.r = 0.81,N = 66.
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Figure 2.Scatterplot analysis of rankings of teachers frogh to low level of SBI between
expert #2 and expert #3 using the CReaTE evaluatiomnc.r = 0.88,N = 66.
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Figure 3.Scatterplot analysis of rankings of teachers frogh o low level of SBI between
expert #3 and expert #1 using the CReaTE evaluatiomnc.r = 0.85,N = 66.

The Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessment

The students of the participating teachers weza Hsked to complefehe Student
Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessmdsdch item of the assessment was answered with a
five point Likert scale wherein “Always” = 4 point€ften” = 3 points, “Sometimes” = 2 points,
“Seldom” = 1 point, and “Never” = 0 points. Nonktbe item stems were negative making a
higher score represent a higher level of SBI fat teacher. Since not every student answered
every item on the assessment, scores from eacksasset were averaged so that instruments
with items left unanswered would not have a negatiffect on the overall results for whom the
assessment had been completed.

The total number dbtudent Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessiieents returned
was 409. The average number of students respotalihg assessment and returning results
with parent permission to the school office wasragpnately six per teacher. With the average

class size of 27 students per teacher the retterofdhe Student Confirmation of SBI Practices
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Assessmetiell at 22 percent. Those teachers from whom ndesits returned an assessment
were left out of the rankings for onljhe Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessmen
Each student completinthe Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assesswes
given the option to skip questions on the instruintieat they did not want to answer on their
own accord. As such, not all students answered/epeestion on the instrument. Ergo, the
scores on the instrument from each student wasgedrto take into account those questions not
answered on the instrument which would result iomaer overall score from students not
answering every question as compared to studerdasiwhanswer every question. Descriptive
statistics are found in Appendix C. Teachers wvtieea ranked for SBI based on their mean
scores fromThe Student Confirmation of SBI Practi@sscompleted by their students.
The Teacher Assessment Form
After The Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assesswmanme collected, the
participating teachers were administefdw Teacher Assessment Famself-evaluate their
SBI practices. Sixty-six teachers completed tls¢riiment out of the original 72 teachers who
began the study for a return rate of 91.7 perc@rhigher score on the instrument represented a
higher level of SBI practices for that teacheenis on the instrument were scored with a ten
point Likert scale. Teachers were placed into ramer from high to low depending on their
overall score on the instrument. The 20 loweskedrteachers were placed in the low level SBI

group and the 20 highest ranked teachers werecladge high level SBI group.
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Correlating the Teacher Ranks of SBI

Upon ranking the teachers based on the CReaTERi&@h, The Student Confirmation of
SBI Practices AssessmeamdThe Teacher Assessment Fothe relationship betweérhe
Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessmaedthe CReaTE Evaluation result was
calculated using Spearman’s rho. The scatterplowve in Figure 4 below suggests that a strong
relationship exists between the CReaTE Evaluatiwhlae Student Confirmation of SBI
Practices Assessmem Spearman rank correlation between the studenteawher instruments
resulted in a coefficient af= 0.72. The critical value of Spearman’s rho f@aaple size of 58

isr =0.26 p = 0.05) which suggests a strong relationship exists
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Figure 4.Scatterplot correlation analysis betwédre Student Confirmation of SBI Practices
Assessmerand theCREaTe Evaluatiarr = 0.72

The Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assesswenalso related tdhe Teacher

Assessment Forosing Spearman’s rho. The following scatterplogufe 5 below, reveals
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another strong relationship between these twoungnts. The results of the Spearman’s Rank

Correlation will be disclosed when the fifth hypesis is discussed.
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Figure 5.Scatterplot correlation analysis betwé&dre Teacher Assessment F@anuThe
Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessment..

A third analysis of association was calculated g$8pearman’s rho between the CReaTE
Evaluation and’he Teacher Assessment Foriihe results of the Spearman’s Rank Correlation
reveal that = 0.85, as seen in the Figure 6 scatterplot bedowfirming that this is a strong
relationship when compared to the 0.24 criticalé@®p@an’s rho value with a sample size of 67 (
= 0.05) and provides a foundation whereon the guaéation of data from all three sources

support the rankings of participating teachersmmards to SBI.
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The Teacher Assessment Fofeacher
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Figure 6 Scatterplot correlation analysis between@irEaTe EvaluatioandThe Teacher

Assessment Form=0.85

The rankings of the participating teachers fronséharee instrument sources were

averaged to form an overall ranking of high to I8®1. The highest 20 and lowest 20 ranked

teachers were used to complete the final assessarehts researchifhe Teacher Attitude

toward the Affective Domain Inventory.

The Teacher Attitude toward the Affective Domain Inventory

Table 5provides summary data ®he Teacher Attitude toward the Affective Domain

Inventoryfor parts I, Il and Il of the instrument.
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Table 5

Summary Data: Parts I, Il and Il of The Teachetititle toward the Affective Domain

Inventory
Subscales
Part | Part Il Part Il

Experience/Practice  Awareness/AttitudédBe  Application
ltem ID 9-18 20-56 57-70
Number of Items 10 37 14
Mean 9.25 126.6 34.32
Median 10 126.5 33
Mode 11 136 27
Standard Deviation 1.62 9.43 10.33
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.72 0.90 71
Note: N= 60.

Data collected in this study was prescreened bswveehe’s test using SPSS to determine
if it violated parametric assumptions for condugtat-test and ANOVA. The assumptions
required for a-test and ANOVA are: (a)he data are continuous; (b) the data follow thenad
probability distribution; (c) the variances of tlveo populations are equal; (d) the two samples
are independent; and (e) both samples are simpina samples from their respective
populations (Pallant, 2010). The Levene’s testmheined that the variances of the high and low
level SBI groups were equal for both thest (i.e.p = 0.30, no significant difference) and the

ANOVA (i.e., p = 0.49, no significant difference).
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A chi-square goodness-of-fit test indicated theas wo significant difference in the
proportion of high level SBI application assessnsmaires within one standard deviation of the
mean identified in the current sample (70%) as amegb with the value of 68.26% that is
obtained in a normal distributioX? (3, n=20) = .66,p < .88. In addition, a chi-square goodness-
of-fit test indicated there was no significant diince in the proportion of low level SBI
application assessment scores within one standaidtibn of the mean identified in the current
sample (65%) as compared with the value of 68.268%is obtained in a normal distributiof?,
(3,n=20) = .33p < .96. Therefore, a two-tailed independent sart:fgst necessary to assess
the hypothesis of Research Question 1 could beedasut if the sample variance was also found

to be within an acceptable range.
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Table 6

Data for Normal Distribution in High and Low leved$ SBI: Application

High Level SBI: Application

Low Level SBI: Apighation

Mean

Standard Error
Median

Mode

Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Range

Minimum
Maximum

Sum

Count

Confidence Level (95.0%)

43.8

2.15

42.5

36

9.62

92.59

35

29

64

876

20

4.50

44

2.51

44.5

53

11.24

126.32

39

26

65

880

20

5.26

Table 7below shows the statistical summary of a Leveressthat was conducted to

determine if the sample variance was found to likivan acceptable range. Wk 0.05, the

critical F score = 2.168) is greater than the obtained F scbre {.254) and the significant

level (p = 0.30) is greater thgm= 0.05 indicating that the variances are esseygjlal.
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Table 7

Levene’s Test: Two-Sample for Variances

Low Level SBI: Application High Level SBI: Agipation
of the Affective Domain of the Affectii@omain
Mean 44 43.8
Variance 126.32 92.59
Observations 20 20
df 19 19
Levene’s Test for 0.30

Equality of Variances

F 1.25
P(F<=f) one tall 0.25
F Critical one-tail 2.17

A chi-square goodness-of-fit test indicated theas wo significant difference in the
proportion of high level SBI attitude assessmentesg within one standard deviation of the
mean identified in the current sample (70%) as amegb with the value of 68.26% that is
obtained in a normal distributioX? (3, n=20) = 3.30p < .35. In addition, a chi-square
goodness-of-fit test indicated there was no sigaift difference in the proportion of low level
SBI. Attitude assessment scores were within caedstrd deviation of the mean identified in the
current sample (70%) as compared with the vallB8d6% that is obtained in a normal

distribution,X? (3, n=20) = .95p < .81. Therefore, a two-tailed independent sarf@st
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necessary to assess the hypothesis of Researchduzsould be carried out if the sample
variance was also found to be within an acceptatrige.
Table 8

Data for Normal Distribution in High and Low levet$ SBI: Attitude

High Level SBI: Attitude Low Level SBI: Attituel
Mean 130.15 120.2
Standard Error 3.33 013.
Median 134.0 120.5
Mode 134 119
Standard Deviation 14.90 453
Sample Variance 222.03 180.91
Range 54 56
Minimum 101 85
Maximum 155 141
Sum 2,603 2404
Count 20 20
Confidence Level (95.0%) 6.97 6.30

Table 9shows the statistical summary of a Levene’s tesdtwas conducted to determine
if the sample variance was found to be within ateptable range. With< 0.05 the critical F

score F = 2.17) is greater than the F scdfe=(0.50) and the significant leved € 0.49) is

96



greater tham = 0.05 indicating that the variances are essentual and a two-tailed
independent samptetest was carried out.
Table 9

Levene’s Test: Two-Sample for Variances

Low Level SBI: Attitude High Level SBI: Attitle
of the Affective Domain of the Affective Donmai
Mean 130.15 120.2
Variance 228.03 180.91
Observations 20 20
df 19 19
Levene’s Test for 0.49

Equality of Variances

F 0.50

P(F<=f) one tall 0.33

F Critical one-tail 2.17
Hypothesis 1

Research Question 1 Bo high school teachers who utilize a high levettahdards-
based instruction practices apply the affective dionin their lessons less than those teachers
who utilize a low level of standards-based instiarc?

The null hypothesis associated with Research Qarestis:There is no statistically
significant difference in the amount of applicatmiithe affective domain between high school

teachers who utilize a high level of standards-dasstruction practices compared to those
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teachers who utilize a low level of standards-bassttuction practicess shown byrhe
Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the Affe@imain instrumenthat has been tested for
validity and reliability.

Table 10below gives an overview of the summary statistics.

Table 10

Two-sample t-Test: Application of the Affective @om

Group n M SD t p

Teachers
with High 20 43.8 8.65
SBI Level
-0.06 0.95
Teachers
with Low 20 44 10.38
SBI Level

Concerning the application of the Affective domaa classrooms, the 20 highest ranking
SBI teachers had only slightly lower scores onTthacher Attitudinal Assessment Toward the
Affective DomairfM = 43.8,SD = 9.62) than the 20 participants categorized wsrémking SBI
teachersNl = 44,SD= 11.24). As aresult, the mean difference wasigmificant,t(37) =
-0.06, p < 0.47. The obtained alpha-level didmett or exceed the criterionpk 0.05;
therefore, the null hypothesis for Research Quedtiwas retained.

Hypothesis 2

Research Question 2 M/hat are the attitudes towards the affective donshimgh

school teachers who utilize a high level of staddanased instruction practices compared to

those teachers who utilize a low level of standdralsed instruction practices?
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The null of hypothesis concomitant with Researcie€dion 2 stateS:here is no
statistically significant difference in the attitesitowards the affective domain of high school
teachers who utilize a high level of standards-dasstruction practices compared to those
teachers who utilize a low level of standards-bassttuction practices as indicated by The
Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the Affe®immain instrument that has been tested for
validity and reliability. The total score from part Il dihe Teacher Attitude toward the Affective
Domain Inventoryaddresses the attitude of teachers toward the #t\féedomain and were all
scored positively to provide a sum total on théwate subscale.

Table 11below provides a summary of the statistics.

Table 11

Two-sample t-Test: Attitude Towards the Affectieengin

Teachers with High SBI Level Teacherthviiow SBI Level

Mean 130.15 120.2
Variance 222.03 180.91
Standard Deviation 14.90 13.45
Observations 20 20

df 38

t Stat 2.22

P(T<t) two-tail 0.03

t Critical two-tail 2.02
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In regards to the attitude towards the affectivendm by teachers, high ranked SBI
teachers had higher scores onAltigudinal Assessment Toward the Affective Donidir
130.15,SD = 14.90) than the teachers categorized as lowedhB8iBI teacherd = 120.2,SD=
180.91). As such, the mean difference was sigmti¢(38) = 2.22p = 0.03. The obtained
alpha of .03 exceeded the criterion cut-ofpef0.05. The magnitude of the differences between
sample means was = 9.95, 98 0.863 to 19.037. The effect size for the resniltResearch
Question 2 is moderately large= 0.70 (Cohen, 1988). As a result of these aralythe null
hypothesis for Research Question 2 was rejected.

Hypothesis 3

Research Question 3 stat&hat are the affective domain applications of déifé
grade levels of high school teachers who utilizegh level of SBI practices compared to those
teachers who utilize a low level of SBI practicesralicated by The Teacher Attitudinal
Assessment toward the Affective Domain instrunentiias been tested for validity and

reliability?
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics for Two-Way ANOVA

N SD Mean
High Level SBI 20 9.62 43.8
Low Level SBI 20 11.24 44 .4
Grade 9 10 13.45 45.7
Grade 10 14 8.71 41.6
Grade 11 7 10.98 42.9
Grade 12 9 9.11 46.2

Concerning the affective domain applications ofedént grade levels, teachers had very
similar scores on th€eacher Attitudinal Assessment Toward the Affe@wmainbetween
grades 9-12, with grade ®1(= 55.7) being the highest score and gradeM 2 36.0) returning
the lowest score. High SBI: grade M € 42.3) and Low SBI: grade 1M(= 43.3) were the

closest scores within grade levels.
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Figure 7 below provides a representation of thelle¥application of the affective
domain by grade level and the interaction betwegh versus low level SBI. Notice that in
grades 9 and 10, the application of the affectmealn is higher in classrooms with a lower
level of SBI. In grade 11, the application of tigective domain is nearly the same for both
high and low levels of SBI, while in grade 12 thpplcation of the Affective domain is higher in

classrooms with a higher level of SBI.
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Figure 7.Level of application of the Affective domain betwegrade levels 9, 10, 11 and 12
comparing high versus low level of Standards Bdssttuction.

Table 13 shows the results of the two-way betweaemygs analysis of variance to
explore the impact of teachers’ level of SBI anddgrlevel on their application of the affective
domain. Participants were divided into four groapeording to the grade level they teach
(Grade levels 9-12). The interaction effect betwksachers’ level of SBI and grade level was
not statistically significant: (2, 32) = 2.23p = 0.10. The main effect for grade levél(2, 32)

=1.02,p=0.40, and level of SBF, (2, 32) = 0.18p = 0.68 did not reach statistical significance
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as was reflected in a Tukey Honestly Significarftddence test. Consequently, the null

hypothesis is retained@here is no statistically significant differencetine affective domain

applications for different grade levels betweerhhsghool teachers who utilize high levels of

standards-based instruction practices comparedhtsé¢ high school teachers who utilize low

levels of standards-based instruction practicestasvn by The Teacher Attitudinal Assessment

toward the Affective Domain instrument that hasnbested for validity and reliability.

Table 13

Two-Way Between Groups ANOVA

SS df MS F P-value Partial r 2
High/Low 18.22 1 18.22 0.18 0.68 0.01
SBI
Grade Level 310.87 3 103.62 021. 0.40 0.09
Interaction 680.85 3 226.95 2.23 0.10 0.17
Effect
Error 3262.05 32 101.94
Total 81248 40
Corrected 4159.60 39
Total

Hypothesis 4

Research Question 4 Do teachers’ years of experience with a high |®fetandards-

based instruction practices influence the levehgdortance teachers place upon affective goals

compared to the level of importance that teachésegupon affective goals of teachers that use

a low level of standards-based instruction pradite
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The null hypothesis associated with Research Qaredtis:There is no statistically
significant difference in the level of importaneadhers place upon Affective goals between
teachers that utilize high levels of standards-dasstruction practices and those teachers who
utilize low levels of standards-based instructioagtices in terms of their years of experience as
shown by The Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toth@rdffective Domain instrument that has
been tested for validity and reliability.

Descriptive statistics for Hypothesis 4 are preséim Table 14. According to Table 14,
high level SBI teachers with 21 to 25 years of eigmee show the highest meavt € 142.0)
and teachers with over 25 years of experiencedraWw level SBI group show the lowest mean
(M =109.5) in terms of the importance teachers plgpo: Affective goals.

Table 14

Descriptive Statistics for Two-Way ANOVA

N SD Mean
High Level SBI 20 14.9 130.2
Low Level SBI 20 13.5 120.2
1 to 5 years of experience 3 8.1 127.
6 to 10 years of experience 5 10.0 .26
11 to 15 years of experience 15 16.9 128.4
16 to 20 years of experience 6 11.0 123
21 to 25 years of experience 3 17.0 125.0
Over 25 years of experience 8 18.5 318.
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These data are also represented in Figure 8 belmwventhe level of importance teachers
place on Affective goals is categorized by teacharars of experience and the interaction

between high versus low level SBI.
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Figure 8.Level of importance teachers place on Affectivelgaad the teachers’ years of
experience in comparing high versus low level @n8ards Based Instruction.

A two-way ANOVA determined the statistical signditce of differences in terms of
years of experience revealing that there is nagrafgcant difference between high levels of SBI

versus low levels of SBI. Table 15 shows summgaiisdics for the fourth hypothesis.
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Table 15

Two-Way Between Groups ANOVA

SS df MS F P-value Partial r
High/Low 1144.69 1 1144.69 5.47 0.03 0.16
SBI
Years of 992.50 5 198.50 0.95 0.47 0.15
Experience
Interaction 730.24 5 146.05 0.70 30.6 0.11
Error 5860.06 28 209.29
Total 635397.00 40
Corrected 8645.78 39
Total

Since the main effect for high and low SBI lewel1, 28) = 5.47p = 0.03, demonstrates
statistical significance of Research Questiolvhat are the attitudes towards the affective
domain of high school teachers who utilize a higjrel of standards-based instruction practices
compared to those teachers who utilize a low lef/etandards-based instruction practiceite
rejection of hypothesis 2 is confirmed. Nonethgl@s addressing Research Question 4, after the
participants were divided into six groups accordimgheir years of teaching experience (Group
1: 1-5 years; Group 2: 6-10 years; Group 3: 11d&ry, Group 4: 16-20 years; Group 5: 21-25
years; Group 6: over 25 years), the interactioaatfbetween level of SBI and years of
experience was not statistically significaht(5, 28) = 0.70p = 0.63. The main effect for years

of teaching experience was also statistically imicant F (5, 28) = 0.95p = 0.47. Post-hoc
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comparisons using the Tukey honestly Significarftdbence test verified the results of the two-
way ANOVA and the null hypothesis for Research @uoes is retained.
Hypothesis5

The null hypothesis for Research Question Jleere is no statistically significant
relationship between the perceptions of studenthernevel of standards-based instruction
practices in high school classrooms to that whickelf-reported by their teachers as shown by
The Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessamehthe Teacher Assessment Form which
were tested for reliability and validityHypothesis 5 directly addresses the questiofiothere
a relationship between the level of standards-basstauction practices in high school

classrooms as perceived by students and the le&Blcas self-reported by their teachers?”
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Figure 9.Scatterplot correlation analysis betwdére Teacher Assessment FdRankings and
The Student Confirmation of SBI Practices Assessrarkings

A significant Spearman’s rho of= 0.71 was obtained between the level of standards-
based instruction practices in high school clagsas perceived by students and the level of

SBI as self-reported by their teache($6) =p < 0.01, two-tailed. The value of 0.71
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suggests that a strong relationship does existdegtwhe correlated variables (Gwet, 2012). The
null hypothesis for Research Question 5 is theeefefected.

Anr of 0.71 suggests a large effect size. The sopfateer-value (i.e., 0.71) is the
percentage of variance explained between the sptirted level of SBI by teachers and the level
of SBI as perceived by their students. The coiefficof determination value, of, in this case
is 0.50 (0.71= 0.50), meaning that 50% of the variance betwhervariables is explained or
accounted for by the relationship between therggbrted level of SBI by teachers and the level
of SBI as perceived by their students. The 95%idence level | = 0.05) for scores related to
the level of SBI as perceived by students rangss £9.52 to 33.83. For the SBI teacher self-
report measure, the confidence interval ranges #8183 to 37.67.

Conclusion

Data supporting the rankings of the participate@chers and the formation of a high
level of SBI group and a low level of SBI group waangulated and correlated. Data was
examined to find group differences using the indeleat two sampletest and ANOVA. The
data analysis led to the rejection of the null Higesis for Research Question 2 and 5. The null
hypothesis was retained for Research Questionsahd34. A summary of the data findings,
their interpretations, their implications in lighit the current literature and theory, an outline of
the study limitations and recommendations for fet@search of these findings will be discussed

in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

This causal-comparative study sought to addresqubstion of whether teachers who
use high level of Standards-Based Instruction prestapply the Affective domain as a part of
their classroom teaching strategies. The studypewed the attitudes towards, the importance
placed on, and the classroom applications of tfextaife domain of teachers who utilize a high
level of SBI practices in their classrooms withctears who utilize a low level of SBI practices
in their classrooms. Differences in grade leveld gears of teaching experience were an
additional area of focus for the study. Percegtiohstudents on the level of teachers’ standards-
based instruction practices in relation to thatohhs self-reported by their teachers were also
examined. The design and methodology of the sivay/shown to be an effective means in
attaining the data required to successfully perfirenstudy with the target population.

Participants in the study were grouped into higth lamv levels of standards-based
instruction by triangulating data collected fromet different instruments. Participating
teachers were asked to submit their classroomitegpattivities for five consecutive days of
teaching. These activities were evaluated by targerts in the field of education to produce a
ranking of participating teachers from highestawést standards-based instruction practices. A
very strong Spearman’s rho correlation was fourtd/éen the expert evaluations ranging from
0.82to 0.88.

A second data source for ranking the SBI of pgréiting teachers was taken from a
student completed instrument shown to have higérmad consistency/reliability between items
(r =0.90). Concurrent validation of the studentnmstent with the expert evaluation rankings

resulted in a strong Spearman rho coefficient 320.
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A third data source for ranking the SBI of partatipg teachers was gathered from a self-
report instrument completed by the participatirertesrs of the study. Teachers completed this
instrument by reporting the types of instructiopictices they use in their classrooms on a
regular basis. The teacher instrument was fourte internal consistency with a reliability
coefficient of 0.93. The teacher self-report instent was correlated with both the expert
evaluation rankings and the student completedunsnt rankings. A very strong Spearman’s
rho correlation 0.85 was obtained between the tras#if-report instrument and the expert
evaluations rankings. A strong Spearman rho caticel of 0.62 was obtained between the
teacher self-report and the student instrument.

This triangulation of data formed the basis forkiag the 60 participating teachers into
two groups: the 20 highest ranking teachers of &l the 20 lowest ranking teachers of SBI.
Placing the 60 teachers into a high SBI group o&2@ a low SBI group of 20 while eliminating
the middle 20 teachers ensured that the highest ¢téranked teachers were in the top half of
each ranking and the lowest level of ranked teackvere in the bottom half of each ranking
taken from the CReaTE expert evaluation, the stuelegluation, and the teacher self-report of
SBI. Splitting the participants into 30 high ar@8w SBI groups would have created a
situation in which many teachers would have beeked in the high group under one evaluation
or evaluator and the same teachers could haverbaked in the low group under one of the
other evaluations or evaluators. Creating two gsaafi20 ensured those teachers in the high
group were actually ranked as high SBI teacherdlamsk teachers in the low group were
actually ranked as low SBI teachers in each ottrauations and by each of the evaluators.

This created a scenario in which “the two extrearesmore likely to reveal differences on the
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other variable of interest” or the difference betwe low level of SBI practices in relation to a
high level of SBI practices (Gall et al., 2007 3@42).

Participants of these two groups then completed dazher Attitudinal Assessment
Toward the Affective DomairThe results of this instrument were used to answerof the five
research questions addressed in this study. Tlesvfog section summarizes the full findings
presented in Chapter 4.

Summary of the Findings
Resear ch Question 1

Do high school teachers who utilize a high levestaindards-based instruction practices
apply the affective domain in their lessons lesmtthose teachers who utilize a low level of
standards-based instruction?

Null Hypothesis IHol): There is no statistically significant differenim the amount of
application of the affective domain between highosd teachers who utilize a high level of
standards-based instruction practices compardtbgetteachers who utilize a low level of
standards-based instruction practiaesndicated byhe Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward
the Affective Domaimstrument that has been tested for validity aicbility.

In order to answer the null hypothesis, an indepahdamplé-test (p < 0.05, two-tailed)
was conducted to determine if mean differences &etvthe level of SBI and application of the
affective domain was statistically significant atn The results indicate there was no
statistically significant difference between lewélstandards-based instruction and the
application of the affective domaih=< -0.06,p = 0.95) as self-reported throughe Teacher
Attitudinal Assessment toward the Affective Domdihus, the null hypothesis for Research

Question 1 was retained.
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Resear ch Question 2

What are the attitudes towards the affective doro&imgh school teachers who utilize a
high level of standards-based instruction practomeapared to those teachers who utilize a low
level of standards-based instruction practices?

Null Hypothesis ZHo2): There is no statistically significant differenin the attitudes
towards the affective domain of high school teashéno utilize a high level of standards-based
instruction practices compared to those teachecsutihize a low level of standards-based
instruction practiceas indicated byhe Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the #hiéec
Domaininstrument that has been tested for validity aticbility.

Statistical testing using a two-tailed samiptest was conducted to determine the
difference between level of SBI and attitude towgditte affective domain. Results indicate there
was a statistically significant difference betwdwgh and low levels of SBI and the teachers’
attitude towards the affective domatrn=(2.22,p = 0.033). Furthermore, the magnitude of the
differences in the means indicated a moderategiel&@ohen, 1988) effect size widh= 0.70.
Because a significant difference was found betwbemgroups, the null hypothesis for Research
Question 2 is rejected.

Resear ch Question 3

What are the Affective domain applications of diffiet grade levels of high school
teachers who utilize a high level of standards-thasstruction practices compared to those
teachers who utilize a low level of standards-basstluction practices?

Null Hypothesis §Ho3): There is no statistically significant differenin the affective
domain applications for grade levels between hajtosl teachers who utilize a high level of

standards-based instruction practices compardtgetteachers who utilize a low level of
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standards-based instruction practices as indidatddhe Teacher Attitudinal Assessment Toward
the Affective Domaimstrument that has been tested for validity asicbility.

Research question 3 was tested by performing axsayoANOVA to determine whether
an effect existed between high versus low-level &@B8" through 13' grade students’ teachers’
application of the Affective domain. The resulttlois analysis shows that there is no
statistically significant interaction between highd low-level SBI on'8-12" grade students’
teachers’ Affective domain implementatidf(l, 7) = 0.07p = 0.80. The main effect for grade
level,F (2, 32) = 1.02p = 0.40, and level of SBF, (2, 32) = 0.18p = 0.68 did not reach
statistical significance as was reflected in a WuKdenestly Significant Difference test. The
results suggest that acrodstBrough 13' grade, no particular grade level applied Affective
domain instruction more or less differently thary ather teacher across the same grade levels.
As such, the null hypothesis for Research Queg&imretained.

Resear ch Question 4

Do teachers’ years of experience with a high le¥eatandards-based instruction
practices influence the level of importance teasipdsice upon affective goals compare to the
level of importance that teachers place upon affegoals of teachers that use a low level of
standards-based instruction practices?

Null Hypothesis 4Ho4): There is no statistically significant differenim the level of
importance teachers place upon affective goalsdmveachers that utilize high levels of
standards-based instruction practices and thoshdeawho utilize low levels of standards-
based instruction practices in terms of their yedesxperience.

Research question 4 was tested using a two-way AN@\Hetermine whether

differences exist between high and low SBI teachears of teaching experience and the level
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of importance they gave to Affective goals. Theuteof this analysis indicates that there is no
statistically significant difference between teashgears of experience in high and low levels of
SBI and the importance they place on Affective gé#l,11) = 6.82p = 0.47. Years of

teaching experience did not lead to a differendd@énimportance teachers place upon the
goals/purpose of the Affective domain. Thus, thik Imgpothesis for Research Question 4 is
retained.

Resear ch Question 5

Is there a relationship between the level of stedstaased instruction practices in high
school classrooms as perceived by students aridwbkas self-reported by their teachers?

Null Hypothesis §Ho5): There is no statistical significant relationsbetween the level
of standards-based instruction practices in higloskcclassrooms as perceived by students and
the level as self-reported by their teachers.

A Spearman'’s rank-order (i.e., rho, two-tailed)tesrrelation was conducted to assess
the concurrent relationship between variablesedl&d (a) students’ perceived level of SBI
practices in high-school classrooms, and (b) tiellef SBI as self-reported by their teachers. A
correlation for the data revealed a significantifpasrelation between students’ perceived level
of SBI practices in their classroom and teaches§*reported SBI level(58) = 0.71p = 0.01.
The coefficient of determination is 50.4% meaningt tover half of the variance between the
students’ perceived level of SBI in high schooksl@oms and the level of SBI as self-reported
by their teachers is shared. The confidence iatdor the level of SBI as perceived by students
with a 95% confidence level that the interval cidted contains the true population mepr (

0.05) is from 25.21 to 33.83. The 95% confidendceriral for the teacher self-report of SBI was
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found to be from 28.33 to 37.6Because a significant relationship was found betwae
variables, the null hypothesis for Research Que$it rejected.
Conclusions and Implications

The results of the statistical analysis for Rede&uestion 1 indicate there was no
statistically significant difference between lewélstandards-based instruction and the
application of the affective domain. This implibat teachers teaching at a high level of SBI
and those who teach at a low level of SBI have rammgful differences in the way they teach
to the Affective domain.

The literature suggests that students taught mhexa who utilize a high level of SBI
obtain higher cognitive development than thoseesttglwho are taught by teachers who utilize a
low level of SBI (Johnson, 2002; McCaffrey, et @001; Thompson, 2009). Middle School
students, like those found in Ohio, were positiiauenced on science achievement tests by
teachers who use standards-based teaching praciiceased mean scores from 45% to 61%,
are just one example (Kahle, Meece, & Scantlel2090). Johnson (2002, p.7) points out that
“Formerly low-achieving schools that have embrattex$e principles are demonstrating
dramatic gains in student achievement.” Howeweroaling to the findings in this study in
relation to Research Question 1, students in lagalISBI classrooms are not receiving a greater
amount of application of the affective domain ieittclassrooms from their teachers than
students in low level SBI classrooms. While tleisaarch does not indicate the behaviors of
students in low level SBI classrooms as comparedudents in high level SBI classrooms, this
research does give us cause to pause when congidee statement by Theodore Roosevelt,
who once said, “To educate a person in mind andnnmiorals is to educate a menace to

society” (Morris, 2009, p. 195). As teachers imyoheir abilities to educate students on a
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cognitive level through high levels of SBI, it maprk to society’s detriment if the ability of
teachers to address the affective domain is notawgal upon as well. Another source of
hesitation for the lack of application of the atfiee domain results from Charles Haynes of the
First Amendment Center who stated that for demgci@adlourish, public education must play a
central role in promoting responsible moral actioet serves the common good (Essex, 2012).

The teachers in this study were asked to cladségnselves on their experience in the
application of affective objectives in the classrooFifty percent of teachers from the low level
group of SBI classified themselves as being “expdB% classified themselves as being
“novice,” and 5% classified themselves as having érperience.” Of those teachers in the high
SBI group, 60% classified themselves as being “dxXpgb% classified themselves as being
“novice,” and 10% classified themselves as havimg éxperience.” Research also shows that
teachers who receive training in character educatia@ implement character education in the
classroom results in higher academic performancsttments (Elias, DeFini, & Bergmann,
2010; Hough, 2011). Seventy-seven percent of 3DAdst schools wherein 50% or more of the
teachers of those schools had completed charatiteaton training and had implemented that
training in their classrooms over a two year perntat their respective annual yearly progress
goals (Hough & Schmitt, 2011).

The implication here is threefold. First, the desof this study would lead one to posit
that the effectiveness of SBI is not the resulftéctive domain application since higher
academic performance is associated with SBI arsoréisiearch indicates that the application of
the affective domain is not significantly differdmtween high and low levels of SBI. Secondly,
perhaps a higher application of the affective dom@iSBI would result in an even higher

academic performance by students than that whistbban verified by studies such as those
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referred to above. And finally, third, many of tleachers in this study self-report that they may
not even know how, or are aware of—according ta ti@vice” or having “no experience”
classification—best evidence-based practices tmhimg Affective skills.

What seem to contradict the findings of Researcasfjon 1 are the statistical analysis
results of Research Question 2. There is a statilyt significant difference in the attitudes
towards the affective domain of high school teashéno utilize a high level of standards-based
instruction practices compared to those teachecsutihize a low level of standards-based
instruction practices. However, while the findingsre statistically significant to reject the null
hypothesisf = 0.03) and the effect size was found to be modbrérge ¢ = 0.70), there is
reason to question the measure of the differenetgden the group means (i.e., 9.95) in terms of
the confidence interval (95%l = 0.86 to 19.03). This large confidence intenalld result
from measurement error associated wWikie Teacher Attitude toward the Affective Domain
Inventory,using a small sample size, or heterogeneity irsémeple (Higgins, 2011). With a
confidence interval range of 19.95, the likely measble values for the target population are great
wherein duplicate studies could very well find feswith p-values above 0.05, thus making the
findings insignificant.

Assuming the results of Research Question 2 atiststally significant, the implication
could be that teachers utilizing higher SBI leval¢heir classrooms have a more positive
attitude towards the affective domain than teactwrs utilize a lower level of SBI in their
classrooms; yet, as discussed for Research Qudsttbe application of the Affective domain
between the two groups was found to have no statistifference. This may reflect an
assortment of affective standards of what the eapbrceives as useful so long as it seems to

cover what's outlined in the standards. Anothesgtlity is that teachers like the idea of
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teaching to the Affective domain, but lack the amoli to put it into practice. Since both high
and low level SBI teachers were employing affechased instructional practices at the same
level, according to what they self-reportedTdre Teacher Attitude toward the Affective Domain
Inventory the assumption could be made that cognitive dgveént may be taking priority over
affective development by those teaching at a hitghesl of SBI while those teaching at a low
level of SBI have prioritized neither domain. Asfarenced earlier, the cause of this may be due
to the number of teachers (45%) in this study ssirting that they feel they are “novice” or
have “no experience” in affective domain applicatasd may not have the tools to apply best
evidence-based practices for teaching Affectivésski

Adding to the contradiction is research assertiag the implementation of social skill
and classroom management programs suéhrsisStep(Carter & Horner, 2009; Walker, 2000),
Second StepdNeace & Mufioz, 2012Rositive Behavioral Interventions and Supports
(Simonsen et al., 201Zyunctional Behavioral Assessment-Based Interves{iGage, Lewis, &
Stichter, 2012) and th@ood Behavior Gamg_eflot et al., 2010) experience a decrease in
behavior problems and classroom disruptions and@ease in academic commitment. A
possible reason behind the lack of a significaatdase in the application of the affective
domain by teachers of higher level SBI is providedther research literature. For example,
findings by Ergti and Tunca (2012) claim that teachers feel thelrools are not funded properly
to look beyond placement tests suggesting that thiel\ycognitive development of the student is
what matters exclusive of affective development.

Harriman (2005), Neill (2006), and Weaver (20049@pated that NCLB would lead
students to learn the curriculum, but would notlstaudents to affectively appreciate its value.

The combined findings for research question 1 agiy@ support to their speculation. Brimi
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(2009) discusses the need for teachers to striedaance between acting as academic instructors
for students and moral guides for young peoplenihiatorical context reaching back beyond the
modern era of education. As schools, administsaaod teachers intently focus on the cognitive
learning of students in order to meet the requirgsef NCLB, affective programs or other
activities that emphasize the affective domainrartebeing used in the classroom to improve
student affective skills. The questions of, “Whhbut the affective domain?”, “Is the whole
child being taught?”, and “Are students being pregavith a proper attitudinal focus to be
successful in the world of today and tomorrow?”idtda@rise in the minds of legislatures,
administrators, teachers and parents. The resiultss study help determine if teachers who use
a high level of SBI are taking into account theeaffve domain as they prepare to teach children
in their classrooms. It appears in accordanckedihdings of Research Questions 1 and 2 that
the balance Brimi (2009) hoped for is not being aseteachers of higher levels of SBI weigh
more heavily on applying academic needs of studats that of their affective needs.

Assuming the findings of Research Question 2 asigmificant according to the wide
confidence interval range of 0.86 to 19.03, whetkalikely reasonable values for the target
population are great and duplicate studies couty well find results withp-values above 0.05,
thus making the findings insignificant; then thésachers who have adapted to meet cognitive
needs of students by incorporating high levelsBifiSto their curriculum have the same attitude
towards the Affective domain as teachers who teaehlow level of SBI.

Research Question 3 addresses grade level anggheagion of the affective domain
between high and low levels of SBI. The findingggest that there is no statistically significant
difference in the affective domain applicationsdoade levels between high school teachers

who utilize a high level of standards-based insgtoumcpractices compared to those teachers who
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utilize a low level of standards-based instructoactices. This implies that, regardless of grade
level, students are being taught similarly in relgao the affective domain in both high and low
level SBI classrooms. This phenomenon may be gaiace due to teachers’ lack of a specific,
research validated curriculum or by simply doing é&aching whenever and whatever they feel
addresses affective outcomes. A study by Kell@&0ndicates that teachers reward positive
student behaviors most often when those behavaws positive cognitive results suggesting a
lack of a specific, research validated curriculum.another study (Collett, Kelly, & Sobolewski,
2010), teachers used what they thought would biestefilents the most.

Grade level is seen as an indicator of cognitivétyaln students. The result of Question
3 suggests that as students progress cognitivaty éme grade to the next, it is possible that
their affective progression may not be keeping patether or not Affective learning is
keeping pace with cognitive progress and the reatwt teachers are addressing the cognitive
domain and not addressing the affective domaimpassible topics for future research. If
teachers are not directing student progressiondratfective domain then it is up to the
alternative, namely, parents, peers, or media ssurc

The results of the statistical analysis for thetlouestion indicate there is no
statistically significant difference in the levdlimportance teachers place upon affective goals
in terms of years of experience between teachataithize high levels of standards-based
instruction practices and those teachers who atibw levels of standards-based instruction
practices. This implies that teachers’ years @eeience do not impact the degree to which they
apply the affective domain in their classroomshairt attitudes towards the affective domain.
The overall mean score dine Teacher Attitudinal Assessment Toward the tAMféeDomain

instrument revealed a general positive reflectibthe application and attitude towards the
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affective domain by both high and low level SBIdeers. Regardless of years teaching teachers
find the need to teach affective skills socialljid@and important.

Bicak (2003) hypothesized that younger teacherddvioave a more positive attitude
toward the affective domain due to their more réteacher training which may have exposed
them to the benefits of teaching to the affectisendin more so than teachers with more
teaching experience. However, as with Bicak’'s @dlhdings, the results of this study indicate
that as teachers in training enter the teachind;fteeir attitude towards the affective domain is
similar to teachers who have many years of expegieBupporting this indication is research by
De Souza (2004), in which the lesson plans of @achers in training, who were teaching
students approximately 15 years old in age, weidteaily on the cognitive focus of learning,
but exposed no significant evidence of the affectv spiritual dimensions of learning in their
lesson planning. Buchanan and Hyde (2008, p. 3d@jscussing the dynamic between the
cognitive dimension and affective dimensions exgiidoy teacher training services in a publicly
funded university, warn against placing “an exteagmphasis on the cognitive dimension of
learning.” Their warnings are played out as stasting focuses more on academic skills and
less on affective skills (Hall, 2011). State tebtt annual yearly progress calculations are
factored off of do not assess affective skillsis iteasonable to think, therefore, that teachers
would teach to academic outcomes rather than aféeotitcomes and their attitude would reflect
that focus.

Much of the research examining the effective usaffefctive instructional practices in
the classroom has been identified through studentgptions or knowledge gained by students
within the affective domain (Bacon, 1999). Reskd&puestion 5 attempts to determine if the

student perception of SBI is associated with whathers believe they address in their
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classrooms. The results of Research Questiongestithat there is a statistically significant
relationship between the level of standards-bas&ttuction practices in high school classrooms
as perceived by students and the level as selitegpby their teachers. This implies that
student perception and reporting of classroom SRBiviable source of information for such
purposes as those warranted by educational reseaeds, school administrative evaluations, or
other foundational requirements wherein the charaztion of classroom learning activities are
essential.

Though the participating teachers’ self-report$Bt was found to be related
significantly to that which was reported by theirdents, it is important to recall that the
participating teachers in this study were unawétéetrue intent of the questions on the
Teacher Evaluation Formit is unknown if teachers who are aware of the intient of the
guestions would provide feedback that would acelyaiortray the level of SBI in their
classrooms. It would seem that teachers undevalnation process from an administrator
would have motivation to characterize their clagerdearning activities at a higher level of SBI
from that which it may actually be if they knew whiae questions were seeking out. However,
as is the case with this study, teachers complé¢tiegeacher Evaluation Forrfor purposes
such as educational research who are unaware tlghetent of the questions would seem to
provide accurate feedback on the level of SBI.

Study Limitations

This study utilized a causal-comparative reseaesigth. A causal-comparative design
was employed because it tries to discover poss#uses between an independent variable and a
dependent variable wherein the independent varzbiaot be controlled by the researcher

(Chen & Popovich, 2002). Causal-comparative reselhas some limitations. Such a design is
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non-experimental making conclusions about causeeffiedt relationships unjustified.

However, conclusions of causal-comparative reseesanhint towards possible cause-and-effect
relationships that may exist. Repetitive causahgarative research with recurring results
provide for a greater foundation to make assertafrtause-and-effect relationships (Gall et al.
2005). Bacon (1999) suggested that additionala&fple research be conducted on teachers’
use of SBI. This study replicated a portion of tegearch conducted by Bacon strengthening the
cause-and-effect relationships suggested by botbrBand those posed in this study regarding
classroom practices and climate as perceived logata. Bacon also made an appeal for
research that would include a way to validate teelluse of SBI practices in the classroom
which is what this study entailed as part of anigialation effort to establish actual teachers’
level at which they use SBI practices in their sfasms.

External validity is another limitation of this cgal-comparative research. The external
validity was compromised by using a nonequivalaah-randomly selected sample. While the
sample does represent a portion of the larger ptipnl, demographic data shows that the
sample population was most representative of vghibeirban America in a single geographic
location. The attitude of teachers towards thediffe domain in other parts of the country and
the world may differ and populations of schoolsaltecl in inner cities or more rural populations
may not be represented in this research.

This study used a nonequivalent groups design, imga&mat participants were not
randomly assigned to groups. While both the higthlaw level SBI groups contained 20
participants each, those participants could haea lo#fluenced by a number of nuisance factors
that could have played a role in a causal relaligmthat this study tries to discover. Nuisance

or extraneous variables can disrupt a study byighoy an alternative explanation or possible
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cause to the relationship in the variables othan that which is being investigated (Gall et al.,
2005). Bicak (2003) matched groups in his studsebdaon subject taught, grade level taught,
and gender in order to control for extraneous wem Matching groups would have potentially
and most likely lowered the sample size of thislgtoy requiring those subjects with no match
to be dismissed from the study (Breaugh & Arnolg)?2).

This research used the extreme groupings techmigh “involves selecting the
extremes of a score distribution on one variab@él( et al., 2007, p. 312). The 20 highest and
20 lowest levels of SBI were used in this studyo3e found to be in the middle range were
eliminated from the data analysis. This createdustion in which “the two extremes are more
likely to reveal differences on the other variablenterest” or a high level of SBI practices (Gall
et al., 2007, p. 312). As suggested by Gall €28l07), using extreme groups can increase the
power of the data set, but while doing so the ¢éfee and practical significance are brought
into question (Preacher et al., 2005). Effect anzeé practical significance were discussed in the
summary of the findings along with their implicat®

This study also utilized a correlational desigalébermine a relationship between the
level of SBI as perceived by students and the le/&8BI as self-reported by their teachers. A
Spearman’ Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho) statig/as used to determine the relationship.
The Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient indidat the students and teachers agreed on
each other’s view as to the level of SBI takingcplan the classroom. Spearman’s rho showed
the degree of monotonic relationship between twaaltes set in ordinal fashion and measured
the association between the two ranked variables.

A limitation in the correlational portion of thisgearch is that the rankings were

determined through an instrument of questions arexiMay students and teachers who may have
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manipulated their answers either purposefully yatrd make classroom learning activities seem
other than what is really rendered on a day-totesys; or inadvertently by falsely remembering
what actually took place in the classroom. Actladervance of teachers teaching concepts and
behaviors related to the Affective domain did radet place. In addition, teachers were not
evaluated on their knowledge of best practicesagmitoaches for teaching social and emotional
skills and awareness and use of validated curmowduinterventions for improving affective
behaviors. Such an undertaking would have proweaduire over 350 hours of observations in
schools and classrooms and yet another instruroetgdchers to complete beyond the two they
completed for this study or would have requiredramnease in the amount of time to complete a
longer instrument had questions been added toxikerg instruments. This does not include
the time teachers spent to report their classr@armling activities over a five day period. It was
decided that observations and the additional tioneéegfachers to answer supplementary questions
would have been too much of an intrusion on theational environment. Therefore, a choice
was made to limit this threat by not relying on amg source for the level of SBI provided by
each participating teacher. Data from teacheuslesits, and experts in the field of education
was triangulated before determining a final ranlohgigh to low level of SBI.
Recommendations for Future Research

As discussed in the review of literature, childvamo do not learn appropriate ways to
deal with their emotions can develop into younglsduho become a burden to society rather
than contributing members of it. Professions akengsthat educators provide them with trained
individuals prepared to meet the psychologicallengles that arise in their respective
professional fields. This study suggests thatevteachers who are practicing effective

cognitive building techniques, in the form of highevels of SBI, have a significantly better
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attitude towards the affective domain than theurterparts who practice SBI at a lower level;
there is not a significant difference in the apgiien of the affective domain between those
teaching groups. The question of why there edstsconnect between attitude and application
of the affective domain is an important area fadifdnal research. Further research should
strive to qualitatively allow for teachers to dissuihe reasons behind their lack of affective
domain application in the practice of high levelS8l.

Another possible area for future research lie©iéndevelopment of affective domain
practices for high school teachers and teacheegsadnal development programs to incorporate
into their classroom learning activities. Mosteative programs incorporated into schools are
geared toward elementary and middle school studeritsuch programs are limited in their
maturity appropriateness at the high school leed.De Souza (2004) who, after studying the
lesson plans of two teachers in training who weeeling students approximately 15 years old
in age, suggests; “there is a real need for prifleakdevelopment programs for teachers where
they are offered appropriate [affective] learningdals” (p. 37).

Related to professional teacher development id for research to be conducted at the
highest levels of educational policy making. lursdetermined if state policy makers are
cognizant of the need for student developmenterefifective domain. National and state policy
makers have driven the continued development addspread use of SBI by raising cognitive
standards. Do these same policy makers have &amntion of raising the affective standards for
today’s students?

A difficult aspect of this research was the proagdsnding school districts willing to
allow the request of their teachers to be madelbong classroom learning activities over a five

day period and to complete two 20 minute survdygen after a district allowed for the research
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to take place, there was further difficulty in find teachers willing to volunteer to participate in
the study. Teachers seemed to be under a consiel@maount of stress to meet the demands of
new state mandated evaluations being adopted bydik&ict. Future research may examine a
comparison in the amount of stress teachers of &gjrexperience in relation to that which is
experienced by teachers of low SBI.

Perhaps research in the future that is less inmeusn teachers’ time will be more
welcomed by school districts and acceptable tonieat time availability. This study indicates a
significant relationship between student perceptioihSBI practices in high school classrooms
and the level of SBI as self-reported by their hems. Konings et al.’s (2011) study set out to
investigate the extent to which students' percaptaf lessons match with their preferences
about different aspects of contemporary educatidmse results indicated that the perceptions
of students about what takes place in the classimnbe used and are of great influence in
determining what can be done to improve lessorah Bie Konings et al. (2011) study and this
study support future research in many areas ofaaucwhere a need to rely only upon the use
of student perceptions to determine what takeseglathe classroom is warranted rather than
asking teachers to give up a significant portiotheir valuable time.

Future research could also look at the corresparedbatween teachers’ reported level of
Affective domain instruction and students’ ratediabor emotional skills as another indicator
for comparison. Itis comprehensible that as lnghetter affective-based instruction takes
place, students might have more positively rateibsor emotional competence than students in
low SBI classrooms. A part of this future researohld analyze what explicit teaching

strategies are teachers employing, what skillsoacepts are teachers actually teaching in the
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classroom, and what differences in social or emnaligkills exist between students of high
versus low SBI teachers.
Conclusion

Federal, state, and local school districts haweedreducational reform in an attempt to
raise academic achievement for all students. She@assage of the No Child Left Behind Act
schools, administrators, and teachers have atteimpt@eet the stringent requirements of
Adequate Yearly Progress for students’ cognitiveeaement (McColskey & McMunn, 2000).
The No Child Left Behind Act necessitates that ediois choose scientifically based research
programs and practices for use in their classro@aghetto, 2003). Race to the Top and
Common Core State Standards continue the pushdbeihcognitive development in children
from all backgrounds. While teachers are succégsksponding to the cognitive needs of
students through the use of SBI, they must atteématidress the affective needs of students as
well.

The purpose of this causal-comparative researchhavaddress the question of whether
teachers who use a high level of standards-basédiation practices neglect the application of
the affective domain in their classrooms. The gitmmpared the attitudes towards the affective
domain of teachers who utilize a high level of $Bictices in their classrooms with teachers
who utilize a low level of SBI practices in thelassrooms. The study also compared the
application of the affective domain of these twacteer groups. The results indicated that while
a statistically significant difference in the atte towards the affective domain in teachers who
teach at a high level of SBI compared to teachdirs twach at a low level of SBI exists, the
difference in the application of the affective dombetween these two groups was found to be

statistically insignificant. Also statisticallysmgnificant were differences in grade level and
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years of experience between high and low leveS8Bif Lending to the plausibility for future
research to be conducted based solely on studesggimns of what takes place in the
classroom was a statistically significant comparibetween student perceptions and that which
is self-reported by their teachers.

Other recommendations for future research includall for the development of affective
domain practices for high school teachers and trgmiofessional development programs to
incorporate the affective domain into their lesptans. This development could be driven by
research to be conducted at the highest leveldudfagional policy making. Additional research
opportunities of a qualitative nature should adsltee question of why there exists a disconnect
between teacher attitude and the application o&tfextive domain between teachers who teach

at a high level of SBI compared to teachers wholted a low level of SBI.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Permission to Use the Teacher Assessfam of SBI
To: CThompsonl@uwf.edu; Saturday; Jlly2D12; 2:38 pm
University of West Florida,
From: WRumbaugh@Auburn.wednet.edu;
Dr. Thompson,
My name is Wayne Rumbaugh and | am a doctoral stuateliberty University in Lynchburg,
Virginia working on my dissertation proposal. Tlepit of my dissertation is the use of the
affective domain in standards-based instructionpamed to non-standards-based instruction.
Currently | am trying to find a quality tool thatantifies the degree of SBI implementation by
teachers (high level of SBI practices vs. low leseEBI practices). | recently read your article
titled Preparation, practice, and performance: An empitieaamination of the impact of
standards-based instruction on secondary studemsh and science achievem€2@®09) and |
am interested in the instruments that you useddsessing teachers' classroom instructional
practices; specifically the Teacher Assessment Fordithe Classroom Observation Form.
| am writing to ask your permission for the usdhaise two instruments. Of course, you will
receive full credit and if you'd like, | will shatke results of my research with you as well.
| appreciate your time and consideration,

Sincerely,

Wayne D. Rumbaugh

Liberty University
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RE: Permission to Use Instrument Saturdaly 28, 2012; 1:28 pm

To: WRumbaugh@Auburn.wednet.edu;

From: CThompsonl@uwf.edu; University of West Flarid

Hello Wayne,

Please forgive the late reply to your messageavelbeen traveling a great deal this summer and

have been behind in email.

This message is will serve as documentation foapproval and permission for you to use the
instruments from the study you have cité&eparation, practice, and performance: An
empirical examination of the impact of standards4dzhinstruction on secondary students' math

and science achievemg009).

| would be interested in receiving a short messageerning the results of your study upon

completion.

Thank you for your request and best of luck asiypowe forward in your dissertation journey.

Carla
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Appendix B: Permission to Use and Access toGReaTE=xcellence Rubric Matrix

for Evaluation of Classroom Learning Activities

The CReaTE Excellence Rubric Matrix is locatechétp://create-excellence.com

To: marge.maxwell@wku.edu; Saturday, FebrdaR014
rebecca.stobaugh@wku.edu;
janet.tassell@wku.edu;

From: WDRumbaugh@Liberty.edu; Liberty University

Professors Maxwell, Stobaugh, and Tassell,

| am a doctoral student at Liberty University laghtn Lynchburg, Virginia working on my
dissertation. The topic of my dissertation is Teastwho teach at a High Level of Standards-
based Instruction and their Attitude Toward thee&five Domain.

In my research | came across an article you witéelt Analyzing HEAT of Lesson Plans in
Pre-Service and Advanced Teacher Educattian appeared in thiournal of the Research
Center for Educational Technologythe May 9, 2011 issuén that article, you introduce an
instrument to measure the level of HEAT/CReaTEgrdgon into teacher's lesson plans. | am
contacting you to ask your permission to use tissrument in my dissertation research as one of
three means to determine teachers level of stagdssied instruction (the characteristics of
standards-based instruction | have defined in mgattation background and theoretical
framework are nearly identical to that used inHieAT/CReaTE analysis tool) as a way to

triangulate my data.
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| do not intend to use the HEAT/CReaTE analysi$ beyond the needs of my dissertation, nor
do I intend to profit in any way from its use otlilean the completion of my research for the
purpose of completing my dissertation. Of course, will receive full credit in my dissertation
for producing the instrument and | would be mom@thappy to share the results of my research
with you at the completion of my dissertation ifuyare interested. If you have any questions
prior to granting your permission | would be happywnswer them.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Wayne Rumbaugh

Liberty University

To: WDRumbaugh@Liberty.edu; Liberty University rielay, February 2, 2014
From: marge.maxwell@wku.edu;

RE: Permission for use of HEAT/CReaTE Lesson Plaalysis Tool

Hi, Wayne, you are welcome to use our instrumentu ¥an find our more updated information
and instrument on our website at http://createdxmee.com. We are about 80% finished
writing a book about the instrument that will hamany teacher tips and sample lessons or
projects. Let me know if you have further questiofie will be happy to assist you!

Marge Maxwell, Ph.D.

1906 College Heights Blvd. #61030

Bowling Green, KY 42101

Ph: 270-745-2435

Fax: 270-745-6435
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Table B1

Teacher Rankings on Evaluations of Classroom LeagrAictivities Using the CReaTE Matrix

Participating Expert #1 Expert #2 Expert #3
Teacher Ranking Ragk Ranking
1 a7 50 52.5
2 28 22.5 20.5
3 29.5 31.5 31
4 115 135 20.5
5 a7 46 44
6 15 3 2
7 115 8 7
8 67 66.5 56.5
9 35.5 31.5 44
10 56.5 54 60
11 64 11 60
12 31 37 33.5
13 15 1 2
14 66 63 60
15 65 56.5 64.5
16 61.5 60 64.5
17 35.5 30 20.5
18 47 35 20.5
19 35.5 41 31
20 56.5 50 52.5
21 26.5 17 20.5
22 47 50 44
23 11.5 6 20.5
24 24.5 27 31
25 56.5 54 44
26 23 27 20.5
27 a7 44.5 44
28 20.5 27 20.5
29 11.5 39 7
30 35.5 42 33.5
31 a7 39 44
32 20.5 22.5 20.5
33 39 43 44
34 61.5 63 64.5
35 3.5 3 2
36 47 47 52.5
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37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

20.5
11.5
11.5
40
56.5
47
56.5
3.5
56.5
47
20.5
63
41
11.5
11.5
11.5
47
24.5
47
32
11.5
60
11.5
35.5
26.5
11.5
29.5
11.5
11.5
53
35.5

20.5
13.5

39
63
44.5
60

24
58
20.5
66.5
54
13.5
10
60
33
35
48
35

65
18
27
27
13.5
16
19

56.5
52

20.5
20.5
20.5
37
60
44
56.5

44
55
20.5
64.5
44
20.5
11
60
44
20.5
52.5
36

67

20.5
44

20.5
20.5
10
44
35
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Appendix C: Permission for Use of the Student Gomdition of SBI Practices Assessment
To: MCMHens@aol.com; Cheryl Hensley daxi, July 20, 2012; 7:02 pm

From: WDRumbaugh@Liberty.edu; Liberty University

Hi,

My name is Wayne Rumbaugh and | am a doctoral stuateliberty University in Lynchburg,
VA. I am working on my doctoral dissertation anahh trying to get in contact with Dr. Marc
Bacon who completed his doctorate degree at thedusity of Denver. | would like to ask his
permission to use an instrument that he develogel#® wompleting his dissertation research.
While doing a "Google" search | somehow came acyoas resume which lists Dr. Marc Bacon
as a reference. At the time of the resume he weaprihcipal at Falcon Bluffs Middle School but
it appears from the school's website that he il®nger with that school at that position. If you
have any information that you can give me on hawght be able to contact him I would greatly
appreciate it. Or if you don't feel comfortableviarding that information to me, if you'd like to

forward this email to him so that he can contactdinectly, that would be appreciated also.

Thank you for your time and assistance,

Sincerely,

Wayne Rumbaugh

Liberty University
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To: WDRumbaugh@Liberty.edu; Liberty University Friday, July 20, 2012; 9:46 pm

From: MCMHens@aol.com; Cheryl Hensley

Hi Wayne

| will forward your email to him.

Cheryl

To: WDRumbaugh@Liberty.edu; Liberty University Friday, August 3, 2012; 3:29 pm

From: MCWBacon@Comcast.net; Dr. Marc Bacon; Ph.D.
| am granting my permission for you to use the synvdeveloped for my 1999 Ph.D.
dissertation for the University of Denver. Thispé&sion extends only to the use of my survey

as a data gathering tool for your own doctoraletisgion.

Marc W. Bacon, Ph.D.
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Table C1

Descriptive Statistics for The Student Confirmatd®BI Practices Assessment

Mean Median Mode Standard Deviation
Scores for
Participating 2.76 2.8 2.9 0.49
Teachers

Note.The possible range of scores was from 0 to 4 rifigthe Likert-scale used for the
assessment. The actual range of the scores wasérel.16 and 3.9.
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Appendix D: Permission for Use of
The Teacher Attitudinal Assessment toward the AiffecDomain
To: BayramBicak@yahoo.com; Saturday, July 28,22 10:43 pm
Akdeniz University

From: WDRumbaugh@Liberty.edu; Liberty University

Dr. Bicak,

My name is Wayne Rumbaugh and | am a doctoral stuateliberty University in Lynchburg,
Virginia, USA. | hope | have found the right perdorsend this email. | am looking for Dr.
Bayram Bicak who received his doctorate degree fitmeriJniversity of Arizona. If this is you, |
am writing to ask for your permission to use th&nmmment that you used in your dissertation
research titledAffective Domain Applications in the Junior Highh8ols in Turkey2003) | am
working on my dissertation proposal in which | hapeompare the affective domain
applications of teachers who teach with a highlle¥standards-based instruction practices to
those teachers who use a low level of standardsddastruction practices.

Of course you will receive full credit for grantipgrmission for the use of the instrument and |

would be happy to send you the results of my rebeas well.

Thank you for your time and consideration in thttar,

Sincerely,

Wayne Rumbaugh

Liberty University
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RE: Permission to Use Instrument
To: WDRumbaugh@Liberty.edu; Liberty University ~ Sunday, July 29, 2012; 2:28 pm

From: BayramBicak@yahoo.com; Akdeniz University

Dear Mr. Rumbaugh,

You can use my instrument to collect your datgolil share your findings with me, | will be

glad.

Best wishes.

Yrd. Dog. Dr. Bayram Bycak

Akdeniz Universitesi
Editim Bilimleri Bolimu

Olgcme ve Dederlendirme Ana Bilim Daly

Assistant Professor

Akdeniz University

Faculty of Education

Department of Educational Sciences

Measurement and Evaluation in Education
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Appendix E: Letter of Recruitment to Potential TleacParticipants

February 1, 2014

Dear Educator,

You are receiving this email with permission frame t School District for you and
your students to be candidates for educationahrekelf you choose to participate in this
research, you and your students will remain anomgrand the results of the study will not be
specific to you or the school, but will be cumulatio all other teachers and students in the
study. This research will include two classroomesteations by a retired, volunteer teacher or
administrator, not associated with your districsohool, to analyze general student responses to
instruction. No one from your school or your schdiskrict will have access to the observation

results of your classroom.

From these observations, select groups of teaemerstudents will be chosen to
continue in the study. These chosen groups of exachill complete two relatively short online
surveys to finish their portion of the researchadidlition, the students of the selected groups of
teachers will be asked to complete a survey tapgoximately 20 minutes. The parents of the
students will be asked for their permission foiirtBen or daughter to participate before the
survey is administered. Parents or students whosghnot to participate will not be required to
do so and will not be punished for choosing ngiddicipate. You will not be responsible for
administering the survey to your students. Theesttudurvey will be proctored by a contact
person from your school. During this time you vl given the opportunity to complete the two

teacher surveys mentioned previously.
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This study has the potential to benefit the sclasitict and individual students by
leading to better instruction and increased studehtevement. As an additional incentive to
participate in this study, you will be entered iatdrawing for a $100 gift card to a local teacher
supply store for use at your discretion. If you@b®to participate in this study, please reply to
this email with “Yes. I'd like to participate inithstudy”, and further instructions will be sent to
you shortly. If you would not like to participatgdease reply with “No thank you” and you will

be dropped from consideration without further cotita

Thank you for your time,
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Appendix F: Student Assent/Parent Consent Form
STUDENT ASSENT/PARENT Consent Form
FOR PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
Wayne D. Rumbaugh
Liberty University
School of Education
Your student has been invited to be in a resedtrty4o determine their teacher’s level of
standards-based instruction. Your student wasteeles a possible participant because their
teacher has agreed to participate in educatiosabreh. The Marysville School District has
granted permission for you to be included in thelgtf you so choose. | ask that you read this
form and ask any questions you may have beforesaggy¢o be in the study.
This study is being conducted by Wayne D. Rumba&ghpol of Education; Liberty
University.
Background Information: The purpose of this study is to determine whetlherod teachers
who use different styles of instruction; know tha&slards and how they are aligned to
assignments; use scoring rubrics; allow for flexibse of time; re-teach lessons; and allow for
students to work cooperatively in groups; (to vagytdlegrees), address the way in which
students learn to deal with things emotionally fsas attitudes, values, enthusiasms,
appreciations, motivations, and feelings.
Procedures: If you agree to allow your student to participatehis study, | would ask him/her
to do the following things: Participate in a 10+4hfhute survey (with parent permission).
Risks and Benefits of being in the Study: Though every study has risks, the risks in thiglgtu

are no more than that which you would encounteveryday life.The benefits to participating
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in the study are the potential for educators twiol®better instruction and for students to enjoy
greater academic achievement.

Compensation: You will not receive payment/compensation for gapting in this study.
Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept privatealmy sort of report | might
publish, I will not include any information that Numake it possible to identify a subject.
Research records will be stored securely and @dgarchers will have access to the records. All
records stored on computer will be password pretedidard copies of records will be kept
locked in a file cabinet. Computer records willdedeted and hard copies of records will be
shredded three years after the study is complete.

Voluntary Nature of the Study: Participation in this study is voluntary. Your ég@cen whether
or not to participate will not affect your or yostiudent’s current or future relations with Liberty
University, the Marysville School District, MP/MGi¢h School, your student’s classroom, or
their teacher. If you decide to allow your studenparticipate, they are free to not answer any
guestion and can withdraw at any time without afferthose relationships.

Contacts and Questions: The researcher conducting this study is Wayne Dnlsaugh. You
may ask any questions you have now. If you havetores lateryou are encour aged to

contact him at --- --- ---- or WDRumbaugh@Libertue Rollen C. Fowler is the research
advisor and can be contacted at --- --- ---- or B@lEr@Liberty.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirgggtudy and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcher(®u are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board,
1971 University Blvd, Suite 1837, Lynchburg, VA 2850r email at irb@liberty.edu

You will be given a copy of thisinformation to keep for your records upon request.

Statement of Consent:
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| have read and understood the above informatibavé asked questions and have received

answers. | consent to participate in the study.

Student Signature: Date:
Signature of parent or guardian: Date:
Signature of Investigator: Date:
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