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ABSTRACT 

This research study was conducted to examine classroom teachers' attitudes 

towards standards. Survey were used to evaluate the preset att itudes of teacher 

towards national standards. prior to thei r implementation in local classrooms. Survey 

results were u ed to ident ify the teachers' current understanding of local. state. and 

national standards. and to examine the perceptions that teachers have concerning the 

implementation of national standard in local cla rooms. 

The study group con i tcd of 50 classroom teachers. ::ii I of whom are licensed to 

teach in the state of Tenne ec. clectcJ panic1pants "ere ::i ·kcd to complete a urvey 

anonymou I) . The data collec ted pro\'ided u cful in ·1ght~ about attitude and perceptions 

toward all tandard . Re ult will be helpful in determining the mo t effec ti ve ,-vay to 

implement the ational tandard into the t::irge ted hool s,· tern . 

oncl u ion from the stud y ·uggcst that tc::iclier. 111 the targeted school . y tern 

ha\'e pos1 t1, c atlltudc · 10,, an.h :, tanJarJ:-- . It,, ,1:-- Jc1cn11111L·J 1li;11 mu t teacher arc a,, ::i re 

that nation::il . tandards arc being de,·elopcd 111 all . uh1c ·1 :1re:1~ J\l o::-. t teachers ur.·e,-cd 

were willing to implement national . tandard 1n their cla~~ruom . ~ o teachers were 

oppo ed iL) the idea. Factor- that appeared to ontnbutc 1u the tc::icher · att itude. 

includ d age . 1..:duc::itional ba kg.rounJ. and ye::ir of 1c::ich1nt! c\rcnenc . Bccau c 

standard arc already 111 pla c 111 thi s hool ~. tern. gradu..il change to the ex isting 

tandard hould re ·ult in a ucce ful tran 1t1on 10 na11on..1 I standard~. 
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CHAPTER I 

I. TROD UCTIO I 

Importance of the Problem 

A movement to develop national tandard for tudent achievement I gamin g 
~ ~ 

popularit_ in the Uni ted ' tates (O'Neil. 1991 ). Proposal include national standard ihat 

will drive the curri ulum in all school and in all grade k, cl::-, . 1 cam. of inJ i,·idual ha\'e 

been given the job of creating nation:::il tandard. for ,·anou ub_1ect area (Harrington-

Leukcr. 1994 ). nfonunatcly. cla. room teacher hn,-c been c:-.cluded in this planning. 

Many teacher. are even unaware of the mo\'emcnt tO\\'arJ as~ . tern of n:-- iional t:::indards . 

Educator who arc a\\ arc of national tandards ha, e m1,cJ kcl1ng. tow:·rJ the 

up pone rs r na1101wl ·tandards bcl 1e\'e thJt. 1: 1m k rncnted. na11onal . tandard :-. 

will pro\'idc an equ.il education 10 all children ( 8r:.1n 11 011 . J lJlJ~ 1 However. \\'ithout 

appropnaic re ur e and taff de\'elopment . ess1orb . nc,, ·umculum will do li tt le more 

than sit on a helf (Harrin gton-Lcuker. 199➔) . In add111 on. 11 c!:.!-;'.->room teacher · do no t 

have a po 1ti\'c attitude toward the ne,, tandard . efr'c 11, c 1mplcmenta11on will probabl) 

not take place . Be ausc thi i a national i uc. 11 "oulJ be C\pccted that teacher in 

vanou lo ation may ha, di ffcnng opinion . Ho" e, er. the re. ulting re earch will be 

helpful to all educators . Rccommcnda11on. will be made ,, h1 h " ·ill encourage a smooth 

tran i11on to the nc\\' tandards . 
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Statement of the Problem 

The problem was to evaluate the preset atti tudes of teac hers towards national 

standards, prior to their implementation in local classroom . and to compare these preset 

attitude with current attitude towards adopted local anciJor state tandard by the ame 

teachers. An addi tional goal was to identi fy the teachers· current understanding of 

standards. including local, state. and national. and to examine the po itive and/or negative 

effect that these teachers believe will occur a a result of implementing national 

standard in local cla rooms. 

Hypothe is 

There will be no significant relauon hip between the current cla sroom 

implementation of local or tate standard. and the pre -ct :::i tt1tudc~ of teachers toward 

national tandards. 

Definition of Tern,~ 

Lo al tandard: : pccific gu1dcl1nc . tc llin~ c.\J ·ti: "1i~11 s1Udcnts need to knO\\ 

10 ach ubJect area and gr:::idc level. dc\'eloped b: 1nd1\ 1duJI s ·honl di tri ct . 

·uuonal standard~ et of tandard created for spcc1 r1c ~ub_1ec t areas. sanctioned 

by the federal government. and de 1gned to be u. eJ in :::iny chool Y. tern . 

~ egativc att itude : tlltude. de\·eloped \\ h1ch ::ire 1n oppo 1t1on to the 

implementat1on of ·ational tandard . 

Po iti,·e att itude tlltude dc,·elopcd uppontn!:'. the ~ :i 11 onJI tandard in local 

cla room . 



tate tandards: Guideline provided to local school d1 tricts by the State 

Depanment of Education . 

Limitation_ 

Thi tudy had everal limita tions. Thi study involved :i elected public school 

. v tern . The targe ted school sys tem currently ubscribe. to :i set o f standard_ \\'hich arc 
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very similar to the new I_ developed ationJI tandard_. urriculum guide are updated 

frequen tly: therefore. teacher · in th1 _ tern arc often expo cd to chanee in the 

tandards. The tud y grour will con ·i. t onl _ o f rubl1 c school tcJ her in grade K-L . 

Each lo ality ha - ind1\' idual chJra ten tic -. and thus the re ·ults fo und in 1h1 · :tudy mJ) 

be unique 10 the targeted hool _ v tern . 



CHAPTER II 

RE IE\ OF LITERATURE 

The is uc of standard . . like other educational i. ucs. has been given atten tion for 

many year ·. earl y a · 1920. tandard were discu ' ed in educational literature 

(Edmon on, 1995). At the time. tandards in content area applied to requirement about 

the number of uniL in each ubject. a cording to Edmon on . tandard al o applied to 

teacher . and covered u ha pcct of teaching a the number of college hour required. 

the number of cla cs tha t could be taught. and the maxi mum number of tudent that 

would be in a cla 

I though man: : c;.. r have p ed. the i uc of tandard in education stil I 

rece1 e much attention. 1 he current debate concerning problem in mencan 

education often center a1 uunJ reat1ng h1eher ·umJarJ-., Im -.,tuJenh anJ uslllg 

tandard1zed tc ts to a~~c~-.. pcrfom1ancc. Lurrcntl~. there :m: 11 l ) required federal 

guideline ~ r edu ·at1onJI tandard. among ,·anou: . tare-.. :\ mmTment to reatc 

national tanda rd for . tudcnt a hicvcment i aining popular.t~ . e ment to 

determine if the tudcnts have met the tandard. arc nLo cxpc tcd to be implemented 

( Kean. I 99_ ). Depend in~ on whether the tandard~ arc met. a , Lem of reward or 

puni hmcnt aimed at the . tudents. their tea her . and the · hool . ,. rem I implemented 

(D' m1co · orcoran. 191.: 5 ). 

Di cu ion in the lneraturc foc use on the development and outcome of uch 

tandard . It i thou!.2-ht that admini trator in toda) · h ol ha, c no clear en e of 



what all student need to learn and whether or not they are actual!_ learning (0' eil. 

I 991 ). Many educators que lion the au thorirv o f the federal government to make . ~ 

decision about what tandard - are imponanl. In lead. those oppo ing the national 

standard are in favor of keeping local control of educauon ( Hamngton-Leuker, 1994 ). 

5 

Educator al o que lion the log.1 tic · of a :,.1 tern of nauonal tandard . Who will 

develop the tandard ·_, tany group arc currently wor mg to rcate or improve 

tandard . A · early a 19 ' lJ. national tandard: were rcka J b:,. the ·:rnonal Coun ii of 

Teacher of athem tic ( 1CT 1). A ording to Diane Ra,·11ch ( 1992 ). math tea her 

realized that the ir ·onccpt of Ne\, tat h \\ a fading . In an attempt to 1mpro\'c 

mathcmalic cducallon. th . began re car hmg and d1 u in~' their puon · . The re ult. 

CT 1 tandard-,. ct high c. p c tallon tor all tudcnt :ind\\ ere qui kl a cpted 

nallonw1dc ( Ra\ 11 h. I 92 ). According 10 1 -Lau~hlin Jnd ~ hcr,ard ( 1 n ). the 

tandard. being UC\ eloped toda) emphJ 11c rca ·on111~ :ind rrohlcm h mg kill 

tudents must m ·ct the demand~ ot Jn e\ er - · hJn~tn~ '- ll · il· 1, I klau~hlin · ' hcpard. 

199_ ). 

During Pre. 1dcnt corge 11. Bu h · tcm1. the L .. U<.:rJnmcnt of l::du at1on 

funded . uh1e ·t-arca grour torr pare tandard. l he pu b I rcJct,on 10 the . c tandard. 

\\ a. , cry ncgat1\ ·. hO\\ C\'Cr. and the funding\\ a, an ·cl cJ ( Le,\ 1 • 199 ). Ra\'ll h 

( 19 2) t tcd that the Dcpanmcnt of Edu a lion . pend-. a .. IJu~hablc amount" of monc) 

on cdu ·at1onal re earch and de\ elopmcnt. A a rc-.u lt. there hJ" been li tt le monc) 

allov,cJ by the frderal go\crnmcnt to 1mpro,c tcachin!; 1ra1c~1c~ or dc\'clop tandard 
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lndi\'iduals and groups continue the stri,·e for nauonal standards . ln 1994. there 

were 13 professional groups working to develop voluntary national content standards in 

their fields. according to Donna Hamngton-Lueker ( 1994 ). The ~ ational Education 

Goals Panel. created in 1990 by President Bu h. is still in existence . Thi group consi ts 

of eight governor.. four member of the Uni ted tatcs Congress. four tate legislators. 

and rwo member appointed by the Pre ident . The group has many purpo e . one of 

which 1s tu c tabli ha _· y tern of hi gh academic · tandard::- and as e ment . 

Many state. continue to imrro, c standards. and . omc . tatc. ha\'C created spc ial 

a c · mcnt lOoL to mca ·urc tudent progre _. Lnfonunatt:I_ . a ·cording t Lev, is ( 1995 ). 

the group that ccm to ha, c been ignored I the tcJ ·hers :\lthuu~h ome teachers ha,·c 

been elected to er.con standards committee . most teJ · her:-. ·ontinue to teach 

ac ord1ng to the on tent or the rrov1ded te,tboo . . 0r ti .. tJrn.iJrJ that "ere in pla e 

v hen the} began their ·arccr-, . If chan~c I l ) o · ·ur 111 thr schoob. the di. tncts will need 

to suppon ,tJtt' k,dorrrn:nt ti.Jr tc.1 ·her, 

Thne arrear IP he no con-.cnsu-, J-, h1 thL· kt11111H ,11 1,,1 ., ,tanJarJ. Ac ordtn~ to 

Phillir ( I 996 ). there arc I\\ o ,mron:rnt tern,, thJt m t hL· under tood "hen di. cu .. tn~ 

tand rd. f-1rst. a standarJ 1-; J . tatcmcnt de. cnhin_' ,, hJt ,tudcnt:-. should kno,\ and be 

able to do 111 J ·ontcnt area 1 he c srcc1fic . t . .llcmcnt ;ire rclcrrcd tn a. de cnp11,-c 

tandanh Sc - nJ. the ra tn~ . cor, rd:itc, to th· Jcll1n crncnt ot J tandarJ as 

mca urcd h, a state or dt. tnct There arc ot tcn m:rn _ le, c h 0 1 rroti tency attached to a 

mg.le ~lJndard Thu:-.. as e:- mcnt ts m a. urcd on J .., - 31,.: 

I I n:itional st~rnd::irds ::ire fom1Ulatcd. there mu..,t be .1 \\ ;:i~ to e,·aluatc tho c 

. tarn.lard~ lfth<: ... tandard" 3 rc too high. lo · al ~chl)OI.., arc ~01ng to ignore them. 
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according to Cohen ( 1995). On the other hand. if the tandard are too low. the school s 

will continue to do what they are currently doing. and no improvement will be seen 

(Cohen. 1995 ). tandard need to be very objective ( E1 ncr. I 995 ). Ju t a an Olympic 

di ver know exactly what the judge expec t. tudent \\ ill have to under tand the desi red 

performance . Certa in ub_iect . such a pelting and math. ma_ be ea to a e s. 

However, man kill cannot be evaluated on a muluplc- ho1ce tc t. ome cdu ator 

wonder hov.· a nationa l a e ment program will m a urea tudent' abi11 t to re::i on and 

expre idea . 

The drl\ c to 1mpro\ c tandard 1 ·upported b) college pro le. or who arc 

concerned ab ut the am unt f remedial edu auon needed h_ today · · high h ol 

graduate .. In addtt1on. employer~ omplain that the produ l\ of the ~ h require b 

kill training t functi on in the " or pla e ( Kean. 199_ ) tudcnts arc finding that what 

they le rn I n t a important a5 s1mpl:. . taying in s ·hool until ... r Jduat1on. thu earning 

their ,,a1 11110 ~ullcgc or J 10h rcg;.11Jk , ut th1:11 1H1,, ku~l' .-\ lthouL!h nJllonJI 

,tandard, could not.., 1h c .ill prohlcm,. 1t 1, hnpcJ th:1 r l"-111\ L' ·hJnge'- \\ ould re. ult. 

The :\at1on I ·oun ti of I c chcr of lathcmat1 · . tan<.1Jnh hJ alrcad) had an 1mpa t in 

ho I \\ here they arc u. cd ~· tudent. arc per1 om11n: a "e ll a ontr I group on 

trad1t1onal m th matt -~ . t! L. and thC\ arc ou t pcrtom1in~ con tro l group tn the area\ of 

pr bl m · h ing and reasonin g ( Rc1 "· Robin..,on. on1cr, ... · , !Jr . 1999 I 

·omc . hoob air, d1 ha, c ngorou. tandards in rla c tor their tudent . ,, htle 

other hool - appear to ha, c no . tandards at II I \\. 1g~in,. I 49~ I It 1. hoped that 

1mplement1ng national . t.andard ,, ould reate a n gorou requirement for all tudent 

for mg ·tudcnt to ach1c, ca certain protic1enc) le , cl before graduating Parent would 



be aware of exact ly "'·hat \\ a expected and requi red o f their children. hopefully resulting 

in parent taking a more act1\'e role in their children · , education. uppon er of national 

standard poin t to the fac t that our y tern of education 1s extremely decentrali zed. 

making 1t diffi cult fo r student to tran fe r ucce full~ (. rono w1tl. 1996). National 

tandards would c l1minatc th 1. r roblem. Tran. 1cnt . 1udcn t1s \\ ould he le d1 ad\'antagcd. 

a a ll chooL " ould be CO \ en ng the ·ame ontent 

\Vhat ha · been rrn IOI.! from the debate about na t1onJI ~t::inJard~ accord111 e lL) - . ~ 

Geral d Bracey. 1-; any e\·1dcncc that they produce hrghcr ::i ·h1c\t.~ment O f 29 ountnc~ 

\\ 1th a nallonJI curr1 ·ulum. I , ·orcd h1~hcr than the L n1tcJ Ute 1n rnJthemat1 -~ . c1g.h1 

countnc~ had nu d1tlcrcn · ·.and c, en ountnc. rcrlL)m1cJ 1(1\\cr than the 'nitcd ' talc. 

When 11 ·ountnc., ,, 1thout J nation.ii cumculum \\ Crc ' Ompared. s1 , ~ orcd hi gher than 

other subJCC l area, \\Crc 11111l.1r .•\ , .'helJon JnJ BrJJ lc 1 ~,1n1cJ out 111 199, . . hooL arc 

I - l 

1 hou~h ,omc cdu ·ator, arc frrml~ JllJ hcd tn tt1c ILIL'.J ul nJt10nal . tandard. a~ a 

. olu t1on l,, :\mcncJ · cJu 'J t1onJ I trouhlc,. other Jrc trn.:htencJ cd the con trol that \, ould 

dd1t1onJII~ . rcquinll!,! J tuucnt to J ' hlC\C J r,1ni ·ul.1 'n. H' lHl J . pc ·1r1 IC l In order tn 

1 radu te ma~ not he Jrrrornate . 1 rJd1t1onall~ . .-\meri..:Jn hJ, e been proud to o ft er 

tudcnh mam chJn ·c lL) J ·h1e\ c ucce~,. anJ in the rn,ru-..cu \ tern the ~tuden ts "ould 

n t be g1, en ~ccond chJn ' C :\ ta t11nc ,, hen the to ·u-.. 1-.. on equ11_ 111 cdu auon. national 

tandard, ·oulJ Jctualh thrcJten our cL1mm1tmcnl to 1mrro, rmcnt 111 the s~ tcm 
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Although th is sounds contradic tory . Marilyn G1 ttell ( 1996) ucce sful ly points out some 

problems involved in creating nallonal standard . At the chool distric t level, educators 

are accu tamed to ha, mg lo al control O\'er the edu auona l . : ·tern . They are given 

flexibility in choo in~ book and other re ource · . Bv mo,·ing the curriculum deci ions to - . -
a national lc\'el. a cording to G1 tte ll. the school - :·stem \\ Ould be forced to tea ha 

curriculum that may not fi t the school· · 1tuat1on. Children ma;, not be able to learn tht? 

kill tha t are necc ary for surv1 \'al in their o 1ety. 

Teacher h1 toncally teach the conten that the: -no,, ,, ill be tc ted: thu . the 

tandard · movern ~n t may mp the local school~ or contro l o, er the · urr1 ulum. In a 

tudy by Flct her ( 199 ). Lea her~" ho rccc1, cJ l1 u k tra,nin~ on nat1tinJI sc1c 11 c 

tandard<; '" ere lound to Leach onl: ,, h;,it the: kne,, " J .., ~t,1n...1 Ill be tc. tcd . Ho" c,·er. 

in cont ras!. the tcJ ·her ,, ho \\ ere.: !:!" en a kquJtc trJ1n1n _· anJ mndcl111 ~· o f nc\\ 

in tru t1ona l . 1ratq.:1c-. J1J fm.:u.., Dn the c..,1red . tJnJJrd ... lri ~l' l1 · lu!--1011. Flct her . tated 

<; tanJ.m.h arc 1mpkrrn:111cd 

: ·trnol ,-.rem ,,ill nccJ tunJ1n~ 1fthc: arc l l' l) :n u Jilt: training for 

1mplcmcr,ting nat10nJI tJnJarJ -.. Hc ruhc ( 199(, 1 belie, c, lhJ the 1. . ut.: of financial 

respnn~1hil1 t: mu t he e,a1rn11eJ tu · hot the nhrnn " 1111..11 ,, t~uJ~etcd to . chool 

d1. tnct~ LlHllc~ trum the lo ·JI le, c l I I nation.ii -.1Jr1t.lJrJ ... J c Jl.ll' teJ. some educator. 

,, onder 11 monc: ,, di he g1 ,cn to all the . chool tl) hu: nc~e J~ cqu1 pmenL chools 

"1th large minont: anJ ,, or ·ing cla-. enrollmcni... ot en ,.h' no pn-.-;e .. the funding for 

ne,, . -icncc IJh l, r f-rcn ·h tcJchcr .-\dJ111onal l_ . inter- cn1 1on rro~ram. ,, ould require 



(Berube. 1996 ). If the go\'cmment doe not make a commitment to raising the fu nding 

given to sc hool . 11 \A. ill be difficul t for poor school d1stncts to implement national 

stanJarJ.., 1. \ romrn 1u·. lltlt(1) 

The pre ure I on to raise tandard and. hopeful!~. to increa e rudent 

achievement. Educator mu t play an acu,·c role in en unn~ that the tandard arc 

created fa1rl_ and implemented effe uvcl) . After all. 11 1 nut the tandard . but the 

teacher ,, ho make the real d1 ffercnce in the la room ( K lc1n. I 999 ). c ording 1 

10 

o· ell ( 19 I) and ~-1a. her ( 199 ). there arc no fimi an. " crs yet a io whether incrc ·cd 

t ndard ,,ill ohc problem · in cdu Jllon. but rc ·1 t.rn ch_ cJ ·at rs will probabl) 

only ,.., or~en the 1tuat1on 111 toda, . l.'.hoob. 



The tudv Group 

CHAPTER 111 

METHODOLOGY 

The . tudy !_!rour const<;ted o 50 la <;room teacher~. al I of whom arc !teen ed to 

teach 1n the late of Tcnnc~~cc. To en urea repre_ entat1on or ,·a nous grade le\'cl . the 

tudy group wa a strauficJ ~Jmplc. \\ 1th elementary. middle:. anJ h1:h · hool t ac her 

each rcpre ·cnt111~ J rcr -cntJ~c of the group. Panic1pant. " ere random I~ selc ·red fro m 

·1x .·chooL 1n the tar~crcJ :-- ·hool y _ tern . ' elected pani ·1ran1.· \\ ere a kcd to omplerc a 

ur. cy anonymou:I _. JnJ pan1c1ra11on ,,a_ , oluntar:, lhc ~cil:c tcJ tud) group al 

ubm1t tcd a demographic -..ur.cy Although the ·tud~ •ruur \\ a!\ not . traulied ba cd on 

d mograph1c-,. tht: uh1t: ·[-.. rcprt:,cnteJ d1ffcrcn ·c, 111 ;,igc. gender. :rnd year of tea hing 

experience 

, oluntccrin~ 10 p:irt11.:1p.11l' 1 he ·on cnt tnm1 qJtrd ... l..' c, mrlc11nn :rnd return of the 

:ur.·c,:-- c0n 1,1u1r, \l)ur 111t onneJ - )llsent to rani ·1ra1c in th1, rro1c , .. (sec Appendix . . 

Al •\ pac ct that 111 luJcJ J (\\ 1.,-pan. rc,carchcr-~encrJtcJ tud _. along \\llh the 

complete pJc cl 1 ( )11, pJrt nf thi..: ur. c_ con. 1,1cJ ti ! quc~t, on-. concerning urrent 

1rnplcment.1t1on ot JJt, ptcJ In ·al anJ. or ·talc _ tanJarJ, l3a,cJ on multiple- ho1cc 

an "er... pamctpJnh ,, cri..: J-. ·ed to determine the dc~rce to "h1 h the~ u_ c pro, 1dcd 



standards in their clas room:.. Addillonally. participant were a'.'> ked to determine if 

current tandard are appropnate in variou ubject area 

The ::, '-:011J pJ!7 ul th· :.ur., c, con 1::i teJ Lll ten uc:.t1u11., Th.::-c 4uc::i t1 on::-

as es ed the ubjecL · current knowledge about the formallon of . 1ational tandard . a 

well a their willingne .. to 1mrlcmcnt these new tandards 1n thei r cla . room ·. The 

12 

que tion in th1 part of the un ey a llowed part! 1pant · to rcrort their rcr eption about 

the eventua l ucces~ or fail ure o the tandard . The quc · t1 011-; " ae ored on a m di fied 

three po int Lik.crt cale a follo v. s: . - ag ree: U- undc 1dcd. D- d1 agree 

T he un c~ pa· -ct 1ncludeJ J demograph1 · un e! 1 he 1111onn:111on II tcJ J1J 

not include the ~ubJcc t·~ name or any 1Jcn ll f)111g 1n1onnat1011 <. ullcc tcd dcrnograph 1c 

in fu rmat1on , · u cful 111 t 1c cvaluallon of th 1: . tud!. Ill dctcrm1n1ng li m1tat1on . . anJ in 

developing r-: ommenda t1 n fo r the fu ture 

The Proet: urc 

lktor · hq.'.11111111 ~ th1, ,tuJ!. p..:rm1 ,1Llll \\J, :rJn11.:d llll111 \ ,1111 PCJ) .'talc 

'n1, cr · ,t! In t1tut1011JI Kc IC\\ Board ( ,cc :\ p cnJ 1 I 1 .111d lrnr 1 the IJr!!ctcd . hool 

.. tern ( cc .\ ppcndl\ I· 1 Unl'c penrn ,ion "a ~rantcJ the 1rnrlc of tea her was 

. elcctcJ f;-,..1m the tar~ctcd ·hool ·, . tern Three clcrnentJ ~. l\\l) middle. and one high 

,cho 11 ,.., re , andoml ·le ·1cJ Pcmw, 10n "J !,!r~rn c 1r0m cJ.:h of the cho. en 

ho 1·, pnn ·1pal P.1rt11:1pant, ,,ere then random! ,cl ·.::tcJ lrL,m tht.: e ,1x . hool 

· un·cy pa· ch \\Cr' mJileJ u. in~ the -hno1·._ mJ tl l)Uncr Included in ea h un ·c, 

p c ·ct \\ a_ an intom1 ,J .::on,cnt . tJ tcmcnt. in. tru t1on,. th' t" ll ran- un·c~. a 

demograrh1c :un c!. JnJ Jn 3JJrc-..::-cd cm cl ore for the re1 um o t the quc 11onna1re. 

PJrt1 · 1pJnh 111 the tuJ, \\Crc J-.. eJ to rcaJ the lnfc,rm ,JC on cnt . tatcmen, (. ec 
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Append ix A ). \\ h1 ch explatncd that pam cipation wa_ \ ol unta~ . There were no known 

risk fo r pan ic1paung 111 th1 tudy. and if a ubJec t chose not to panicipate. there wa no 

p ' na lt_ 

Fift_ ur. e:,- . were ent to elected pam ,pant - 111 the pnng emester of 2000. 

Th1ny- 1x ur.·e~ ('~ 0 o ) \ \ ere returned. The . ur.·e, - \\ ere h:rnd- cored a. needed and 

cored by comput r to compile a per en tage re ul t f ub_1 e t~ · re ·pon ·e to ea h 

quc tton. Re ·ulh were computed u 111g the tatV1c\\ sot 1,, are program. 

\ 'altd1ty \\ a~ related to the re. ponsc made b, the ..., tud _ ~roup. The lcar wordtng 

of UI"\" ) quc t1 on , . the anon~rn 1t:,- nf thc : ub_1 c t . anJ the uttl1,-a t1 on ofa three-point 

calc in1pro\ ed \ al1d11:,- o f the . tud:,-

1 o prc~cnt the 111 lom1at1O11. the quc...,11 onnJ 1rt.' 1" ho" n \\ 1th the tabulated re ult~ 

for ca h que ll n l he rc..., u lt-; reprc,cnt teacher-.,· attttuJc JnJ ll inion" 1b ut , ·a11onal 

t ndard~. J \\ ell J-. the ·u rrcn t dq.:rcc 1.)f 1mplcmc11tJl1 Lrn ,,f lo ·.ti and er . tatc tandard~ 

Ill lo ·JI dJ, fl)(.)llh t • •. \rpc11J1,c" l1. II. Jlld I 11 r .111.11" 'I I lll \1..·:,--.1 Rc..,rnn~C\ Ill 

ul"\ q quc 11nn" \\ crc ~rt,upeJ J\.. ·l,rJin~ tn dcnH1~r.1rh: 1r11t,nna11n11 111 ·lud1n~ l!Cnder. 

age. educ Ilona! ba · ~round. 101~11 : car, tea htn~. rwr 1t • ,,1 .... 111dcn t 1n la. :r om. and 

number o , tatc \, here t ·a htn~ po 111On h.l\ c b·en ht.'IJ l>cr )()~raphtc..., \\ere analy,cd 

for an: pt1 thlc r ·la11or...,hrp to que,tton re,p n c" 1 he ·::-r.11 ~h mo. t ~1gnifi ant and 

relc \ ant quc. tton" Jrc h1t!hligh tcJ 111 ublc anJ J1, u ,cJ :n tr1e 1c,1 The da ta olle tcd 

pr \ 1dcJ u~e ful 111~1ght about att itude to\\ ard-. a ll 1a11C1JrJ Kc-.ult \\ ill be he lpful 111 

dctcm1111tnl! the 111 0..,1 •t lc ·11, c \\ a:,- tu 1mplcmcnt the a11,1 n.1. . unJard. 11110 the targeted 

h , _ tern 



CHAPTER I\ ' 

PRESE '.'\'TA T IO~ OF DA TA 

11
·,,· r llfl' ' < ': ti: ' ·-t,.J\ \\ J , [Ll C.:\ J I J l l'. th . r 1C.:,l'l Jl: l t l! J . t h 
- u l ' J . ·1 l u1 art.I , 

1 t311 J 3 rJ , r riur tu the ir 1mp lcmentat1 on 1n local la __ room d nauonJ, ~ · · an to ompare 

these rrc:,ct att it J c.: , 11 1th ·t! rri:n t att1 tudcs to\\ ard adorted lo al and or late tandard. 

b: the ~amc tc.: ..1L'h •r, .-\ 11 JJJ1 t1onal goa l \\ a to ident ify the tea her · urrent 

unJcr t..1 nJ 111 ~ ,1 , u 11J.1rJ,. 111L'luding lo al. ta ti: . and nat1onal. and 10 . amin th 

·1\, • ·11 group ·on cmin 



Table I 

Responses to Question l of National Standards Survey 

Educational Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
J 

Background 

BA 64% (7) 9% (1) 27% (3) 100% (11) 

BA+ 89% (8) 11 % (1) 0 ·100% (9) 

MA 67% (6) 11 % (1) 22% (2) 100% (9) 

MA+ 100% (5) 0 0 100% (5) 

EDS 0 100% (1) 0 100% (1 ) 

ALL 75% (26) 11 % (4) 14% (5) -109% (35) 

~ Question l of the national standards survey states, "I am aware that national 

standards are being developed in all subject areas." 

Table 2 

Unpaired t-test for Question l of ational Standards Survey 

Educational t-Value P-Value 
Background 
BA, BA+ -1.614 .1239 
BA,MA -.198 :8449 
BA,MA+ -1.510 . 1532 
BA+,MA 1.414 .1795 
BA+, MA+ -.732 
MA,MA+ -1.3 83 

*p<.05 

Most teachers in the targeted school system are willing to implement national 

standards in their clas rooms (see Table 3). In the 20-29 year age category, 80% of 

participants responded positively to this item. Older participants were less willing to 

implement national standards . Only 57% of teachers ages 40-49 and 50% of teachers 

15 
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ages 50-59 reported to be willing to implement national standards in their classrooms. 

Although some teachers (3 1 %) were undecided about implementing national standards in 

their c lassrooms, no teachers disagreed with the survey question. Although some 

relationships can be drawn from the data, there is no significant difference in their 

responses (see Table 4). 

Table 3 

Responses to ational Standards Question 5 by Age 

Age Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
20-29 80% (8) 20% (2) 0 100% (10) 
30-39 69% (11) 31% (5) 0 100% (16) 
40-49 57% (4) 33% (3) 0 100% (7) 
5·0-59 50% (1) 50% (1) 0 100% (2) 
All 69% (24) 31%( 11) 0 100% (35) 

~ Question 5 of national standards survey states, " I am willing to implement national 

standards in my classroom. 

Table 4 

Unpaired t-te t for National tandards Question 5 by Age 

Age t-Value P-value 

20-29, 30-39 .609 .5481 
20-29, 40-49 .987 .3394 
20-29, 50-59 . 45 .4178 
30-39, 40-49 .517 .6105 . 
30-39, 50-59 ~ 

.504 .62 12 
40-49, 50-59 .158 .8786 

•12<.05 
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Educational background appears to influ ence teachers , perceptions about national 

standards. Teachers holding only a Bachelor' s degree were more likely to report being 

undecided about implementing national standards in their classrooms then those with 

more education (see Table 5). The one survey respondent who has an Education 

Specialist degree agreed with the survey item, and 80% of teachers with a Master's 

degree plus addit ional graduate hours, were willing to implement national standards in 

thei r classroom. The percentage of teachers in agreement with this statement decreased 

with less education, and only 55% of teachers with only a Bachelor's degree reported that 

they were willing to implement national standards. Table 6 shows the statistical 

comparison between groups who responded to the question, "I am willing to implement 

national standards in my classroom." The results show no significant difference in the 

responses to this question. 

Table 5 

Resgonses to ational Standards Question 5 by Educational Background 

Educational Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
Background 
BA 55% (6) 45% (5) 0 100% (11) 
BA+ 67% (6) 33%~(3) .: , 0 ioo¾ (9) 
MA 78% (7) 22% (2) 0 100% (9) 
MA+ 80% (4) 20% (1) 0 -100% (5) 
EDS 100% (1) 0 0 100% (1) 
ALL 69% (24) 31 %.(11) 0 100% (35) 

~ QueSlion 5 of national standards survey states, "I am willing to implement national 

tandard in my classroom 
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Table 6 

Unpaired t-test for Responses to ational Standards Question 5 by Educational 

Background 

Educational t-Value P-value 

Background 
BA,BA+ -.526 .6051 

BA,MA -1.060 . . 3033 

BA, MA+ -.940 .3630 

BA+,MA -.500 .6239 

BA+, MA+ -.495 .6296 

MA,MA+ -.090 .9298 

*p<.05 

Although age and educational background seemed to influence responses 

concerning implementing national standards, years of teaching did not appear to be 

significant ( ee Table 7). All surveyed teachers either agreed or were undecided on this 

survey question. Participants who have been teaching 11-20 years were the least likely to 

report being willing to implement national standards in their classrooms, while 100% of 

respondents who have been teaching 4-6 years reported being willing to implement 

national standards in thei r classrooms. In all other age categories, at least 50% of 

surveyed teachers agreed that they were willing to implement national standards. Table 8 

show that there were no significant differences in the responses to this survey item. 
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Table 7 

Res onses to ational Standards uestion 5 b Total Years Teachin 

Total Years Teaching Agree Undecided Disagree Total 

1-3 
70% (7) 30% (3) 0 100% (IO) 

100% (10) 0 0 
4-6 100% (IO) 

7-10 
57% (4) 43% (3) 0 100% (7) 

11-20 
40% (2) 60% (3) 0 '100% (5) 

21 -30 50% (1) 50% (1) 0 100% (2) 

31+ 50% (1) 50% (1) 0 100% (2) 

All 69% (25) 31%(11) 0 100% (36) 

Note. Question 5 of national standards survey states, "I am willing to implement national 

standards in my classroom." 

Table 8 

Unpaired t-test for Responses to National Standards Question 5 by Total Years Teaching 

Experience 

Total Years Teaching 

1-3 , 10-20 
1-3, 4-6 
1-3 , 7- 10 

10-20, 20-30 
10-20, 30+ 

10-20, 4-6 

10-20, 7-1 0 
20-30, 4-6 

20-30, 7-10 
30+, 4-6 
30+,7-10 
4-6, 7-10 

*p<.os 

t-Value 

.883 

-1.406 

-.664 
-·.667 

-.667 

-1.908 

-1.483 

-.845 

-.509 

-.845 

-.509 

.718 

P-value 

.3947 

1769 . 
.5166 

.5415 

.5415 

.. 0807~~ : 
.1722 

.4178 

.6263 

.4178 · 

.6263 

.4837 
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Surveyed teachers were asked to decide if the guidelines provided by their school 

were too few, adequate, or too many. Most teachers surveyed (80%) believe that the 

guidelines provided by their school are adequate (see Table 9) . However, 40% of the 

youngest surveyed teachers, ages 20-29, believe that they have been given too many 

guidelines. This may reflect the fact that new teachers often feel overwhelmed with the 

many responsibi lities placed upon them. Teachers between the ages of 40 and 49 were 

split in their responses, with 57% believing that the guidelines are adequate. Only 6% of 

all surveyed teachers believed that they were given too few guidelines. Interestingly, 

these teachers were all between the ages of 40 and 49 . Teachers in the remai ning age 

groups agreed that the guidelines provided by their school were adequate. Table I 0 

indicates a statistical comparison between groups concerning guidelines provided by the 

schools. The unpaired t-test for the age groups 20-29 and 30-39 shows signifi cance. 

There were no significant differences in the other age categories. 

Table 9 

Res onses to Local Standards uestion 3 b A e 

Adequate _ Too Many Total 

~ge Too Few 100% (10) 
60% (6) 40% (4) 

20-29 0 100% (16) 
100% (16) 0 

30-39 0 )00% (7) 
57% (4) 14% ( I) 

40-49 29% (2) 100% (2) 
100% (2) 0 

5_0-59 0 100% (35) 
6% (2) 80% (28) 14% (5) 

All 

"Tb amount of guideline 
. 3 of the local classrooms survey states, e 

Note. Question 

·ct d to me by my school is .. .. " prov1 e 
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Table l 0 

Unpaired t-tcst for Local Swndards Question 3 bv Age 

Age t-Ya lue P-value 

20-29, 30-39 3.033 .0059 

20-29, 40-49 I. 6 I .0825 

20-29, 50-59 l .054 .3166 

30-39, 40-49 .826 .4187 

40-49, 50-59 -.279 .7 4 

*12<.05 

When participants were asked abou t the amount of guidelines pro\'idc by their 

school, educational background did not appear to have an impact on re ponses (sec 

Table 11 ). The results of a stati sti cal compari son further indicates that there were no 

significant differences in responses (sec Table 12). Mo ·t participants ( 9° o) an we red 

th at the amount of guide lines provide by thei r chool ,,·a adequate . o participants with 

a Master's Degree or higher educati onal background reported ha,·ing too few guidel ines, 

and on ly one respondent in each of the other two categories believed that they,, ere given 

too few gu idelines . A small percentage of sur,cycd teachers in each ca tegory for 

educational background bclic,·cd that they ha,·e been given too many guidelines . with the 

one excep tion of the participant ,,·ith an Ed degree . This participant bclie\'ed th at the 

amoun t of guidelines pro,·iJed b:, the school ,,ere adequate . 



T::i.blc 11 

Re s onscs to Loc::i.l St:rnd::i.rds ucstion 3 by Educ:i tion::i.l B::i.ckground 

Educational Too Few Adequate Too l\lany Total 
Backgro und 

BA 9° o ( I) 2° 0 (9) 9° ~ ( I) I 00° o ( I I ) 

BA+ 11 % (I) 67% (6) 22% (2) I 00° ~ (9) 

MA 0 LL
0 o (7) 12°o( l ) 100°0 ( 7 ) 

MA+ 0 0% (4) 20% ( I) 100%( 5) 

EDS 0 I 00° o (I) 0 I 00° o ( I) 

ALL 6% (2) 79% (27) 15% (5) 100°0 (3 4) 

\: ote . Question 3 of the loc:il cbssroo ms sur,cy sutes ... The :1111ount of guidelines 

pro\'idcd to me by my school is .. . " 

T::i.blc 12 

Un p::i.ircd I-test for Re sp1lnses to Local Stand::i.rds Question J b\' Educ:1tion:1l Badl.!round 

Educational t-\'alu e P-value 
Background 

BA.BA+ -. 474 .641 0 

BA,MA -.654 .52 1 
BA. l\ 1A- -. '' 2 l) .42 ()() 

BA ,MA .057 .9553 
BA .,.. , 1\ 1:\ - - .2X..., -,-,s 7 

1A MA+ -.JJ 7 .7424 

• p· ()5 
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21 or more ye:irs. One hunJreJ pcrcen l or these pani cip:rn ts feel that the guiJ L· li nL'S 

proY ided by the ir school arc aJequate (sec Table 13). Teacher · \, ho h:.1\ ·c been te:.iching 

fo r fe\, ·er years arc more di\ idcd in their responses to the sun c:, item . bu t SO° u of :ill 

panic ip:rnt s bclie\·c the gu idelines pro\·idcd by the ir sc hoo l :ire Jdcq uJ tc . Teachers \\ith 

th e lcJst amount of te:iching experience (less than 11 ye:irs) \\ ere the on!:, p:inicip:in ts 

\\' ho bcl ie\-cd that they h:1,·e been gi\·cn too many guidelines. Table I-+ sho,, s the resu lts 

of a statisticJI comparison bc t\,-cen groups bJsed on total ycJrs o f teac hing. \' L) 

signifi cant differences in re sponses lo the sun-cy item \\'C rc noted . 

Table 13 

Responses to Loc:il Standards Questi on 3 b\' To tJI Years TcJchin l! E.\pericnce 

Total Years Teachin g Too Few Ad equ ate Too :\lany To tal 
1-3 I 0° o ( I ) 80°0 (8) I 0° o ( I ) 100°0 ( 10) 
4-6 0 70% (7) 30~0 (3) 100°0 ( 10) 
7- 10 0 '6°0 (6) ]-+ Do (]) I 00° o (7) 

11 -20 25~o ( I) 75% (3) 0 100° 0 (-+ ) 
2 1-30 0 I 00° o ( 2) 0 I 00° o (2) 
3 1+ 0 IOO~o (2) 0 100°0 (2) 
All 6" u (2 l ,'O°o (2, ) l -+ 0 o (5 ) 100°0 (.15) 

\' ote. Questio n 3 or the lucal clas~ ruurm sun e:, st:iles ... The amount or guidelines 

prc)\·ideJ tu me h) 111) ~clwn l 1~. 



2-+ 

Table 14 

Unpaired t-t est for Responses to Local Standards Question 3 bv Total Years Teaching 

Experience 

Total Years Teaching t-Value P-value 

1-3 , 10-20 .883 .3 947 

1-3 , 4-6 -1.406 .1769 

1-3 , 7-10 -.664 .5 166 

10-20, 20-30 -.667 .5415 

10-20, 30+ -.667 .5415 

10-20, 4-6 -1.908 .0807 

10-20, 7-1 0 -1.483 .1722 

20-3 0, 4-6 -. 845 .4178 

20-30, 7-10 -. 509 .6263 

30+ , 4-6 -.845 .41 78 

30+, 7-10 -.509 .6263 

4-6, 7-10 .718 .4837 

*12<.05 

Those who arc in fav or of nati onal standards believe that a national set of 

standards \\'Ould benefit students who change school s frequently. In the targeted school 

system. 80~o of sur,eycd teachers agreed that nati onal standards would benefit students 

who change schoo ls frequentl y (sec Table 15). T\\'O surveyed teachers ha\·e held 

teaching positions in four states. and both agreed that national standard will be helpful 

for students who change schoo ls frequentl y. Teachers who have held teaching positions 

in one or t\\'O states were sli ghtl y less certain. with 11 °'o undecided about the impact that 

national standards would have on transient students. Only 9% of the s::imple di sagreed 

with the survey item. Although there appears to be a rel ati onship between the number of 

states where teaching posi ti ons ha\-c been held and the response to the survey item. no 

signifi c:rnt differences ,, ere obscr\-cd (sec Tab le 16) . 
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Table 15 

Responses to Ques tio n 9 .--\ ccordi ng to );umber of tates \\'here Teachin 2 Posi tions Have 

Been Held 

Number of Agree Undecid ed Disagree Total 
states where 
teaching 
positions have 
been held 

l -+ 0 o (20) ~o (2 ) % (2) I 00% (24) 

2 67% (4) 33% (2) 0 100% (6) 

3 75% (3 ) 0 25 % (I) 100% (4) 

4 I 00% (2) 0 0 100% (2) 

All 80°1
0 (29) 11 % (-+) 9% (3 ) 100% (36) 

Note. Que ti on 9 of the n::i tional st::i nda rds survey state s, ' 'National standards would 

benefit stude nts \\ ho change sc hoo ls frequentl y.'' 

Table 16 

Unpaired t-tes t fo r Responses to Questi on 9 Acco rding to Number of States \\'here 

Teac hing Pos it ions H::1 \-c Been He ld 

umber of 
states where 
teaching 
positions have 
been held 

1, 2 

1, 3 
I , 4 

2, 3 

2,4 

3,4 

*n<.05 

t-Va lu e 

.30, 

.696 
-.57 1 

.351 

- .l 66 

-.667 

P-value 

.7603 

.4926 

.573 5 

. 73-+ 

-+ 19 ' 

.5415 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY CO CLUSIONS, AND RECOMME DATIONS 

Summary 

The problem , a to evaluate the preset attitude of teachers towards national 

standards, prior to their implementation in local classroom . Researcher-generated 

survey results , er u ed to identify the teachers current understanding of standard 

including local, state. and nati nal. and to examine the po itive and/or negative effect 

that these teacher believe,, ill 

local classroom . 

ur a a result of implementing national standards in 

Many of the urve ed teacher in the targeted school tern are already familiar 

with standard . Of the pani ipant in thi stud . onl 6% reponed ha ing no copies of 

standard in their la r om . o t te hers ( 0%) believe that the tandards pro ided to 

them are adequat fo r their nc ~d -. f th urv y J tc· ·h r~. .' 0 o tated that the have 

received ome t p of training on lo al standard . Th 

transition to nation I tandard . 

fa tor will help mooth the 

It, a detem1incd that mo t tea her arc aware th t national standard are being 

developed in all subj t ar a . du ational backgr und arrear t be a factor, a all the 

teachers with a la tcr ' d gre pl u a ditional gr duat h ur. were aware of the n tional 

standards. Some teacher ( 11 % ) app r ntl did not under tand either the question 

regarding their know I d e or the , er un ure of the ir knowledge of standard . 

Most teacher urve ed , ere , illing to implement national standards in their 

classroom. o teacher ,. er oppo ed to the idea. but 3 I% , ere undecided. Older 



teachers were more likely to be undecided, and younger teachers (under age 40) were 

very willing to implement national standards in their classrooms. 

27 

Surveyed teachers overwhelmingly agreed that national standards will benefit 

students who change schools frequently . Teachers are not sure of the impact that national 

standards would have on test scores or student drop out rates. When asked if test scores 

would change as a result of national standards, 11 % of teachers agreed that they would 

not change, and 58% were undecided. Most teachers (83%) were undecided about the 

impact that national standards would have on the student drop out rate. 

Teachers in the targeted school system were very willing to attend staff 

development. Of the teachers surveyed, 86% agreed that professional development about 

national standards would be a benefit to them. Participants also believed that teachers 

should be developing standards, with 94% agreeing that national standards should be 

developed by practicing school teachers who are considered experts in their field. 

The hypothesis stated "there will be no significant relationship between the 

current classroom implementation of local or state standards and the preset attitudes of 

teachers toward national standards." Although data analysis shows relationships between 

groups of teachers, significant differences were not found. As a result, the hypothesis 

cannot be rejected. 

Conclusions 

Educators are often searching for ways to improve teaching and learning in the 

United States. The formation of national standards. like any change, will not solve all 

problems. In fact, if teachers do not have positive attitudes toward these new standards, 



28 

the time spent on developing and implementing standards may not encourage the use of 

those standards. 

The panicipants in this survey responded favorably overall to the standards 

movement. The survey results reveal that most teachers are content with the amount of 

guidelines that have been provided to them by their school. Additionally. most teachers 

surveyed are aware that national standards are being developed. and they are willing to 

implement the new standards in their classrooms. 

Implementing national standards may be somewhat more difficult for seasoned 

teachers who have seen an abundance of change during their careers. However. most 

teachers in the targeted school system are accustomed to using standards as a basis for 

their lessons. Because star..dards are already in place in this school system, some 

adjustments and slow cban~ to the existing standards will allow these educators time to 

get used to national standards. 

Recommendations 

Implementation of national standards must begin with appropriate training. It 

would be helpful to provide a background of the standards movement in order to help 

teachers understand the expected benefits of national standards. Further staff 

development could focus on the similarities between national standards and state and 

local standards. which are already familiar to most teachers in the targeted system. 

Administrators must be mindful of seasoned teachers. understanding that these 

teachers have seen many changes throughout their careers and may resent being faced 

with yet another set of standards. Younger teachers, on the other hand. must be exposed 

to new ideas and teaching strategies so that they will remain open to the necessary 
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changes. Once national standards are implemented, teams of teachers must be 

empowered to select appropriate textbooks and resources that will suppon the 

instructional goals. Sample lesson plans and activity guides would be appreciated by 

teachers, especially those who are not yet comfortable with the standards. It is 

recommended that staff development be provided to aid teachers in creating instructional 

timelines, thus enabling their students to master set standards during the term. 

As with any instructional practice, national standards will be accompanied by 

some kind of assessment system. Teachers must be made aware of the type of 

assessment that will be used. Training should focus on the format of the assessment and 

should provide some examples of questions or activities that will be included. 

Administrators must be sure to focus mostly on the instructional practices which will 

enable the standards to be met, instead of placing an emphasis on asses~rnents. 

Implications for Funher Research 

National standards will slowly replace local and stall! standards in many school 

systems. Assessments will be an imponant indicator as to the success or failure of these 

standards. Further research on the types of assessments used will be helpful in 

determining the effectiveness of such assessments. 
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APPENDIX A 
Informed Consent 

Information for Participation in a Research Study 

Austin Peay State University 

34 

You are being as~ed to participate in a research study. Please read the following material 
carefully. It descnbes the purpose of the study, the procedures to be used, risks and 
benefits of participation, and what will happen to the infonnation that is collected from 
you. You may ask the researchers listed below about this study or you may call the 
Office of Grants and Sponsored Research, Box 4517, Austin Peay State University, 
Clarksville, Tn 37044, (931) 221-7881 with questions about the rights of research 
participants. 

I. The purpose of this study is to detennine the attitudes of teachers towards 
locaVstate standards being implemented in local classrooms, and to learn what 
teachers know about the national standards which are being developed. 

2. The procedure includes filling out a demographic sun•cy with limited personal 
information, which will not include your name or your school's name. You will 
also be given two swveys about national, state, and local standards. The 
estimated time needed to complete the packet is twenty minutes. When the 
information is completed, you will send the surveys back using the school courier. 
Please do not write your name or your school's name on any part of the survey 
packet. 

3. Your participation is completely voluntary. There arc no known risks for 
participating in this study. If you feel uncomfonablc at any time during the study. 
you may discontinue your participation. 

4. Teachers will benefit from this study by evaluating the use of standards in local 
classrooms. The school system will benefit from the study as they will learn 
about the attitudes and opinions of teachers towards standards. This will help 
administrators plan effective training sessions for the future. 

5. The data collected will be analyzed and stored by the researcher for future 
research. It may be used for purposed of instruction and educational publication. 
Since your responses are anonymous. it ~ill be impossible to iden~fy the . 
participants of this study. If you would hke a summa~ of the findmgs ofth1s 
study, please contact Karen Anderson or Dr. Ann Hams. 

6. You may tenninate your participation at any time without penalty. 

7. Completion and return of the surveys constitutes your infonned consent to 

participate in this project. 



Karen Anderson 
Graduate Student in Education 
3466 Hunters Ridge 
Woodlawn, TN 37191 
(93 1 ) 648-4162 

Dr. Ann Hanis 
Department of Education 
Austin Peay State University 
Clarksville, TN 37044 
(931) 221-7757 
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APPENDIXB 
Demographic Survey 

Place an "X" to the left of the appropriate response. 

1. Male 
Female 

2. Age: 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
SO-S9 
60-69 

3. Educational Background: 
BA 
BA+ 
MA 
MA+ 
Ed.S 
Ed.D 

4. Total Years Teaching (!ocludc current year) 
1-3 
4-6 
7-IO 
11-20 
21-30 
31+ 

S. Number of students in classroom ( or average class size): 
Less tban 20 
21-25 
26-30 
30+ 

6. Number of states (including Tennessee) where you have held teaching positions: 
I 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 or more 
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APPENDIXC 
Survey: National Standards 

Please indicate your response to each statement by circling the appropriate 
letter. 

A-Agree 
U- Undecided 
D- Disagree 

1. I am aware that national standards are being developed in all subject 
areas. 

A u D 

37 

2. National standards should be developed by practicing school teachers 
who are considered expens in their field. 

A u D 

3. I would benefit from attending staff development in order to become 
familiar with national standards. 

A u D 

4. National standards would improve achievement levels of all students 
in every subject area. 

A u D 

5. I am willing to implement national standards in my classroom. 

A u D 

6. If national standards were implemented in my school system, the 
student drop out rate would increase. 

A u D 



7. Professional development regarding national standards would not be 
necessary at my school. 

A u D 

8. I do not wish to implement national standards in my classroom. 

A D 

9. ational standard would benefit srudent who change schools 
frequentl y. 

A u D 

IO.Test core \ ould probabl not change a re ult of nati onal 
standards. 

A D 
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APPENDIXD 
Survey: Local Standards 

Pl~e respond to the following statements concerning standards in local classrooms by 
placing a check to the left of the appropriate answer. 

l . My classroom has copies of the following standards: 

__ Local standards 
State standards 

__ Other (Please list) ______________ _ 
None 

2. I refer to the standards in my classroom: 

__ Daily 
__ Weekly 
__ Monthly 

Never 
__ Other (Please list) ______________ _ 

3. The amount of guidelines provided to me by my school is: 

Too few standards = An adequate amount of standards 
__ Too many standards 

4. Administrators at my school check teachers' lesson plans for objectives that match 
standards on a regular basis. 

True 
False 
Uncertain 

5. I have received training on local standards: 
(Please check all that apply) 

During staff development at my school 
-- At conferences 

In college courses = Other (Please list) ______________ _ 

None 
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6. I have seen copies of national standards for learning in the following subject areas: 
(Please check all that apply) 

Art 
Language Ans 
Math 
Music 
Science 
Social Studies 
Other (Please list) 
None --------------------

7. From the choices below, my first concern when beginning a new unit with my 
students is: 

Available Library resources 
Students ' past test scores 
State or local standards 
textbooks 
Other (Please list) --------------------

8. When writing lesson phns, my objectives are taken mostly from : 

Internet 
Local standards 
State standards 
Textbook 
Other (Please list) _________________ _ 

one 

9. When students first begin in my class, they have usuall y: 

Mastered all standards for the previous grade level or subject area 
Mastered a large percentage of standards for the pre, ious grade level 

or subject area. 
Mastered very few standards for the previous grade level or subject area 
Unsure 

10. Without standards, the instruction that I pro ide would be: 

Better than the instruction I currently provide 
About the same 
Worse than the instruction I currently provide 

Unsure 
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11. Considering the subjec t(s) that you teach, please answer the follow ing ques ti ons. If 
you do not teach a listed subject, please check "not app licable '' fo r that subject area. 

A. I feel that the standards in place for Fi ne An s are: 

No t challenging enough fo r my students 
Deve lopmenta ll y appropri ate 
Very diffic ult fo r students to achieve 
Unsure 
, ot applicable 

B. I fee l that the standards in place fo r Foreign Language are : 

1 ·ot challengi ng enough fo r my studen ts 
Developmen tall y appropri ate 
Very difficu lt fo r students to achieve 
Uns ure 

ot app licable 

C. I fee l that the standa rd s in place fo r Language An s are : 

Not challenging enough fo r my stu dent 
Devel opmentally appropria te 
Very difficult for students to ac hieve 

n~un.: 
ot applic:ible 

D. I fee l that the tancbrds in pl ace for Mathematics :ire : 

No t challenging enough for my student:-, 
De, ·clopmen t:ill y :ippropria tc 
Very difficul t for stu den t to ac hic ,·e 
Unsure 

1ot appltc::ible 

E. I feel that the sta nJ ::irds in place for Readin g arc : 

No t challcng1ng enough for my students 
De\'cl opmcn tal ly ::ipprop ri ate 
Very difticult for student s to ac hieve 

Unsure 
Not ::ipplic::ible 



F. I feel that the standards in pl ace fo r Sc ience are: 

Not challeng ing enough fo r my student s 
Deve lopmentall y appropriate 
\ ·cry dif!ic ul t fo r studen ts to ac hi eYc 
Unsure 
Not applicable 

G. I fee l th at the tanJa rds in place fo r Soci al Studies arc: 

i\ 0 1 chall enging enough fo r my stu de nt s 
Dc,·clopmen tall y appropri ate 
Very diffi cult fo r students to achi eve 
Un urc 
Not applic1bk 

H. I feel that the standa rJ in pbcc for Tec hnology arc 

;\ ot ch:.ll lcnging enough fo r my studenb 
Dc,-clopmc ntall y approp ri ate 
Ve ry difli cult fo r studen ts to ac hieve 
Unsure 
Not applicabl e 
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APPENDI X E 
Letter of Consen t (APS 
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March 3, 2000 

Karen Anderson 
College of Education 

Au5t~n ~eay State University 
ln5t,tut,onal Review Board 

Austin Peay State Un iversity 
Clarksville, TN 37044 

RE : Your application d_ated March 3, 2000 regarding stud y number 00-037: Teachers · 
Attitudes Towards Nationa l Standards in Loca l Class roo ms (Aus in Peav Sta e 
Univers ity ) · 

Dear Ms. Anderson : 

Tha nk you for your respon se to recu es s from a prior rev1e v of '/our application fort e 
new stt..;d v li s~ed above . This is o confi rm th at vour aoo l1 ca 10n is ow fu ll aoo 0 11ec. 
The prcrocol is approved through one calendar yea r. You must--;btain informea consent 
mm all subj ects : how ever. signed vritten consent is o reo u1 rea. This a proval is 
subjec t to APS U Polic ies and Proceaures govern ing human subjects res earch . 

You are granted permiss ion to conduct your study as most recently descnbea effective 
immed iate ly. The stud y is subject to continuing review on or before Februa ry 18. 2001 , 
un less cl osed before that date. 

Please note that anv chanaes .Q he studv as aporovea ~ _g promot lv re oorted _ri _ 

000rove~ome ch anges may be ap "' ro ed by exo e I ea re 1e1,-.·: o hers eqt..; 1re f 11 

boara re 1ew . Contact Saran Lunain-Scn iller or me (93"i-22 -7'88 : fax 93 -22 -7304 : 
email : _r;::;nts ;ci:c1 psu .ed l if_ ou na e Jn; uest1ons er recu:re .unner 1n ·o, ai :cn . 

Sincerely . 

~~~ 
L.indi'S. rreed 
M-anaoer . Office of Grants and Sponsored Progra s 
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APPENDIX F 
Letter of Consent (CMCSS ) 



Oa~ille 
Montgomery county 
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Frank M. Hodgson, Ed.O. 
01reccor of lnsrrucr1on al Suppon: 

Resea rch ;i nJ De , ·elopmen l s=HCDL ~•:,~ 
SYSTBvf &i Board of Educar1on 621 Grac ev Avenue Clarksville , Tennessee J 7040 

M . Karen Anderson 
1466 Hu nters RidQe 
\Voodbwn. T 37 191 

De:ir Ms . Anderson : 

931-920-78IJ Fax : 931 -920-9 13 mud Hodi,><>nF-lt1m -nuh1mld]1n.w 

February 22 . 2000 

Your research. survey and/or research project titled ' 'Teachers· .\tt itud es Toward ~ a tional 
Standards in Local Classroom . " has been approved b, th· e::, c..::irc t1 committee: The ate..: of 
approval was February 21 , 200•) · 

1ow that you have approval from the research committee, you ma: cont:ict the pnnc1p:.1ls ior 
approval. Accordi ng to Board PoL cy File IFA. the princ1p::il h::is the rin::il :iuthori ty and 
responsibility for :ipprovi ng or disapproving research conducted 1n hi s/her building . 

Please re:.id the Resc:.irch Polic" and Procedures H:1nd bo0 · ror J
0 1n :,, m1:it1on con ·mi n~ ese:.ir h 

in the Clarks\' ille - 1ontgomery Cou nt y School 

If you h:i e questions. please call my off1 e :i t (931) 920-7 1.3 

Sincerel y, 

~~-. ---
Fr:.ink . HodQson . Cha1rm:.1n 
Re search Commrnee 

Att:ichments: 2 

cc: Research Committee 
File 



APPE DIX G 
Composition of the Sample 

Analysis of Respondents 

1. Sex 
Male 
Female 

14% (5) 
86% (31) 

2 . Age 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60-69 

2 ~ o ( 10) 
46% ( 16) 
20% (7) 
6% (2) 
0 (0) 

3. Educational background 
BA 3 1 °10 ( I I ) 
BA+ 26% (9) 
MA 26% (9) 
MA+ 14% (5) 
Ed.S 3~o (I) 
Ed.D 0 (0) 

4 . Total years teachin r, (Including current year) 
1-3 28% (10) 
4-6 2 % ( 10) 
7-1 0 19°10 (7) 
11-20 13% (5) 
21-30 6~o (2) 
31 + 6% (2) 

5. umber of stud ents in classroom (o r average clas:, s ize ). 

Less th an 20 3 I% ( I I ) 
21-25 39% ( 14) 
26-30 11 % (4) 
31 + I 9~o (7) 
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6. umber of 
1 

tates (inc luding Tenne see) where you ha, c held teaching po itions . 

67% (24) 

2 17% (6) 

3 11 ~o ( 4) 

4 5°0 (2) 

5 9 (0) 

6 or more 0 (0) 



APPE DIX H 
Analysis : National Standards 

I. I am aware that national standards are being developed in al l subject areas . 
Agree 75 % (27) 
Undecided 11 % (4) 
Disagree 14% (6) 

2. National standards should be developed by practicing school teachers who are 
considered experts in their field . 
Agree 94% (34) 
Undecided 0% (0) 
Disagree 6% (2) 
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3. I would benefi t from attending staff development in order to become familia r with 
nati onal standards. 
Agree 86% (3 1) 
Undec ided 8% (3) 
Di sagree 6% (2) 

4 . National standards would improve achievement level s of all stw•ents in every 
subject area. 
Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 

36% ( 13) 
39% ( 14) 
25 °-1o (9) 

5. J am willing to implement national standard in my cla ·roo m. 
Agree 69% (25) 
Undec ided 0% (0) 
Di sagree 3 1 % ( 11 ) 

- · 1 d ds \Vere impl emented in m\ school sys tem. the studen t drop out 6. It natl ona stan ar -
rate would increase. 
Agree 
Undecided 
Di sagree 

6% 
83 % 
11 % 

(2) 
(30) 
(4) 

din g national standards \\ ould not be necessary at 7. Professional developmen t regar ~ 

my sc hool. 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

3% 
28% 
690,,o 

( I ) 
( 10) 
(25) 



I do not wish to implement national standards in mv classroom. 
Agree 6% (2) · 
Undecided 25% (9) 
Di sagree 69 °1 0 (25) 

9. ational standards would benefit students \\'ho change schools frequentl y. 
Agree 81 % (29) 
Undecided 11 % (4) 
Disagree 8% (3 ) 

10. Test score 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

would probably not change as a result of nati onal standards . 
11 % (4) 
5 % (21) 
3 \ 01 0 ( l l ) 
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APPE DI X I 
Analys is: Local Standards 

I . My classroom has copies of the foll owing standards: 

Local standards 
State standards 
Other 
None 

69% (25) 
89% (32) 
11 % (4) 
6% (2 ) 

I . I refer to the standards in my classroom : 

Daily 14% (5) 
Weekl y 22% (8) 
Monthl y 25% (9) 

ever 14% (5 ) 
Other 25 % (9) 

2. The amount of guidelines provided to me bv mv sc hool is: 

Too fe w standards 
An adequate amount of standards 
Too many standards 

(2) 

(2 ) 

(5 ) 

3. Admini stra tors at my school check te::icher. ' lesson plans for objcc t1\·cs that 
match standa rds on a regu lar ba i 

True 
False 
Uncertain 

53% 
6% 

42 ~o 

( 19) 
(2) 
( 15 ) 

4. I have received training on local standards: 
(Please check all that apply) 

During staff development at my school 
At conferences 
In college courses 
Other 

one 

.., -, {I 
J _) . (I 

36~o 
6~o 

22° 0 

( I ) 
I I 2 ) 
( 13) 
(2) 
( ) 
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5 · I have seen copies of national standards fo r lea rnin g in the fo ll owing subJec t 
areas : ~ 

(Please check all that apply) 

Art 14% (5) 
Language Arts 28% (I 0) 
Math 44% ( I 6) 
Music 17% (6) 
Science 25% (9) 
Social Studies 17% (6) 
Other 0% (0) 

1one 39% ( 14) 

6. From the choices below, my first concern when beginning a ne\\' unit with my 
students is: 

Available Library resources IS °-" ( 5) 
Students' past test scores 19°-o (7) 
State or local standards 44 ~o ( 16) 
Textbooks ] ] 01 0 (4 ) 
Other I IO o (4) 

7. When writing lessoi1 plans, my objec ti,·es arc taken 111 0 tly from : 

Internet 
Loca l standa rd 
State standards 
Textbooks 
Other 

one 

3% 
22% 
28% 
36% 
11 % 
0% 

( I ) 
( ) 
( I 0) 
(13) 
(4) 
(0) 

When studen ts first begin in my cla s. they ha, c u~u.11 1~. 

Mastered all standa rd for the previ ou grade lc ,-cl 
. 0°u or subJec t area 

Mastered a large percentage of standards for the rrc,
4
1~~ ~ 

ade level or subjec t area . 0 

Ma terefvery few standards for the pre, ,ous ~radc l~~<~I 

Or subiect area _, " 
J ~ s(l ll 

Unsure 

(0) 

( I 7) 

( I 0) 
(9) 
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9. Wi thout standards, the instruction that I provide wo uld be : 

Better than the instruction I currentl y provide 
About the same 

Worse than the instructi on I cu rrentl y provide 
Uns ure 

0~ 0 (0) 
64% (23) 
22°/o ( ) 
14% (5) 
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I 0. Considering the subjec t(s) that you teach , please answer the fo llowing questions. 
If you do not teac h a listed subject, plea e check .. not applicable" for that subject 
area. 

A. I feel that the standards in place for Fine An are : 
ot challengi ng enough for my students O~o (0) 

DeYelopmentally appropriate 14°0 (5) 

Very difficul t for students to achieve 11 °10 (4) 
Unsure 1--l ~o (5) 

ot applicable 61 °1 0 (22) 

B. I feel that the standard in place for Foreign Language are: 
ot challenging enough for my student O u (I) 

Deve lopmentall y appropriate % ( I ) 
Verv difficult for tudent to achieve 0~o (0) 
Uns-ure 11 ~0 (4) 

ot applicable ~0 (30) 

C I feel that the tanda rd in place for Lan gu:i~c .-\m arc . 
~t challengi ng enough for my tudcnt 30 0 

· J9"u Developmentall y :ippropnatc . 
Very difficul t for student to ach1e ,·e 140 0 

Unsure 
ot applicable 

D. I feel th :it the tandard in pl ace for 1Jthcm:111c 
ot challen ging enough for my tudent. 

Developme;tally appropriate . 
Very difficul t for rudent to ach ieve 

Un ure 
ot applicable 

d · lace for Re adtn!:! arc . E I feel that the tandar in p -
· · d nt ot challenging enough form) tu e 

De\'el opmentall y appropriate . 
Very difficult for rudents to achieve 

Unsure 
ot applicable 

1 (1 
< u 

36" .. 

ar · 
Jl', 

.16° 0 

19°,o 
3~o 

39° 0 

n 
- u 

42°0 
I 0 o 

5°0 
3~o 

( I ) 

( I -+ ) 
( - ) 

( ) 

( 13 ) 

( I ) 

( 13 ) 
(7) 
( I ) 

( 14 ) 

( I ) 

( I 5) 
(6) 
(2) 
( 12 ) 



F. I feel that the standards in place fo r Science are: 
ot challenging enough for my students 

Developmentally appropriate 
Very difficult for students to achieve 
Unsure 

ot applicable 

G. 1 feel that the standard in place fo r Soci al 
ot challenging enough for my student 

Deve lopmentall y appropriate 
Very diffi cult for student to ach ieve 
Unsure 
. ot applicab le 

0~o 
39~u 

6~o 
11 ~o 

44°10 

tud1cs arc : 
6~o 

4-l 0 u 

0~o 
'" L U 

H. I feel that the standards in place for Technology arc : 
Not chall enging enough for my tuden t · 'LI u 

Developmentally appropriate 2 ~o 

Very difficult for students to achieve 6°1 0 

19°u Unsure 
. ot applicable 39° 0 

(0) 
( 14) 
(2) 
(4) 
( 16) 

(2) 
( 16) 

(0) 
(3) 
( 15) 

(3) 
( IO ) 
(2) 
(7) 
( 14 ) 
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