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ABSTRACT

The results of observations in the School of Assessment of Buddhist Religious Education Subjects, the cognitive domain assessment was carried
out by means of tests. Affective domain assessment is done by giving assignments and observations. Based on these conditions an appropriate
and quality assessment instrument is needed. This type of research is Research and Development. The feasibility and quality test of the
instrument is based on the results of the validation of the expert team and the implementation of trials to students. Data analysis using t test,
validity and, reliability test. The initial draft of 60 statement items was developed using a Likert scale. The average result of lecturer validation
was 76% and the teacher's statement was 82% in accordance with the aspects studied with the appropriate criteria. Analysis of the results of
small group trials, namely 51 (85%) statement items have good distinction, 38 (63%) valid statement items and instrument reliability r11 =
0.614> r table = 0.576. Based on the analysis of small group trials, the instrument was improved and rearranged into draft Il. Draft 1l was tested
on respondents in a field test. The results of the field test analysis showed that 52 (87%) statement items had good distinctive power. The results
of the validity test are 52 (87%) valid statement items and the reliability calculation results are r11 = 1.00> r table = 0.244, so that the instrument

is reliable. Based on the results of this field test analysis, the final product of the affective domain assessment instrument was prepared.
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Introduction

One indicator of the success of curriculum implementation
is marked by the ability of good graduates at a certain level
of education. The ability of graduates that contains three
domains of learning objectives, namely: cognitive domain,
affective domain, and psychomotor or often called the
ability to think, behavior and, skills to do a job [1], [2], [3],
[4]. The subject of Buddhist Religious Education should in
its aim be to achieve these three domains. Learning the
subject of Buddhism Education is essentially to create
humans who believe and fear God Almighty and have noble
character [5], [6], [7].

The success of students in learning can be identified by
carrying out an evaluation. In addition, evaluation as a
benchmark for students in achieving learning goals,
evaluation is also used to measure the success rate of
teaching programs [8], [9], [10]. Implementation of
evaluation is one of the important tasks that must be done by
the teacher. Evaluations that are done properly and correctly
can improve the quality and learning outcomes because
these evaluation activities help teachers to improve learning
methods and help students improve their learning methods
[11], [12], [13]. The implementation of evaluation needs to
be supported by instruments that are in accordance with the
characteristics of the objectives (including competency
standards and basic competencies), as well as carried out
regularly and continuously [14], [15], [16], [17], [18].

Literature Review

Students are not only able to master the cognitive aspects,
but also be able to develop the affective aspects as well as
the psychomotor aspects as a whole. However, in the
Buddhist Religious Education Subject in, particular, the
aspects assessed were only limited to cognitive and affective
aspects [19], [20]. While the psychomotor aspect is
prioritized for subjects that have many practices such as
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Physics, Chemistry, Biology, Languages and Information
Technology and, Computers [21], [22]. Affective domain
determines a person's learning success. People who do not
have good affective abilities find it difficult to achieve
optimal learning success. Cognitive and psychomotor
learning outcomes will be optimal if affective is high.
Therefore, education must be organized by giving better
attention to this affective domain. In addition, the
development of the affective domain in schools will have a
very positive influence in the next child's life, either at home
or in the environment [23], (S. Lakshmi and G. M. K.
Nawas, 2016). Teachers of Buddhist Religion Education are
well aware that affective problems are felt to be important,
but in reality, teachers do not assess the affective domain by
using relevant instruments. So it is necessary to design and
develop an affective domain assessment instrument
specifically concerning the Affective Domain Assessment
Instrument for Buddhist Religious Education Subjects Sila
Material.

Appraisal is a process of gathering information and making
decisions based on that information. Information that is
relevant to what will be assessed can make it easier to make
an assessment in learning activities [24], [25], [26], [27].
Assessment is a systematic and continuous activity to gather
information about student learning processes and outcomes
in order to make decisions based on certain criteria and
considerations [28], [29].

Students' affective conditions relate to attitudes, interests,
and/or values. This condition cannot be detected by tests but
can be obtained through a systematic and continuous
guestionnaire, inventory, or observation. Affective abilities
are part of learning outcomes that have a very important role
[30]. Success in the cognitive and psychomotor domains is
largely determined by the affective condition of students.
Students who have an interest in learning and a positive
attitude towards lessons will feel happy learning certain
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subjects so that they can achieve optimal learning outcomes
[31]. The five levels of the affective domain are: receiving
(attending), responding, valuing, organizing, and
characterization [32]. At the receiving or attending level,
students have the desire to pay attention to specific
phenomena or stimuli. The teacher's task is to direct
students' attention to phenomena that are the object of
affective learning [33], [34]. Responding is the active
participation of students, namely as part of their behavior.
At this stage, students not only pay attention to specific
phenomena but also react [35]. Valuing means giving value
or giving appreciation to an activity or object so that if the
activity is not carried out, it is felt that it will bring harm
[36]. Organization, values are linked to one another, conflict
between values is resolved, and begins to build a consistent
internal value system. Learning outcomes at this level are in
the form of value conceptualization or value system
organization [37]. Characterization is the highest level of
affective domain. At this level, students have a value system
that controls behavior until a certain time to form a lifestyle.
Learning outcomes at this level are personal, emotional, and
social [38].

Student behavior that is controlled by the presence of values
will affect morale. Moral is teaching or principle about good
and bad values for actions and behavior in human life in the
environment of personal life, family, community, nation
and, state [39], [40], [41]. Moral is the capacity to: 1)
distinguish between right and wrong; 2) different actions
and 3) experience pride in acts of kindness and guilt exists
when acting outside the standard norm [42]. Matters (scope)
of morality are reasoning (considerations) based on rules,
principles, idealizations which state actions as right, wrong,
good, bad which have an influence on feelings, interests,
idealization of other people or, certain experiences [43].
Morality in Buddhism is based on Sila which is practiced in
everyday life. Morality and ethics are the basis for
developing other virtues such as mental cultivation through

meditation [44], [45], [46].

Method

This research is a type of R & D research, this research
develops an affective domain assessment instrument which
is one of the learning tools. The subjects in this study were
Buddhist high school and vocational high school students.
All these students have obtained the Buddhist Religious
Education Subject at the Competency Standard of morality.
So that the research subject can be used as a source of data
in research. Data collection methods in this study include:
The Documentation Method is used to obtain data about
schools, students, learning plans, and assessment models
carried out by teachers, the Questionnaire Method is used to
collect data about student responses as The subject of
research on the Subject of Buddhist Religion Education
subject matter of morality using the affective domain
assessment instrument developed by the researcher [47].
The stages of the research implementation of the affective
domain assessment instrument development, are as follows:
observation of potentials and problems, determining the
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objectives of the assessment, developing an Assessment
Instrument (Development of an Initial Draft); instrument
validation (review of instruments by experts); small group
trials, revising draft I; and field testing.

The affective domain assessment instrument developed in
this study uses a non-test technique with a Likert scale as a
measurement tool. Before arranging the instrument, a grid is
made. The arrangement of indicators in the grid has been
adjusted to operational verbs in the affective domain, the
statement sentences are made in the form of favorite and
unfavoreable statements which have also been adjusted to
the characteristics of each measurement.

Results

Potential and Problems (Research)

The learning device includes the character values that must
be achieved for each main material being taught. The
learning method used is cooperative using interactive
lecturing and discussion methods. However, the evaluation
is still limited to the evaluation of the cognitive domain with
tests for the affective domain and the assessment has not
been done optimally. Affective assessment is still carried
out, namely by observation and assignments. Observations
are made when learning takes place in the classroom, while
assignments are given as homework, namely by
summarizing material or searching for additional material
from the internet. This affective assessment is given every
mid-semester, if the submitted assignments are complete,
the student will be given a B (Good) grade.

The teacher has attended the socialization, received training
in making evaluation tools for the assessment of the
cognitive domain, namely by means of multiple choice tests
and descriptions. Meanwhile, to assess the affective domain
can be done in several ways, including observation, giving a
questionnaire or inventory. However, in its implementation,
to assess the affective domain of the teacher only observes
student assignments. Affective assessment is also only
limited to attitude characteristics, four other characteristics
that are also important in affective assessment, namely
interests, self-concept, values and, morals have not been
implemented [48].

The affective assessment that is carried out is not in
accordance with the quality affective domain assessment
instrument, because it has not been developed using the
right instrument, no assessment indicators are made
according to the affective domain operational verb and
cannot function to measure all the characteristics of the
affective domain assessment In making the grid, the
researcher uses the affective domain level of Operational
Verbs (KKO) in Bloom's taxonomy which includes accept
(A1), respond (A2), assess (A3), manage (A4), live (A5).
Development of  Affective Domain  Assessment
Instrument Product Design (Development)

The instrument developed as an assessment model for the
affective domain in this study is the affective domain
assessment instrument using the Likert scale. This affective
domain assessment instrument is said to be of quality
because the assessment covers all the criteria for affective
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assessment, namely attitudes, interests, self-concept, values
and, morals.

The initial draft of the research instrument developed 60
statement items consisting of 12 attitude statement items, 12
interest statement items, 12 self-concept statement items, 12
value statement items and, 12 moral statement items. To
produce a quality affective domain assessment instrument,
this instrument goes through several trial stages both
theoretically and empirically. Theoretically, the instrument
is validated by a team of experts using the instrument review
sheet format that has been made according to the affective
instrument writing guide. After being tested theoretically, an
empirical trial was carried out by involving students as test
subjects. The empirical test is stated to be ended by the
researcher if there are 50 valid statement items, provided

that 10 statement items measure attitudes, 10 statement
items measure interest, 10 statement items measure self-
concept, 10 statement items measure value and 10 statement
items measure morale. This result is the final product of the
affective domain assessment instrument. The explanation of
the description above is as follows:

Expert Validation

At the instrument validation stage, it produced several inputs
from the expert team, so it was necessary to fix the
deficiencies contained in this instrument both in terms of
content, construction and, language. The results of the
validation from the expert team are explained as follows:
Expert Team Validation

Table 1. Percentage of Expert Review Results on Affective Domain Assessment Instruments

No Reviewers Statement of Compliance (%0) Statement No.Corresponding (%0) Criteria
1 TA-1 63 37 fit
2 TA-2 78 22 Very worthy
3 TA-3 87 13 Very worthy
Total 228 72 fit
Average % 76 24 fit
Information:

TA-1 = Evaluation Expert Team
TA-2 = Material Expert Team
TA-3 = Curriculum Expert Team

The percentage of the analysis results shows that most of the
statements are in accordance with the aspects studied, with
the average criteria being feasible. These appropriate
statements are rearranged, while those that are not suitable

are corrected according to the input of the reviewer. Inputs
from reviewers that are used as guidelines for correcting
inappropriate statements can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. Input from the Expert Team on the Affective Domain Assessment Instrument

No Reviewers

Input

1 TA-1 1. Some statements are not yet contextual, need to be reviewed or reconstructed (number 2, 3 /4, 5, 10, 14,
15, 16,17, 19, 25, 28, 29, 39, 40, 41, 43, 45, 47, 58, 54, 57, 59).
2. There is a statement in measuring attitudes that should be included in measuring interest (number 4).
3. Affective assessments need to appear in the syllabus and lesson plans

2 TA-2 1. Some unfavoreable statements are not in accordance with the subject matter of the study (numbers 6,

7,10, 20).

2. The statement items are good enough less than 20 words but some are too long so they are difficult to

understand (number 14, etc.).

3. Indicators in expressions of interest still need to be improved.
4. Several indicators in moral measurement are necessary

perfected.

5. Need to be careful in developing character values, see the guidelines issued by Balitbang or the

Ministry of National Education.

3 TA-3 1. The editorial statement is made more operational. The language is improved again (it still seems like

every day social language).

2. The writing system (letters and words) is checked again, there are still many wrong writing or letters

in the sentence.

3. Improvements in numbers 6, 9, 17, 40, 45, 54, 55, 58.
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Table 3. Inputs and improvements to be made

No Input

Revision

1  Some statements are not yet contextual, need to be
reviewed or reconstructed..

2  There is a statement in measuring attitudes that
should be included in measuring interest.

3 Some unfavoreable statements are not in accordance
with the subject matter of the study.

4 The statement items are good enough less than 20
words but there are still some that are too long so that
it is difficult to understand.

5 Indicators in the expression of interest and morals
still need to be improved and refined

6 It is necessary to be careful in developing character
values, see the guidelines issued by Balitbang or
Depdiknas.

7  Editorial statements are made more operational.

8  Language has been improved again (still impressed
with everyday social language).

9  The writing system (letters and words) is checked
again, there are still many wrong words or letters in
the sentence.

10  There are several operational verbs (KKO) used in
the indicators that are not quite right

11  There are character values that are not in accordance
with the material developed.

In accordance with the expert team's input, a review of the
statement items were not in accordance with the aspects
being studied. Furthermore, improvements were made to the
item numbers mentioned by the reviewer in accordance with
the input given, namely item numbers 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 14,
15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 25, 28, 29, 39, 40, 41, 43, 45, 47, 58, 54,
55, 57, 58, 59.

Based on some input provided by the expert team on the
affective domain assessment instrument, the researcher
made revisions to correct errors and add deficiencies in the
instrument..

Small Group Trial

The small group trial involved 12 students, namely 4
students who had high achievement, 4 students who had
medium achievement and 4 students who had low

Reviewing each statement and correcting the construction of
sentences that are not yet appropriate so that the sentence is
more contextual (statements number 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 14, 15, 16,
17, 19, 25, 28, 29, 39, 40, 41, 43, 45, 47, 48, 54, 57, 59).

Review statements in measuring attitudes, and remove
statements that should be included in measures of interest
(statement number 4).

Refined content and constructs for unfavoreable statements
(statements number 4, 10, 20, 40).

Review each statement and correct sentences that are unclear to
make them easier to understand (numbers 14, 40, 59).

Improve indicators in measuring interest and morale, by paying
attention to KKO in the affective domain to measure interest
and morale.

Improve the development of character values by referring to the
Balitbang and Depdiknas guidelines.

Operate the editorial of each statement (corrections in numbers
6,9, 17, 40, 45, 54, 55, 58)

Language is made better, but still easy to understand.

Review the writing procedures of each statement, and complete
incomplete or incorrect words and sentences.

Adjust the KKO with the type of measurement and indicators.

Customize the character developed with the material.

achievement. The determination of these criteria is based on
the average score of the students' daily tests. This small
group trial was carried out in order to determine the
difference in power of the instrument and its level of
reliability. The analysis of the instruments for small group
trials is as follows following:

Instrument Difference Analysis

The analysis of the instrument's difference in power was
calculated using the one-end t test formula. This is done
because what is differentiated is the two groups whose status
has been defined, namely the upper group and the lower
group. The small group trial consisted of 12 students,
divided into 6 upper group students and 6 lower group
students based on the scores they obtained.

Table 4. Results of the Analysis of the Difference of the Small Group Trial Instruments.

No Criteria

No item

Total Percentage
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1 Bad

7, 20, 34, 36, 39, 44, 45, 50, 60. 9 15

1,2,3,4,56,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25,

2 Good
52,53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59.

The results of the analysis show that 9 (15%) statement
items have poor differentiation power because the results of
the calculation of the difference in power are <0.300.
Meanwhile, 51 (85%) other statement items are classified as
having good difference because the results of the calculation
of the difference are > 0.300.

Validity Analysis

In the small group trial, the results of the validity test of the
affective domain assessment instrument with a Likert scale
used rtable of 0.576. After the trial, there were 22 (37%)
invalid statement items because r count <0.576, while 38
(63%) other statement items were valid with rcount> 0.576.
Invalid statements include item numbers 3, 6, 7, 11, 20, 22,
24,34, 35, 37, 39, 42, 43, 44, 46, 47, 48, 50, 53, 55, 56, 60.
Instrument Reliability Analysis

The instrument reliability index is good, seen from the
results of the reliability analysis, the value of r11 = 0.614
while r table = 0.576. Because r11> r table, it can be
concluded that the research instrument is reliable.

Based on the results of the analysis of the difference power,
the validity and, reliability of the instrument, it can be
concluded that the first draft of the affective domain
assessment instrument 51 (85%) items have good distinction
power, 38 (63%) items are valid statements and the
reliability index is classified as good. In the small group trial
the invalid statement items also still exceeded 25%.
Therefore, to produce a better affective domain assessment
instrument, a revision was made to draft | of the instrument,
namely for statement items that were invalid and had little
difference in power.

Revision of the Affective Domain Appraisal Instrument
The revision of the instrument is based on the results of the
small group trial. The results of the small group trial
analysis showed that there were still 9 statement items that
had little difference, namely questions number 7, 20, 34, 36,
39, 44, 45, 50, 60. While the results of the validity test
showed that there were 22 invalid statement items. ,
including statements number 3, 6, 7, 11, 20, 22, 23, 33, 34,
36, 39, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48, 50, 53, 55, 56, 60. repairs are
needed for questions that have little difference and are
invalid.

Improvements are made by reviewing each invalid statement
item, then referring to the initial input from the reviewer,
namely reviewing the statement indicators, Operational
Verbs used, relevance to material, sentence construction,
composing favorite and unfavoreable statements and,
grammar. Statements 3, 6 and, 7 are favorite statements to
measure student attitudes. It is necessary to make
improvements to the three sentences because they have little
difference, namely by changing the sentence structure to
make it more operational and become an un factual
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26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 46, 47, 48, 49, 51, 51 85

sentence. With this change, the respondents' answers are
more varied.

Statements number 20, 22, 24 are statements that measure
student interest. Statement number 20 has a very small
difference score of -2.089 and the validity is -0.025, the
sentence can still be interpreted as fact. So that the
respondent’s answer is also less varied, so that the sentence
is changed to a sentence that is not factual. Meanwhile,
statements number 22 and 24 have validity respectively
0.567 and 0.309, with a relatively good difference. This
statement is good enough, because the validity is almost
close to the t table. However, the sentence structure needs to
be improved so that the respondents’ answers are more
varied and the statement items become valid.

Statements number 33, 34, 36 are statements to measure
students’ self-concept. Statement number 33 is actually quite
good, with a difference of 0.679 and validity of 0.340.
However, the sentence structure and language still need to
be improved so that the statement becomes easier to
understand. So that the respondents' answers are more
varied. For statements number 34 and 36, the difference is
very small, namely -0.336 and -0.490 with a validity of
0.324 and 0.017. Because the variety of answers is very
small and the validity is also small, it is necessary to
improve the statement items so that the statements are not
confusing and more operational.

Statements numbers 36, 39, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48 are
statements to measure values that function to express
students' beliefs about a problem. Many of the statements in
the measurement of this value are invalid, due to their small
difference, construct, and poor grammar. So it needs
improvement so that the statement does not direct students
to one or two answer criteria, for example, only 'SS' or 'S".
While statements number 50, 53, 55, 56, 60 as a measure of
morality, already have quite good validity and distinctive
power. It just needs to be improved on the grammar and
sentence arrangement. The results of this revision are
rearranged in the form of an affective domain assessment
instrument and used in the implementation of measurements
in the field.

Field Test (Development of Draft Il Affective Domain
Assessment Instruments)

The field measurement implementation involves all
Buddhist students. Based on the results of the main field test
affective assessment, the analysis of the difference power,
the validity and reliability of the instrument was calculated.
Instrument Difference Analysis

Before analyzing the different power of the instrument,
respondents were divided into three groups based on their
scores, namely the upper group, the middle group and the
lower group, each of which consisted of 18 (27%) upper
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groups, 29 (46%) middle groups and 18 (27%) the lower

group based on the total score it gets.

Table 5. Results of the Analysis of the Discrepancy of Field Test Instruments

No Criteria Total Percentage

1 Bad 7,11, 33, 34, 46, 47, 50, 55 8 13
1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24,

2 Good 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 48, 52 87
49,51,

The results of the analysis of the difference in power based
on the table above shows that 8 (13%) statement items have
poor differentiation power because the results of the
calculation of the difference in power are <0.300, while 52
(87%) of the statement items are classified as good because
the results of the calculation of the difference in power are>
0.300. From the data from the analysis of the instrument’s
difference in power, it means that each item statement in the
instrument has a large variety of answers, so that the

affective domain assessment instrument can be said to be
good.

Validity Analysis

The results of the validity test of the affective domain
assessment instrument with rtabel of 0.244, after being
analyzed with the Microsoft Office Excel program, the valid
items were 52 (87%) and 8 (13%) invalid items, namely
items number 7, 11, 33, 34, 46, 47, 50 and 55.

Table 6. Results of the Validity Analysis

No Criteria No item Total Percentage
1 Bad 7,11, 33, 34, 46, 47, 50 dan 55 8 13
1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,
2 Good 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 52 87
39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60.

Based on the results of the analysis in the table above, there
are results for each measurement criterion where invalid
statement items are in the attitude measurement 2 invalid
statements and 10 valid statements, on interest measurement
12 valid statements, on self-concept measurement 2 invalid
statements and 10 statements valid, on the measurement of
the value 2 statements are invalid and 10 statements are
valid, while in moral statements 2 statements are invalid and
10 statements are valid. Invalid statements are caused
because the construction is still bad, so that it only leads
students to answer in the 'SS' or 'S’ category only.Analisis
Reliabilitas Instrumen

The results of the reliability analysis showed the value of
rl1 = 1.00. Because rll1> rtabel of 0.244, it can be
concluded that the research instrument is reliable. Because
the affective domain assessment instrument is> 0.700, it can
also be concluded that the reliability of the instrument is
good.

Based on the results of the field test analysis, in general, the
instrument is functioning properly. However, there are still
some invalid statements, namely item numbers 7, 11, 33, 34,
46, 47, 50 and 55. Because the researcher does not make
further research, then invalid statements will not be included
in the product. final affective domain assessment instrument.
By removing the invalid instrument, it will not affect the
achievement of the assessment indicators, because valid
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statement items can already represent all the assessment
indicators to be achieved.

Discussions

Assessment is an important part of learning activities.
Assessment is not only done using tests, because tests can
only be used to measure cognitive aspects. Meanwhile, the
assessment also needs to measure the affective and
psychomotor aspects. The teacher's assessment includes
cognitive and affective aspects, cognitive assessment is
carried out using tests, while affective assessments are
carried out by observation or through assignments. The
method of assessing the affective domain using observations
or assigning tasks is not wrong, but it is less relevant for
assessing the affective domain. Affective assessment using
non-test evaluation tools is more relevant because it is based
on student responses or student responses during learning
[49], [50] [51].

The affective domain assessment instrument developed in
this study consisted of 60 statement items divided into five
categories, namely 12 statement items to measure attitudes,
12 statement items to measure interest, 12 statement items to
measure self-concept, 12 statement items to measure value
and 12 item statements to measure morale. The development
of the instrument was adjusted to the Competency Standards
for Buddhist Education Subjects, namely analyzing the
precepts. Because this affective domain assessment
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instrument functions to assess student affective, which is
part of the learning process, this affective domain
assessment instrument is prepared by taking into account the
affective domain assessment level which consists of five
levels, namely accept (Al), respond (A2), assess (A3),
manage (A4) and live (A5). The affective domain
assessment instrument was made using a Likert scale using
four answer choices, namely Strongly Agree (SS), Agree
(S), Disagree (TS), Strongly Disagree (STS). The
arrangement of each statement item is based on the character
that must be achieved by students after studying the learning
material [52] [53], .

The first trial in a small group involving 12 respondents
with the criteria of 4 high-ability students, 4 medium-ability
students and 4 low-ability students, seen from the average
daily scores of students on the subject matter of the precepts.
The reason the researchers took 12 respondents in a small
group test was so that the answers were more varied.
Variations in this answer seem even more obvious if the
value of the difference in power of the instrument is small
and the reliability or reliability index is good. The variability
of the instrument and the reliability index or reliability index
are important indicators in analyzing the instrument. The
results of the analysis of the difference power and the
reliability or reliability index are used as a reference for
improving the instrument after the implementation of the
trial.

Instrument Difference

The analysis that has been carried out in a small group with
12 students as respondents, of the 60 statements, there are 9
(15%) items that the difference is <0.300 and 51 (85%) the
difference is> 0.300. Whereas in the main field test with 65
students, the results obtained 8 (13%) items statement of
difference power <0.300 and 52 (87%) items statement of
difference power> 0.300.

Instrument Validity

Analysis of the level of validity that has been carried out in
a small group with a number of respondents 12 students,
obtained results 22 (35%) invalid statement items because
rcount <rtabel is 0.576, while 38 (63%) other statement
items are valid. The results of the identification of the items
are invalid, due to poor construction, grammar and sentence
structure. Especially the statements used to measure
students' values or beliefs. Therefore, there is a correction
for invalid statement items. After that the instrument was
rearranged and used for field testing. The results of the field
test with 65 students showed that 8 (13%) statement items
were invalid because rcount <rtabel and 52 (87%)
statements were valid. The data from the analysis shows that
the affective domain assessment instrument is good.
However, because there are still items that are not valid, the
instrument needs to be rearranged and invalid statement
items removed from the instrument to produce a new
affective domain assessment instrument product.

Reliability or Reliability Index

The results of the reliability analysis carried out in the small
group resulted in a reliability index of rl1 = 0.614. This
reliability index is greater than r table = 0.576, so that the
affective domain assessment instrument is reliable. Whereas
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in the field test the reliability index increased by r1l = 1.00
compared to r table = 0.244 at the 5% significance level, so
this instrument is reliable, because r11> rtabel. In addition,
because the reliability index is greater than 0.700, the
affective domain assessment instrument is classified as
good. Judging from the results of the reliability analysis of
the instrument from small group trials to reliable field tests
so that there is no doubt about it and able to describe the true
affective value of the respondents.

Based on the results of empirical calculations, a final draft
of the affective domain assessment instrument is compiled
which can be mass produced and used by teachers for
assessment. In accordance with the initial plan, the final
product of this affective domain assessment instrument
consists of 50 statement items consisting of 10 attitude
statements, 10 statements of interest, 10 self-concept
statements, 10 value statements and 10 moral statements.
The indicators of the 50 statements consist of Al (16%), A2
(24%), A3 (26%), A4 (8%) and A5 (26%).

Conclusion

The affective domain assessment instrument is feasible with
an average percentage of 76% and 82%. Development of
draft | of the instrument, through small group trials. The
results of the analysis of the difference in the power of the
instrument in the small group trial, the results were 9 (15%)
items of small differentiation power and 51 (85%) items of
good differences. Analysis of the validity of the affective
domain assessment instrument in small group trials, the
results were 22 (35%) and 38 (63%) other statement items
were valid. While the reliability analysis of the instrument
was reliable with rl1 = 0.614. Development of draft Il
instruments, implementation of field tests. The results of the
analysis of the difference in the power of the main field test
instrument were 8 (13%) items that stated the difference was
small and 52 (87%) items stated that the difference was
good. While the validity analysis with a significance level of
5%, the results obtained 8 (13%) invalid statement items and
52 (87%) valid statement items because rcount> rtable. The
reliability index shows the consistency of the results, namely
r11 = 1.00. Because the score> 0.700, the affective domain
assessment instrument is classified as good.
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