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responsive middle schools must take into account all that is known about young adolescents and 

the cultural context in which they live (Lounsbury, 1996).  

The revised conditions and characteristics that developmentally responsive middle 

level school should exhibit are as follows: (1) Educators committed to young 

adolescents, (2) A shared vision, (3) High expectations for all, (4) An adult 

advocate for every student, (5) Family and community partnerships (6) A positive 

school climate. (Lounsbury, 1996, p. 3)  

 

The document also identifies six programmatic areas and states that specific decisions in  

these components should reflect the six prior principles. “(1) A curriculum that is challenging, 

integrative, and exploratory, (2) Varied teaching and learning approaches, (3) Assessment and 

evaluation that promote learning, (4) Flexible organizational structures, (5) Programs and 

policies that foster health, wellness, and safety, and (6) Comprehensive guidance and support 

services” (Lounsbury, 1996, p. 4). 

Race and Academic Achievement 

 The definition of race has changed with time, but it seems the term has always been used 

to note differences in people and to indicate one group of people is better or more capable than 

another. In the United States, the first legal document defining race was a statue written in 1662 

in the state of Virginia. It is reported that the only reason this statue was written was to define the 

legal status of a child born to Negro women by Englishmen rather than to statutorily define race. 

The rule declared the status of a child‟s mother determined the status of the child. It is only due 

to the presence of children of black females and white males that race had to be defined (Wright, 

1995). The need for that definition indicated that in the United States the differences among 

people were deemed important. “…the term has social meaning in that what people believe about 

race determines how they relate to other groups of people” (deMarrais and LeCompte, 1999). 

The belief that Negroes, African Americans, were not equal to Caucasians was just one of the 

pervasive convictions that developed during slavery and continues.  
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Also during slavery, any type of schooling for Negroes was forbidden in many areas of 

the country. “Law and custom made it a crime for enslaved men and women to learn or teach 

others to read or write” (Perry, Steele, and Hillard, 2003, p. 13). Later, when formal education 

was allowed, the majority of school settings were segregated and equipped with whatever the 

parents and the Negro community could afford. In 1895, the Supreme Court heard the case, 

Plessy v. Ferguson, and decided that “separate but equal facilities” were allowed under the law. 

This “separate but equal doctrine” was used until 1954 to justify the segregation of facilities 

including schools (deMarrais and LeCompte, 1999). But with inferior text books and other 

supplies, and with well-meaning teachers who were also not as well trained, the education the 

Negro students were receiving and their resulting achievement was not equal. During this time, 

Black Americans were the recipients of inferior education by formal statues in the South and by 

informal practices in the North. This inferior education included inadequately trained and 

overworked teachers, different and inferior curriculum, inadequate funding, facilities and 

services, and in the case of the Southern Blacks, a shorter school year (Ogbu, 1987). In May of 

1954, the Supreme Court ruled that “separate but equal” public schools were unconstitutional for 

Blacks as well as Whites. The unanimous court wrote that segregation had a detrimental effect 

on children of color (The Leadership Conference, 2015).  

But even a decade after segregation was ruled unconstitutional; an achievement gap still 

existed between African Americans and Caucasians. In “Equality for Educational Opportunities” 

(1966), a report based on the outcomes of an extensive survey requested by the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964, Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld and York (1966) 

documented the availability of equal educational opportunities in public schools for minority 

groups, as compared with opportunities for the majority group, Caucasians. Student achievement 

was one of the outcomes of educational opportunities researched. In (1966) Coleman et al. noted 
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that if the Supreme Court definition of unequal education was applied to the survey results, and 

as separate schools still existed, “separate schools for Negroes and Whites are inherently 

unequal”, then being Negro had a negative effect on academic achievement that served to widen 

the achievement gap over time. 

With some exceptions notably Oriental Americans the average minority pupil 

scores distinctly lower on these tests at every level than the average white pupil. 

The minority pupils' scores are as much as one standard deviation below the 

majority pupils' scores in the 1st grade. At the 12th grade results or tests in the 

same verbal and non-verbal skills show that, in every case, the minority scores are 

farther below the majority than are the 1st-graders (Coleman et al. 1966, p. 21). 

 

In this study, the largest minority group studied was Negro or African American. In (1995), 

Ladson-Billings & Tate proposed that race continued to be a significant factor in determining 

social inequity in general and school inequity in particular in the United States.  

The noted anthropologist, Ogbu studied the education of minorities in the United States 

for decades. First focusing on the differences in school performances between minority and non-

minority groups, he then began researching and explaining the differences in school performance 

among the different minority groups. Society‟s negative treatment of minority groups as a whole 

was felt and seen in the schools. This treatment in addition to minorities‟ perceptions and 

responses to this negative treatment are the causes of academic achievement differences (Ogbu 

and Simons, 1998). Connected to this idea that negative treatment of minorities is a cause of poor 

academic achievement is Ogbu‟s job market theory. Ogbu argues that the school performance of 

minority students is rooted in the connection they see between schooling and how successful 

they will be in the job market. If minorities view school as a means to becoming economically 

mobile they are more likely to participate in the educational process. If they don‟t consider 

school a likely avenue to employment, they are likely to resist. (deMarrais and LeCompte, 1999). 
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 W. T. Trent (1997), in his study of the effects of race on student achievement in the St. 

Louis public schools, found a persistent “race effect”, meaning Black students perform less well 

on the Stanford Achievement tests in both reading and mathematics than do their White peers. 

He also noted that Black students are more likely to experience a lower quality of educational 

treatment that reduces their Stanford Achievement Test scores, even after factoring out the 

effects of student background, socioeconomic status, prior test scores, and school characteristics. 

Trent‟s (1997) findings showed that 7% of the difference in test scores could be explained by 

race alone.  

 In Jencks, C. & Phillips, M. (1998) introduction to the book, The Black-White Test Score 

Gap, it was noted that African Americans were still scoring lower than European Americans on 

vocabulary, reading and mathematics tests. The gap closes a little when blacks and white 

children attend the same school and it closes only a little when black and white families have the 

same amount of schooling, same income, and the same wealth. For these students, arguments 

about inequities in funding and educational opportunities are not pertinent, yet they still lag 

behind in their academic achievement.  

Trent‟s (1997) finding that Black students were more likely to receive a lower quality of 

educational achievement than white students and that this lower quality lowers achievement 

scores coincides with the main point in P. Noguera‟s (2001) article that discusses the results of a 

four year study at Berkeley High School in Berkeley, California. In discussing the outcome of 

his study, Norguera determined that the academic disparities between white and minority 

students at Berkeley High School were influenced by the structure of opportunity within the 

schools. Noguera (2008), in a later study of two suburban districts, posited that in order for 

schools to produce academic outcomes demonstrating that race is irrelevant to academic 

achievement, they must address the many ways in which racial identity and racial stereotypes are 
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reinforced and reproduced within academic settings. This includes the discouraging of students 

of color from enrolling in gifted and talented and advanced placement and honors courses 

leading to an over-representation of White students in rigorous and accelerated courses. 

Administrators and teachers must take on the responsibility of addressing their own 

obstacles to minority students‟ increased student achievement. The first step in such a process 

would be the willingness to do things differently with regards to the way students are sorted and 

labeled, the way the students are being taught, and the way the schools are organized (Noguera, 

2008). 

When addressing the achievement gap between African American students and 

Caucasian students, it is often thought that socioeconomic status is a major factor affecting the 

gap, but research has proven otherwise. The tendency is to discuss the academic problems of 

Black children as if they are the product of black underclass, or inner-city environment, or both 

(Ogbu, 1994). Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) asserted that although both class and gender can 

and do intersect race, as stand-alone variables they do not explain all of the educational 

achievement differences apparent between whites and students of color. They also noted that 

when class is held constant, middle-class African-American students do not achieve at the same 

level as their white counterparts. 

Socioeconomic Status and Academic Achievement 

  

Researchers have defined socioeconomic status in a variety of ways. In 1928, Chapin 

defined socioeconomic status as, “the position that an individual or family occupies with 

reference to the prevailing average of standards of cultural possessions, effective income, 

material possessions, and participation in group activity in the community” (cited in White, 

1982). In (1966), Coleman et al. defined socioeconomic status as home, neighborhood, peer 

environment, and family background, and asserted these are the inequalities that have a 
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detrimental effect on academic achievement. In 1971, The Michigan Department of Education 

defined socioeconomic status as it relates to students, “Student socioeconomic status is often 

thought to be a function of three major factors: 1) family income; 2) parents' educational level; 

and 3) parents' occupation” (cited in White, 1982). 

 In (1982), White conducted a meta-analysis of 200 studies in which researchers sought to 

determine the connections between socioeconomic status and academic achievement. He found 

that when the student is used as the unit of analysis and when socioeconomic status is defined as 

parent‟s income, educational attainment, or occupational level, socioeconomic status is 

positively correlated with measures of academic achievement (White, 1982). 

 In 2005, Sirin conducted a meta-analysis of 74 studies conducted from 1990 to 2000 to 

determine if the correlation between socioeconomic status and academic achievement had 

changed since White‟s 1984 study. He noted several economic and social changes affecting 

research since the White study such as including family income, mother‟s and father‟s education, 

and family structure. According to Sirin (2005), researchers since 1982 also focused on 

moderating factors that could influence the relationship between socioeconomic status and 

academic achievement which is a methodological change. This meta-analysis found that the 

parent‟s location in the socioeconomic structure has a strong impact on student‟s academic 

achievement. It was also determined that the relationship between socioeconomic status and 

minority student‟s academic achievement is weaker that the relationship between socioeconomic 

status and white student‟s academic achievement (Sirin, 2005). 

Making Connections 

In this comprehensive review of literature the basic focal point that was the foundation of 

my study is: Middle schools were created to be developmentally responsive to the educational 

and developmental needs of adolescents. In being developmentally responsive, middle schools 
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must educate adolescents with the goal of positive student achievement. In education, student 

achievement is measured by assessment outcomes, and in the State of Michigan, the assessment 

that all public schools are measured by is the Michigan Education Assessment Program (MEAP). 

To remain viable educational institutions, public schools must meet and exceed state determined 

scores each academic year. Each student, in grades 3 through 9 and grade 11, is assessed and the 

outcomes analyzed and decisions made regarding schools being restructured or even closed are 

based on these outcomes.  

Northwest Evaluation Association is the developer of the Measures of Academic 

Progress, MAP. MAP assessments are adaptive achievement tests in Mathematics, Reading, 

Language Usage and Science that are completed on a computer. NWEA is a non-profit 

organization founded in 1974 for the purpose of improving the education system and 

encouraging learning for each student. School districts are utilizing data from the MAP to gauge 

student progress at any given point in the school year, and then using the data to customize 

curriculum and instruction with the goal of improving student achievement. 

Principals, as instructional leaders, are faced with the task of ensuring their school 

demonstrates positive student achievement. As instructional leaders, the principals need to know 

what factors impact student achievement. 

 Research has shown academic optimism to be a decisive factor affecting student 

achievement (Hoy et al., 2006). Collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, and 

academic press are the three constructs of academic optimism. This study sought to determine 

which of these three was most effective in a middle school setting. 

 Middle school is pivotal in education and in assessment. Early adolescence provides a 

window of opportunity to impact the lives of students in enduring ways, one that opens but once 

and is mostly closed by the tenth grade. Middle school is a golden opportunity for middle level 
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1991) were revised to determine the presence and level of the three factors of academic 

optimism: collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, and academic press. Data 

from the Michigan Education Assessment Program and the Measures of Academic Progress were 

used to determine student achievement in reading and math at each grade level.  

Collective Efficacy Scale – Revised. 

The survey that was used to establish the level of collective efficacy was the Collective 

Efficacy Scale-Revised. This survey was developed originally by a group of researchers from the 

University of Michigan and The Ohio State University in 2000 and revised in 2002. The original 

survey was analyzed to test its psychometric properties (Goddard, 2002). In 2002, the revised 

Collective Efficacy Scale was developed. Collective efficacy was based on Bandura‟s (1986, 

1997) Social Cognitive Theory that asserted that efficacy beliefs were formed based on the 

cognitive processing of individuals. 

When measuring student self-efficacy and teacher efficacy, the individual is the unit of 

analysis. When researchers are interested in the differential performances of groups, the unit of 

analysis is the group. As Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) explained, group-level aggregates should 

be interpreted differently than the individual-level measures from which they are constructed. If 

a group attribute is what a researcher seeks to measure, then such a measure should be analyzed 

at the group level (Goddard, 2002). Tschannen-Moran‟s, Woolfolk Hoy‟s, and Hoy‟s (1998) 

model of teacher efficacy is the foundation for the model of collective efficacy utilitzed in the 

present study. Their model posited that individual teachers base their personal efficacy on their 

perceived ability to perform the task at hand and the context of the task. Collective efficacy 

depends on the interaction of these two factors (Goddard, 2002). 

Sample items for this measure include “Teachers in this school are able to get through to 

the most difficult students,” “Teachers in this school believe every child can learn,” This item 
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was revised to read: “I am able to get through to the most difficult students.” “Learning is more 

difficult at this school because students are worried about their safety (score reversed).”  

Scoring. The 7 items on the revised shorter scale were rated by teachers using a 6-point 

Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). After reverse scoring the 

negatively worded items on the scale, the numeric values for each item are summed. The total 

score is then divided by 7 to obtain a mean score that reflected the original unit of measurement.  

Reliability and validity. The Collective Efficacy Scale was tested for internal 

consistency as a measure of reliability using Cronbach alpha (Goddard, 2002). The alpha 

coefficient of .94 on the 12 item survey was evidence of excellent internal consistency. The 

Cronbach alpha coefficient for the present study based on the 7-item scale was .54.  

The Collective Efficacy Scale was tested for construct validity using a principal axis 

factor analysis (Goddard, 2002). A single factor emerged from the analysis, accounting for 64% 

of the variance. The eigenvalue of 7.69 provided additional support that the factor was 

accounting for a statistically significant amount of variance in collective efficacy. The loadings 

for each of the scale items were greater than .67. Criterion-related validity tested the relationship 

between the original Collective Efficacy Scale (21 items) and the revised form (12 items). The 

correlation of .98 provided support that reducing the number of items on the scale did not 

materially affect the construct being measured. To test the predictive validity, the scores from the 

Collective Efficacy Scale were included in a multilevel model to predict between school 

differences in math achievement. The results of this analysis indicated that the short form of the 

Collective Efficacy Scale was explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in 

between-school differences in mathematics achievement.  
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Omnibus Trust Scale. 

The Omnibus Trust Scale developed by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) was used to 

determine the presence of faculty trust in parents and students. In 2003, Hoy and Tschannen-

Moran conducted a study to examine the meaning and measure of faculty trust in schools. Trust 

was conceptualized as a concept with multiple facets; benevolence, competence, honesty, 

openness, and reliability. Thus, the constitutive definition of trust used by Hoy and Tschannen-

Moran was “an individual‟s or group‟s willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the 

confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest and open” (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003, p. 203). Their investigation had three desired outcomes: (a) to 

conceptualize the many facets of faculty trust in schools and to provide a working definition of 

faculty trust; (b) to explore four referents of faculty trust-in students, teachers, the principal, and 

parents empirically; and (c) to develop reliable and valid measures of faculty trust for use in both 

elementary and secondary schools. A pool of items was developed considering the conceptual 

framework, with the four referents of faculty trust guiding the creation of the four separate sets 

of trust items (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). 

Scoring. The 26 items on the omnibus trust scale (secondary) measure three facets of 

faculty trust: faculty trust in colleagues, in the principal, and in clients. The 26 items are scored 

using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). For the 

purpose of this study, only the 10 items that measure faculty trust in clients were used because 

the study focuses on faculty trust in clients (parents and students). The other two subscales were 

not measured in this study. The numerical values for each of these 10 items were summed. The 

total score was divided by 10 to obtain a mean score reflecting the original unit of measurement.  

Reliability and validity. The omnibus scale of 26 items measured three aspects of 

faculty trust: faculty trust in colleagues, in the principal, and in clients (Hoy & Tschannen-
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Moran, 2003). The Cronbach alphas were high in both the elementary and secondary samples: 

trust in principal‟s Cronbach alpha (.98), trust in colleagues‟ Cronbach alpha (.93), and trust in 

clients‟ Cronback alpha (.94), reflecting that the instrument has excellent reliability. The 

Cronbach alpha coefficient for the revised 10-item scale was .82.  

Professors from the College of Education and the Fisher Business School at the Ohio 

State University reached consensus on the content validity of the items (Hoy & Tschannen-

Moran, 2003). A field test was conducted to test the clarity of instructions, appropriateness of the 

response set, and the face validity of the items. Three strong factors emerged with trust in parents 

and trust in students items loading on a single factor, trust in clients. The clients in this case were 

parents and students; both recipients of the services offered by the schools. As parents are trusted 

by the faculty, the students are trusted by the faculty. Trust in colleagues and trust in the 

principal are the other two aspects. According to Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003), any item 

loading at .40 or above on more than one factor was removed unless the conceptual fit was 

strong, or the item could be revised to enhance the conceptual fit. The pilot study produced a 35-

item survey that reliably measured three kinds of trust: Trust in the Principal (Cronbach 

alpha=.95), Trust in Colleagues (Cronbach alpha=.94), and Trust in Clients (Cronbach 

alpha=.92). A content analysis was performed to examine each level of trust making sure all the 

facets of trust were represented in the scale. The factor structure also supported the construct 

validity of the trust scales (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). 

A factor analysis and validity check was conducted on the revised Trust scale that 

assessed for three factors of trust. The factor structure for the Trust scale was very similar to that 

found in pilot study with the correlations between “faculty trust in the principal and faculty trust 

in colleagues (r = .37, p < .01) and in clients (r = .42, p < .01), and faculty trust in colleagues was 

correlated with faculty trust in clients (r = .35, p< .01” (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003, p. 196).  
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Another validity check was conducted to support the hypothesis that parental 

collaboration would be more likely in schools in which the faculty was trusting. “The 

correlations for all three dimensions of trust were statically significant with parental 

collaboration for faculty trust in the principal (r = .45, p < .01), for faculty trust in colleagues (r = 

.37, p < .01), and for faculty trust in clients (r=.79, p < .01;” (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003, p. 

196).  

The multiple relationships between the dimensions of faculty trust and parental 

collaboration also were examined. Parental collaboration was regressed on the three dimensions 

of faculty trust. This multiple regression analysis demonstrated that trust in clients 

overwhelmingly explained the degree of parental collaboration in school decision making, with 

faculty trust in clients having a significant independent relationship with parental collaboration in 

decision making (β = .72, p < .01). When the faculty trusts parents and students, parental 

collaboration is greatest. The multiple R
2 

of .64 (p < .01) indicated that almost two thirds of the 

variance in parental collaboration in decision making is explained by faculty trust providing 

support for the predictive validity of the scale.  

Organizational Health Inventory. 

Academic Emphasis was measured with the Organizational Health Inventory (OHI). Hoy, 

Tarter, and Kottkamp created the OHI instrument in 1991. The idea of using a metaphor of 

health and well-being to examine the climate of schools came from Miles (1969) analysis of the 

organizational health of school systems (Hoy, 1991). Miles postulated 10 properties of healthy 

organizations that were concerned with the task, maintenance, and growth needs of the system. 

These system properties are categorized as task needs: (a) goal focus, (b) communication 

adequacy, (c) optimal power equalization; maintenance needs (a) resource utilization, (b) 

cohesiveness, (c) morale and growth; and development needs (a) innovativeness, (b) autonomy, 
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(c) adaptation, and (d) problem-solving adequacy (Hoy, 1991). After a pilot study of a survey 

based on Miles health metaphor was completed, Hoy et al. (1991) concluded his framework was 

not useful for measuring the health of a school.  

Still interested in the health metaphor as a way of viewing school climate, Hoy et al. 

(1991) turned to the work done by Parsons and his colleagues. From Parsons‟ perspective, all 

social organizations must solve four basic problems (i.e., adaptation, goal attainment, integration, 

and latency) if they are to survive, grow, and develop (Hoy, 1991). Hoy et al. connected this 

perspective to schools stating: 

In brief, healthy schools effectively meet the instrumental needs of adaptation and 

goal achievement as well as the expressive needs of social and normative 

integration; that is, they must mobilize their resources to achieve their goals as 

well as infuse common values into the work group. (p. 56)  

 

Parson (as cited in Hoy et al., 1991) also noted that schools had three distinct levels of control 

over these needs – technical, managerial, and institutional. The technical level is concerned with 

the teaching-learning process, with the managerial level controlling the internal administrative 

function of the organization. The institutional level connects the school with its environment 

(Hoy, 1991).  

Scoring. The items on the academic emphasis scale of the Organizational Health 

Inventory used for this study was rated using a 4-point Likert scale ranging from rarely occurs 

(1) to very frequently occurs (4; W. K. Hoy, Tarter, John C., Kottkamp, Robert B., 1991). For 

the purpose of this study, the 17 items on the Academic Emphasis scale were used. In order to 

acquire the total score for this subscale, the responses‟ number values are added. To acquire the 

mean score, the scale was divided by 17. 

 Reliability and Validity. The reliability was tested using Cronbach alpha coefficients. 

“The alpha coefficients; institutional integrity (.91), principal influence (.87), consideration (.90), 
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initiating structure (.89), resource support (.95), morale (.92), and academic emphasis (.93) 

provided support that the OHI had good to excellent internal consistency as a measure of 

reliability” (Hoy, 1991, p. 64). The Cronbach alpha for the Academic Emphasis survey was .82 

for the present study.  

The seven subtests developed to measure the critical dimensions of school life are highly 

reliable scales that have reasonable construct validity. Hoy, et al. (1991) created the 

Organizational Health Inventory (OHI) was developed with Parson‟s perspective as a 

foundational theory (Hoy et al., 1991). (1) institutional integrity, (2) principal influence, (3) 

consideration, (4) initiating structure, (5) resource support, (6) morale, and (7) academic 

emphasis were the seven elements of organizational health whose specifics and measures were 

determined by the pilot study (Hoy, 1991). The 44 item instrument was tested to demonstrate the 

stability of the factor structure, confirm the validity and reliability of the subtests, and explore 

the second-order factor structure (Hoy, 1991). 

The results of the factor analysis of the pilot study data found seven factors with 

eigenvalues ranging from 14.28 to 1.35 explaining 74% of the variance in the latent variable, 

organizational health (Hoy, 1991). A second-order factor analysis examined the subtest scores 

for each of the schools participating in the pilot study, and a correlation matrix was derived. Each 

of the elements of organizational health demonstrated robust factor loadings on one strong 

element: institutional integrity (.56), principal influence (.75), consideration (.63), initiating 

structure (.72), resource support (.61), morale (.71), and academic emphasis (.70). The factor 

identified schools that were strong on all seven dimensions. This factor was named school health 

(Hoy, 1991). 

Two of the scales, Omnibus Trust Scale and OHI (Organizational Health Inventory) have 

been administered to faculty in a majority African American and economically disadvantaged 
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populated school district. In this study, the Omnibus Trust scale demonstrated a Cronbach‟s 

alpha reliability of .98 and the OHI (Organizational Health Inventory demonstrated a reliability 

of .94 (Kirby, M. 2009). The Collective Efficacy Scale has been administered to faculty of two 

schools in a large urban district in a Midwestern state. In this study the Collective Efficacy Scale 

demonstrated a Cronbach‟s alpha reliability of .765 (Duffy-Freeman, 2007). 

The three scales were revised and combined per the direction of my committee. The 

resulting scale was tested for its reliability for my populations using Cronbach alpha. 

Michigan Education Assessment Program (MEAP). 

Students in Michigan began taking the MEAP tests in 1969. From 1969 to 1973, the tests 

were norm-referenced. Beginning in 1973, teachers in Michigan worked with the MDE to 

develop criterion-referenced tests that were based on Michigan specifications. The MEAP tests 

used currently reflect the Content Standards established by Michigan educators and accepted by 

the MDE. A criterion-reference test assesses student test outcomes with a pre-established 

performance standard. Students who meet or exceed the standard meet the performance standard 

for the state curriculum. 

All students in 3
rd

 through 8
th

 grade complete the reading and math assessments. Social 

studies is tested in the 6
th

 and 9
th

 grades, with science tested in 5
th

 and 8
th

 grade. Writing is 

assessed in the 4
th

 and 7
th

 grade. Student achievement is categorized into four groups: 

1 Advanced 

2 Proficient 

3 Partially Proficient 

4 Not Proficient. 

The schools receive individual results, and composite results by teacher and for the school. The 

results are released by the MDE in February of the year following administration of the test. The 



57 

 

 

 

results are disseminated to the media, and school and district results are available on the Internet. 

For the purpose of the present study, composite scores for all subject areas tested were used for 

each teacher as the measure of student achievement.  

Measures of Academic Progress 

 Northwest Evaluation Association is the developer of the Measures of Academic 

Progress (MAP). MAP assessments are adaptive achievement tests in Mathematics, Reading, 

Language Usage and Science that are completed on a computer. NWEA is a non-profit 

organization founded in 1974 for the purpose of improving the education system and 

encouraging learning for each student. NWEA (2013) created one of the first computerized 

adaptive assessments. Established in the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) requires districts and schools show a minimum preset growth in student 

achievement, until the school year 2013-2014, when all eligible students must pass state 

assessments in reading and math (Gamble-Risely, 2006). Schools struggling with AYP are using 

MAP data to gauge student progress at any given point in the school year, and then using the 

data to customize curriculum and instruction to increase student achievement. 

 Reliability and Validity The MAP Reading test consists of 40 multiple-choice question 

items with four options and the MAP Mathematics test includes 50 multiple-choice items with 

four or five options (Wang, McCall, Hong, & Harris, 2013).  

To determine the reliability of the MAP, NWEA studied test results from 1999 to 2002 in 

grades 2 through 10. For the purpose of this study, only the results for grades six through eight 

will be reported. The method utilized by NWEA is Cronbach‟s Alpha, and to determine internal 

consistency, the marginal reliability coefficient was calculated. This method uses two 

characteristics that are available for tests, such as the MAP, that have been developed using Item 

Response Theory (IRT) and an underlying scale. The correlation coefficients (r) ranged from .89 
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to .96 indicating good to excellent reliability (NWEA, 2004). Wang et al, (2013) noted in their 

research that for each state where the MAP is administered, the tests are aligned to specific state 

content standards by assembling pools of items that address state content standards. Test 

algorithms survey the pools within goal or strand areas to assure domain coverage. The marginal 

reliabilities of tests across 50 states and grades were consistently in the low to mid 0.90s. 

Because content validity is one of the most important sources of evidence of test validity 

in achievement tests, all items in NWEA test development match the assessable sections of a set 

of academic content standards both in breadth of content and depth of knowledge. Even though 

items selected during the computer adaptive tests for each student, all items administered have to 

satisfy the content requirements of the test to insure content validity and domain coverage (Wang 

et al., 2013). Most of the documented validity evidence for MAP tests comes in the form of 

concurrent validity (NWEA, 2004). All data used in the Wang et al. (2013) study were collected 

from MAP Reading and Mathematics tests administered twice during the academic year from 

Spring 2009 to Spring 2011.  

Both confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and multi-group confirmatory factor analysis 

(MGCFA) were conducted to determine the adequacy of fit of the factor structures of 

MAP tests and invariance of factor models across grades and academic terms. All 

estimation in this study uses the maximum likelihood method (Wang et al., 2013). 

 

The one factor model with goal scores as observed variables and CFA were used to evaluate the 

adequacy of model to account for the relationships among subtests. Once adequacy of model fit 

was determined, MGCFA was used to test whether the same model holds across different groups. 

Results of CFA indicated all factor loadings of models across content, grades and states are 

statistically significant. Results of MGCFA provide support for the metric invariance for all tests 

except for Michigan Mathematics Tests, and configure invariances for all tests (Wang et al., 

2013). 
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Data Collection Procedures 

After obtaining approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Wayne State 

University, the researcher began the data collection process. The researcher obtained permission 

from the superintendents of schools in both districts to collect data from the middle school 

teachers in districts. She communicated with the principals in each of the five middle schools and 

requested permission to collect data from teachers during regularly scheduled faculty meetings.  

The data were collected electronically using Google Forms. The submission of the 

completed survey was evidence of the willingness of the teacher to participate in the study.  

The surveys were not coded in any way and no identifiable information was obtained 

from the teachers. The teachers were able to skip any questions they chose not to answer. Once 

submitted, the teachers were not able to change any answers or withdraw from the study. 

The percentage of students scoring at the four levels on the MEAP were obtained from 

www.mischooldata.org.for each school district. The obtained scores were the percentages of 

students at each of the four levels for each grade level. The teachers were given these data prior 

to beginning the survey on Google Forms. 

The school composite scores for the five levels on the MAP were provided by the 

principal of that school and distributed to the teachers prior to them beginning the survey by 

grade level. The teacher meetings generally are held in the school media center that has a 

sufficient number of computers with Internet connections to allow all of the teachers to complete 

the survey at the same time. An adult volunteer not connected with the surveying school read a 

prepared script at the teachers‟ meeting, answered any questions regarding their participation, 

and directed the teachers to an email from the researcher. The email contained the information 

sheet as well as the link to Google Forms and the survey. To assure that all teachers were 
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provided with the same information regarding the study, the researcher developed the 

introductory script for the volunteers to read to the teachers. The volunteers had no connection to 

that specific school to minimize any concerns about coercion in having the teachers complete the 

survey.  

Participation in the survey was voluntary. If a teacher chose not to complete the survey, 

she/he could work on other school-related tasks. The total time to complete the survey was 15 to 

20 minutes. All data were collected at the meetings and any teacher absent at the time of the 

meeting did not participate in the study. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

 

 The data from Google Forms were downloaded into an SPSS file for analysis. The 

analysis was divided into two sections. Prior to beginning the statistical analysis, the data were 

reviewed to determine the extent of missing values. The missing value procedure in SPSS ver. 21 

was used to replace the missing values with the mean score for each variable. The responses for 

each of the three measures of academic optimism were tested for internal consistency using 

Cronbach alpha coefficients as a measure of reliability. These results were presented in Chapter 

3 for comparison with the reported Cronbach alpha coefficients. The first section of the data 

analysis used descriptive statistics to summarize the scores for the scaled variables, Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis. This analysis provides baseline information on 

these scales. Inferential statistical analyses, including multiple linear regression analysis, were 

used in the second section to address the research question developed for the study. All decisions 

on the statistical significance of the findings were made using a criterion alpha level of .05. Table 

3 presents the statistical analyses that were used to test the research question. 

Table 3 

 

Statistical Analysis 
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Research Question Variables Statistical Analysis 

To what extent do the measures of 

academic optimism explain 

academic achievement? 

Dependent Variables 

Academic Achievement 

 MEAP scores 

 MAP scores 

 

Independent Variables 

Academic Optimism 

 Collective efficacy 

 Academic emphasis 

 Faculty trust in students and 

parents 

 

Separate multiple linear regression 

analyses were used to determine if 

the three measures of academic 

optimism could be used to explain 

academic achievement. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

FINDINGS 

 

 The results of the data analysis used to address the research question posed for this study 

is presented in this chapter. The purpose of the study was to determine if academic emphasis of a 

school, collective efficacy of a faculty, and faculty trust in parents and students could be used 

either to explain students‟ aggregated achievement as measured by school-level Michigan 

Education Assessment Program (MEAP) and Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) outcomes. 

 Two districts were included in the study. While these districts were adjacent to each 

other, their demographics were different. Table 4 presents a comparison of the two school 

districts in terms of demographics. 

 

Table 4 

Comparison of School District Demographics 

Demographic Characteristics of the 

School District 

District 1 District 2 

N % N % 

Total number of students 7,284% 8,304% 

Students Race/Ethnicity 

 African American  

 Caucasian 

 Hispanic 

 Other 

Total 

 

1,029 

22 

7 

10 

1,068 

 

96.3 

2.1 

0.7 

0.9 

100.0 

 

215 

833 

25 

79 

1,152 

 

18.7 

72.2 

2.2 

6.9 

100.0 

Students Receiving Free/Reduced Lunch 4,647 63.8 4,426 53.3 

Economically Disadvantaged 4356 59.8 598 7.2 

Students with Disabilities 844 11.6 865 10.3 

Teachers 53% 49% 

Expenditures per pupil $10,800% $11,804% 

Graduation rates 88.0% 96.2% 

Drop-out rates 6.5% 0.6% 
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 Data were collected from the 102 teachers in the five middle schools that were located in 

the two school districts. These two districts are adjacent to each other, and located close to a 

large financially strapped Midwestern city. School District 1‟s population is 96.3% African 

American and 2.1% Caucasian. In contrast, School District 2‟s population is 18.7% African 

American and 72.2% Caucasian. It is interesting to note that while School District 1 has 63.8% 

of their population qualifying for free and reduced lunches and School District 2 has 53.3 % of 

their population qualifying for free and reduced lunches, School District 1 population is 59.8% 

economically disadvantaged while School District 2‟s population is 7.2% economically 

disadvantaged. This disparity between the percentages of students qualifying for free and 

reduced lunches and the percentage listed as economically disadvantaged could be due to the 

percentage of students in each district whose families complete applications for the free and 

reduced lunch program. The expenditures per pupil indicate School District 2 spends $1,004 

more per pupil than School District 1. The graduation rate differs by 8% with School District 2 

having the higher percentage at 96.2. School District 1 has a 5.9% higher drop-out rate than 

School District 2. School District has a higher percentage of African American students, a higher 

percentage of students who are economically disadvantaged and qualify for the free and reduced 

lunch program. School District 2‟s expenditures per pupil are higher than School District 1, and 

the percentage of students who graduate is higher with a lower drop-out rate.  

The grade level MEAP outcomes were obtained from the Michigan Department of 

Education data base and the MAP results were provided by the school principals. The largest 

group of teachers (n = 31, 30.4%) were from School D, with 14 (13.7%) teachers participating 

from School C. The number of teachers at each of the five schools is presented in Table 5.  
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Table 5 

Number of Teachers at Each School 

School Number Percent 

A 20 19.6 

B 19 18.6 

C 14 13.7 

D 31 30.4 

E 18 17.6 

Total 102 100.0 

 

It is interesting to note that School C in District 1 has the lowest number of teachers, 14. 

This is indicative of this school also having the smallest enrollment of middle school students, 

186. School C is an application school, which might be a contributing factor for teachers at this 

school having the highest percentages of students scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on 

both the MEAP and the MAP in District 1. The number of teachers at School A and the number 

of teachers at School B in District 1 were very close at 20 and 19, respectively. There are 524 

students enrolled in School A, and 342 students enrolled in School B.  

School D in District 2 has the largest number of teachers, 31, and the largest number of 

students, 825. Eighteen teachers at School E in District 2 provide instruction to 302 students. A 

lottery is held for incoming students each year at School E, which may contribute to having a 

higher percent of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level.  

 The teachers completed three surveys (Collective Efficacy, Omnibus Trust Scale, and 

Organizational Health Inventory) to measure Academic Optimism. Mean scores were obtained 

for each of the scales. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the mean scores for each of 

the teachers. Table 6 presents results of this analysis. 
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics: Academic Optimism 

Academic Optimism N Mean SD Median 

Range 

Minimum Maximum 

Collective Efficacy 

 District 1 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

 

 District 2 

  School D 

  School E 

Total 

 

53 

20 

19 

14 

 

49 

31 

18 

102 

 

4.40 

4.14 

4.55 

4.55 

 

4.46 

4.41 

4.55 

4.43 

 

.46 

.48 

.35 

.44 

 

.53 

.55 

.49 

.49 

 

4.43 

4.21 

4.43 

4.54 

 

4.57 

4.57 

4.71 

4.43 

 

3.14 

3.14 

4.00 

3.86 

 

3.00 

3.00 

3.71 

3.00 

 

5.29 

5.17 

5.29 

5.14 

 

5.29 

5.14 

5.29 

5.29 

Faculty Trust 

 District 1 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

 

 District 2 

  School D 

  School E 

Total 

 

53 

20 

19 

14 

 

49 

31 

18 

102 

 

4.18 

3.91 

4.14 

4.61 

 

4.52 

4.36 

4.80 

4.34 

 

.52 

.44 

.57 

.22 

 

.60 

.66 

.37 

.59 

 

4.30 

4.00 

4.20 

4.70 

 

4.60 

4.50 

4.70 

4.40 

 

2.90 

3.10 

2.90 

4.20 

 

2.40 

2.40 

4.30 

2.40 

 

5.30 

4.60 

5.30 

4.90 

 

5.44 

5.44 

5.40 

5.44 

Academic Emphasis 

 District 1 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

 

 District 2 

  School D 

  School E 

Total 

 

53 

20 

19 

14 

 

49 

31 

18 

102 

 

2.63 

2.50 

2.71 

2.70 

 

2.80 

2.69 

3.00 

2.71 

 

.40 

.43 

.37 

.35 

 

.35 

.34 

.29 

.38 

 

2.59 

2.47 

2.82 

2.68 

 

2.82 

2.77 

3.03 

2.77 

 

1.65 

1.65 

2.06 

2.29 

 

1.82 

1.82 

2.35 

1.65 

 

3.29 

3.29 

3.29 

3.29 

 

3.47 

3.24 

3.47 

3.47 

 

 Collective efficacy measures the “the judgment of teachers in a school that the faculty as 

a whole can organize and execute the courses of action required to have a positive effect on 

students” (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy-Woolfolk, 2000, p. 4). When a school has a high level of 

collective efficacy, the teachers believe they have the ability as a whole, not just as individuals, 

to effectively plan and execute the instructional strategies and other effective measures necessary 

for the students to increase their academic achievement and/or improve their behavior. The mean 
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score for this scale was 4.43 (SD = .49), with a median of 4.43. Actual scores ranged from 3.00 

to 5.29, with possible scores ranging from 1.00 to 6.00. Higher scores indicate higher levels of 

collective efficacy. A mean score of 4.43 provides evidence that teachers perceived a fairly high 

level of collective efficacy. The standard deviation indicated that the majority of teachers (≈ 

66%) perceived between a moderate (3.94 [4.43 - .49]) and high (4.92 [4.43 + .49]) level of 

collective efficacy among the teachers. The teachers in the five participating schools judged their 

faculties as moderately to highly able to improve academic achievement in their respective 

schools.  

School District 1 had a mean score of 4.40 (SD=.46), with a median of 4.43 Actual scores 

ranged from 3.14 to 5.29. Possible scores were from 1 to 6. A mean score of 4.40 indicated that 

the teachers in District 1 that participated in this study perceived a fairly high level of collective 

efficacy. The standard deviation indicated that the majority of teachers (≈ 66%) perceived a 

moderate (3.94 [4.40 - .46]) and high (4.86 [4.40 + .46]) level of collective efficacy among the 

teachers. School District 1 teachers who participated in this study judged their faculties as 

moderately to highly able to improve academic achievement in their respective middle schools. 

School District 2 had a mean score of 4.46 (SD=.53), with a median of 4.57. Actual 

scores ranged from 3.00 to 5.29 with possible scores from 1 to 6. A mean score of 4.46 

indicating the teachers that participated in this study perceive a fairly high level of collective 

efficacy The standard deviation indicated that the majority of teacher (≈66%) perceived a 

moderate (3.93 [4.46 -.53]) and high (4.99 [4.46 + .53]) level of collective efficacy among the 

teachers. School District 2 teachers who participated in this study judge their faculties as 

moderately to highly able to improve academic achievement in their respective middle schools.  

In examining the descriptive statistics of academic optimism and comparing the levels of 

collective efficacy by school district, School District 2‟s mean score was higher than School 
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District 1‟s indicating the teachers in School District 2 who participated in this study judge their 

faculties to more ability to improve academic achievement than School District 1. 

 The scale, faculty trust, measures the confidence that teachers have in parents and 

students to be supportive of the school and students. Hoy , Gage, and Tarter (2006) defined 

faculty trust as “a willingness to be vulnerable, reliable, competent, honest, and open” (p. 429). 

Trust is relational, describing a connection of confidence and reliance among teachers, parents, 

and students (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). Trust involves taking risks and making oneself 

vulnerable to another with confidence that the other will not be detrimental to the trusting party 

(Hoy et al., 2006). The mean score for this scale was 4.34 (SD = .59), with a median of 4.40. The 

range of actual scores was from 2.40 to 5.44, with possible scores ranging from 1.00 to 6.00. 

Higher scores on this scale indicated greater trust by the teachers. The standard deviation 

indicated that the majority of the teachers (≈ 66%) felt between a moderate (3.75 [4.34-.59]) and 

high (4.93 [4.34+.59]) level of faculty trust in parents and students. Most of the teachers who 

participated in this study are confident that parents and students are supportive of teachers and 

students. 

 School District 1 had a mean score of 4.18 (SD=.52) with a median of 4.30. The range of 

actual scores was from 2.90 to 5.30, with possible scores were from 1 to 6. Higher scores of this 

scale indicated greater trust by the teachers. The standard deviation indicated that the majority of 

the teachers (≈ 66%) felt a moderate (3.66 [4.18 - .52] and moderately high (4.70 [4.18 + .52]) 

level of trust in parents and students. The majority of teachers who participated in this study are 

moderately confident that parents and student are supportive of teachers, students and their 

schools. 

 The mean score of School District 2 was 4.52 (SD=.60) with a median of 4.60. The range 

of scores was from 2.40 to 5.44.Higher scores of this scale indicated greater trust by the teachers. 
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The standard deviation indicated that the majority of the teachers (≈66%) felt a moderate (3.95 

[4.52 - .60]) to high (5.12 [4.52 + .60]) level of trust in parents and students. The majority of 

middle school teachers who participated in this study are confident that parents and students are 

supportive of teachers, students and their schools. 

 In examining the descriptive statistics of academic optimism and the levels of faculty 

trust in parents and students, the scores indicate the teachers in School District 2 perceive a 

slightly higher level of faculty trust in parents and teachers than the teachers in School District 1. 

 Academic emphasis is defined as “the extent to which a school is driven by the quest for 

academic excellence-a press for academic achievement” (Hoy, Gage, & Tarter, 2006, p. 145). 

Academic emphasis suggests that behavior generates the push or press towards excellence in 

student achievement. Beard, Hoy, and Hoy-Woolfolk (2010) argued, “teacher‟s sense of 

academic emphasis, is the degree to which teachers find ways to engage students in appropriate, 

academic tasks”. The mean score for academic emphasis was 2.71 (SD = .38), with a median of 

2.77. The actual scores on academic emphasis ranged from 1.65 to 3.47, with possible scores 

ranging from 1.00 to 4.00. Higher scores on this scale indicated higher endorsement of academic 

emphasis by teachers. Academic emphasis meaning the faculty as a whole maintains high 

academic standards and pushes for all students to achieve them. The standard deviation 

designates that a majority of the teachers (≈ 66%) felt between a moderate (2.33 [2.71-.38]) and 

high (3.09 [2.71+.39) level. A majority of the teachers who took part in this study go to great 

lengths to move students to obtain academic excellence.  

 The mean score for academic emphasis for School District 1 was 2.63 (SD=.40) with a 

median of 2.59. The actual scores ranged from 1.65 to 3.29 with the possible range being from 

1.00 to 4.00. The standard deviation indicated that a majority of teachers (≈ 66%) felt between a 

moderate (2.23 [2.63 - .40]) and a highly moderate (3.03 [2.63 - .40]) level of academic 
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emphasis. A majority of teachers in School District 1 who took part in this survey put forth a 

great deal of effort to move students to improvement in their academic achievement. 

 School District 2 had a mean score of 2.80 (SD=.35) with a median of 2.82. The actual 

scores ranged from 1.82 to 3.47. The standard deviation indicated that a majority of teachers 

(≈66%) realized a moderate (2.45 [2.80 – .35]) to a high (3.15 [2.80 + .35] level of academic 

emphasis. The majority of teachers in School District 2 who participated in this study go to great 

lengths to improve their student academic achievement. 

 Upon examining the descriptive statistics for academic optimism and the levels of 

academic emphasis by school district, the mean scores of School District 2 indicate the teachers 

who participated in this study perceive a slightly higher level of academic emphasis in their 

respective middle schools than teachers who participated in this study from Schools District 1. 

 The MEAP scores for reading, math, social studies, and science were obtained. The 

scores indicate the percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient and the partially 

proficient/ not yet proficient levels. Table 7 presents the MEAP scores at each level. 
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics: MEAP Results by Percentage of Students at Each Level 

MEAP Scores N Mean SD Median 

Range 

Minimum Maximum 

Reading 

 Advanced/Proficient 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

 Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

102 

20 

19 

14 

31 

18 

 

102 

20 

19 

14 

31 

18 

 

68.77 

53.07 

52.01 

66.81 

83.65 

79.79 

 

36.82 

48.16 

48.64 

39.21 

22.88 

33.88 

 

16.25 

7.38 

4.37 

6.24 

3.85 

17.10 

 

13.94 

9.19 

5.81 

5.28 

2.04 

20.00 

 

64.55 

55.00 

53.70 

67.30 

85.40 

89.80 

 

40.80 

45.00 

46.30 

40.80 

22.80 

20.00 

 

42.20 

42.90 

42.20 

60.30 

78.30 

59.10 

 

20.00 

38.20 

46.00 

29.60 

20.00 

20.00 

 

95.00 

61.80 

54.10 

76.70 

87.50 

95.00 

 

61.70 

61.20 

61.70 

42.70 

25.30 

55.70 

Math 

 Advanced/Proficient 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

 Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient 

   School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

102 

20 

19 

14 

31 

18 

 

102 

20 

19 

14 

31 

18 

 

47.91 

27.90 

22.72 

39.91 

68.17 

68.09 

 

54.40 

81.20 

85.71 

64.72 

31.83 

22.40 

 

22.33 

6.76 

2.98 

14.77 

4.80 

16.80 

 

26.98 

7.26 

3.72 

14.37 

4.80 

3.49 

 

48.10 

27.30 

20.00 

51.10 

68.30 

76.80 

 

51.80 

82.10 

89.10 

53.30 

31.70 

20.00 

 

20.00 

22.30 

20.00 

23.50 

60.80 

48.10 

 

20.00 

69.50 

80.80 

51.80 

27.40 

20.00 

 

86.10 

38.70 

26.20 

52.90 

72.60 

86.10 

 

89.10 

87.10 

89.10 

80.70 

39.20 

27.20 

Social Studies 

 Advanced/ Proficient 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

 Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient  

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

35 

5 

6 

3 

13 

8 

 

35 

5 

6 

3 

13 

8 

 

43.65 

20.20 

20.00 

31.10 

41.20 

84.74 

 

74.84 

88.50 

94.80 

83.70 

67.90 

59.28 

 

25.20 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

14.32 

 

13.42 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.49 

 

41.20 

20.20 

20.00 

31.10 

41.20 

89.80 

 

67.90 

88.50 

94.80 

83.70 

67.90 

59.10 

 

20.00 

20.20 

20.00 

31.10 

41.20 

49.30 

 

59.10 

88.50 

94.80 

83.70 

67.90 

59.10 

 

89.80 

20.20 

20.00 

31.10 

41.20 

89.80 

 

94.80 

88.50 

94.80 

83.70 

67.90 

60.50 
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MEAP Scores N Mean SD Median 

Range 

Minimum Maximum 

Science 

 Advanced/Proficient 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

 Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient 

  School A 

  School B 

  School C 

  School D 

  School E 

 

39 

9 

10 

6 

8 

6 

 

35 

9 

10 

6 

8 

6 

 

24.27 

20.00 

20.00 

20.00 

28.30 

36.70 

 

86.18 

96.20 

94.80 

96.10 

73.80 

63.40 

 

6.31 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

 

13.16 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

 

20.00 

20.00 

20.00 

20.00 

28.30 

36.70 

 

94.80 

96.20 

94.80 

96.10 

73.80 

63.40 

 

20.00 

20.00 

20.00 

20.00 

28.30 

36.70 

 

63.40 

96.20 

94.80 

96.10 

73.80 

63.40 

 

36.70 

20.00 

20.00 

20.00 

28.30 

36.70 

 

96.20 

96.20 

94.80 

96.10 

73.80 

63.40 

  

 The mean percent of students scoring at advanced/proficient on the MEAP reading test 

was 68.77% (SD = 16.25%), with a median of 64.55%. The range of students scoring at this 

level was from 42.20% to 95.00%. School B had the lowest percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level (M = 52.01%, SD = 4.37%), with a median of 53.70%. The range of 

students scoring advanced/proficient on the MEAP reading test was from 42.20% to 54.10%. 

The school with the highest percentage of students scoring at advanced/proficient levels (M = 

83.65%, SD = 3.85%) was School D. The range of students at this level was from 78.30% to 

87.50%, with a median of 85.40%. In examining the mean scores, School District 1 (Schools A, 

B, and C) had substantially lower percentages of students scoring at the advanced/proficient 

levels on the MEAP reading test than School District 2 (Schools D and E).  

 The mean percent of the students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level 

on the MEAP Reading test was 36.82 (SD=13.94), with a median of 40.80. The range of students 

scoring at this level was from 20.00 to 61.20. School D had the lowest percentage of students 

scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level with a mean of 22.88 (SD=2.04) and a 

median of 22.80. The range of students enrolled at School D scoring at this level was from 20.00 
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to 25.30. The school with the highest percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not 

yet proficient level was School B (M=48.64, SD=5.81), with a median of 46.30. The range of 

scores was from 46.00 to 61.70. Examining the results of the descriptive analysis of MEAP 

results, School District 2 (Schools D and E) had a substantially lower percentage of students 

scoring at the partially proficient/ not yet proficient level than School District 1 (Schools A, B, 

and C). The ethnic and socioeconomic make ups of the two schools districts that participated in 

this study are markedly different. School District 1 is majority African American and School 

District 2 is predominately Caucasian, and the median income of the residents of School District 

1 is half that of the residents of School District 2. 

 The mean percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level on the MEAP 

Math test was 47.91 (SD=22.33) with a median of 48.10. The range of students scoring at this 

level was from 20.00 to 86.10. School B had the lowest number of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level (M=22.72, SD=2.98) with a median of 20.00. These student‟s scores 

ranged from 20.00 to 26.20. School D had the highest percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level with a mean of 68.17 (SD=4.80) with a median of 68.30. The range of 

the student scores was from 60.80 to 72.60. In examining the mean scores, School District 1 

(Schools A, B, and C) had a substantially lower percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level than School District 2 (Schools D and E). 

 The mean percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level 

on the MEAP Math test was 54.40 (SD=26.98) with a median of 51.80. The range of scores was 

from 20.00 to 89.10. The school with the lowest percentage of students scoring at this level was 

School E with a mean of 22.40 (SD=3.49) with a median of 20.00. The range of scores for 

students of School E was from 20.00 to 27.20. School B had the highest percentage of students 

scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level (M=85.71, SD=3.72) with a median of 
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89.10. Scores at this level ranged from 80.80 to 89.10. School District 2 (Schools D and E) had 

the lowest percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level with 

School District 1 (Schools A, B, and C) having the highest percentage. 

 Social studies MEAP tests are completed by sixth grade students only. The mean 

percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level was 43.65(SD=25.20) with a 

median of 41.20. The range of scores at this level was from 20.00 to 89.80. School B had the 

lowest percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level with a mean of 20.00 

(SD=0.00) with a median of 20.00. Scores ranged from 20.00 to 20.00. School E had the highest 

percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level with a mean of 84.74 (SD=14.32) 

and a median of 89.80. The range of student scores was from 49.30 to 89.80. School District 1 

(Schools A, B, and C) had a substantially lower percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level than School District 2 (D and E). 

 The mean percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level 

on the MEAP Social Studies test was 74.84 (SD=13.42) with a median of 67.90. The range of 

scores at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level was from 59.10 to 94.80. School E had 

the lowest percentage of students scoring at this level (M=59.28, SD=0.49) with a median of 

59.10. The range of scores was from 59.10 to 60.50. School B has the highest percentage of 

students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level on the MEAP Social Studies 

test (M=94.80, SD=0.00) with a median of 94.80. The standard deviation was 0.00 due to only 

one grade level being tested, and the number of student tested was less than ten. Scores ranged 

from 94.80 to 94.80. School District 2 (Schools D and E) had a substantially lower percentage of 

students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level on this section of the MEAP 

test than did School District 1 (School District D and E). 
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 The science section of the MEAP test is administered to 8
th

 grade students only. The 

mean percent of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level was 24.27 (SD=6.30) with a 

median of 20.00. The range of scores was from 63.40 to 96.20. Schools A, B, and C all had a 

mean score of 20.00 (SD=.00) with a median of 20.00. The range of schools for all three schools 

was from 20.00 to 20.00.These mean, median scores, standard deviations and the minimum and 

maximum scores are the same because at each school only one grade level and fewer than ten 

students were tested, and less than ten students at each of the three schools scored at this level. 

School E has the highest percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level 

(M=36.70 SD=.49) with a median of 36.70. The range of scores was from 63.40 to 63.40. The 

minimum and maximum scores were the same due to only one grade level and less than ten 

students being assessed and less than ten students scoring at this level. School District 1 (Schools 

A, B, and C) had a substantially lower percentage of student scores than School District 2 

(Schools D and E). 

 With only the 8
th

 grade being assessed, the mean percentage of students scoring at the 

partially proficient/not yet proficient level on the MEAP Science test was 86.18 (SD=13.15) with 

a median of 94.80. The range of scores was from 63.40 to 96.20. The school with the lowest 

percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level was School E 

(M=63.40, SD=.00) with a median of 63.40. The range of scores was from 63.40 to 96.20. 

School A had the highest percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet 

proficient level (M=96.20, SD=.00) with a median of 96.20. The range of scores was from 96.20 

to 96.20. The standard deviations for the schools with the lowest and the highest percentages of 

students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level are both .00 due to only one 

grade level being tested, the number of students being assessed and the number of students 

scoring at this level being less than ten. The same reason holds responsible for the range of 
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scores being the same number. School District 2 (Schools D and E) had a substantially lower 

percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level that School 

District 1 (Schools A, B, and C). 

 School District 1 (Schools A, B and C) is predominately African American and the 

population of the city where it is located in has a median income half that of the city where 

School District 2(Schools D and E) is located. School District 2 is predominately Caucasian and 

the population of the city has a higher socioeconomic status according to the population‟s 

median income.  

The MAP scores ranged from high, high average, average, low average, and low. The 

percentage of students scoring at each level was summarized using descriptive statistics. Table 8 

presents results of this analysis. 

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics: MAP Results by Percentage of Students at Each Level 

MAP Scores N Mean SD Median 

Range 

Minimum Maximum 

Reading 

 High 

 High Average 

 Average 

 Low Average 

 Low 

102 

 

 

17.51 

22.22 

21.63 

18.68 

19.26 

 

11.64 

8.88 

3.71 

8.95 

13.45 

 

15.00 

20.00 

22.00 

18.00 

23.00 

 

3.00 

9.00 

12.00 

7.00 

2.00 

 

35.00 

41.00 

27.00 

35.00 

50.00 

Math 

 High 

 High Average 

 Average 

 Low Average 

 Low 

102 

 

 

19.30 

18.61 

18.54 

19.64 

23.63 

 

19.30 

8.24 

6.85 

9.22 

17.67 

 

5.00 

21.00 

20.00 

17.00 

21.00 

 

0.00 

7.00 

7.00 

0.00 

3.00 

 

53.00 

32.00 

28.00 

36.00 

55.00 

Science 

 High 

 High Average 

 Average 

 Low Average 

 Low 

53 

 

 

8.45 

14.30 

20.83 

24.28 

31.74 

 

3.28 

3.72 

4.41 

3.31 

6.90 

 

10.00 

13.00 

21.00 

25.00 

35.00 

 

4.00 

10.00 

15.00 

17.00 

21.00 

 

14.00 

20.00 

27.00 

28.00 

42.00 
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 The largest percentage of students (M = 22.22%, SD = 8.88%) scored at the high average 

level for the MAP reading test. The range of students scoring at the high average level was from 

9.00% to 41.00%, with a median of 20.00%. The lowest percentage of students (M = 17.51%, 

SD = 11.64%) scored at the high level on reading, with a median of 15.00%. The percentage of 

students scoring at the high level was from 3.00% to 35.00%. 

 The greatest percentage of students (M = 23.63%, SD = 17.67%) scored at the low level 

on the MAP math test. The range of students scoring at this level was from 3.00% to 55.00%, 

with a median of 21.00%. The lowest percentage of students (M = 18.54%, SD = 6.85%) scored 

at the average level on the MAP math test. The range of students scoring at this level was from 

7.00% to 28.00%, with a median of 20.00%.  

 The science test on the MAP was completed by students in one of the two school 

districts. The percent of students scoring at the low level was 31.74% (SD = 6.90%), with a 

median of 35.00%. The range of students scoring at the low level was from 21.00% to 42.00%. 

The smallest percentage of students (M = 8.45%, SD = 3.28%) scored at the high level on 

science. The range of students at the high level was from 4.00% to 14.00%, with a median of 

10.00%.  

Research Question 

 The research question for this study (To what extent do the measures of academic 

optimism explain academic achievement?) was addressed using multiple linear regression 

analysis to determine if academic optimism (collective efficacy, faculty trust, and academic 

emphasis) could be used to explain MEAP and MAP scores.  

MEAP test results. The MEAP results were combined into two groups 

(advanced/proficient and partially proficient/not yet proficient), with each group used as the 
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dependent variable in the multiple linear regression analyses. The results of the analysis using 

the MEAP reading scores for advanced/proficient scores are presented in Table 9. 

 

Table 9 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Reading for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Advanced/Proficient Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

31.60 -5.07 

12.34 

2.24 

3.69 

3.25 

4.66 

-.15 

.45 

.05 

-1.37 

3.79 

.48 

.172 

<.001 

.632 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.41 

.17 

6.59 

3, 98 

<.001 

  

  

 The three independent variables were accounting for 17% of the variance in MEAP 

Reading outcomes for the percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient students, R
2
 

= .17, F (3, 98) = 6.59, p < .001. One independent variable, faculty trust, was explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in MEAP Reading outcomes for advanced/proficient 

students, β = .45, t = 3.79, p < .001. The positive direction of the relationship between the 

percent of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level on the MEAP reading test and faculty 

trust indicated that teachers who had higher scores for faculty trust tended to have higher 

percentages of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level on the MEAP. The other two 

independent variables, collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in MEAP reading outcomes for the percent of 

students scoring at the advanced/proficient level.  
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 The results of the multiple linear regression analysis to determine which of the three 

academic optimism variables could explain the percentage of students scoring at the partially 

proficient/not yet proficient level on the MEAP reading are presented in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Reading for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

60.41 2.13 

-8.05 

.72 

3.32 

2.92 

4.18 

.08 

-.34 

.02 

.64 

-2.76 

.17 

.523 

.007 

.863 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.30 

.09 

3.15 

3, 98 

.028 

  

  

 Nine percent of the variance in the percent of students scoring at the partially 

proficient/not yet proficient levels for the MEAP Reading test was explained by the three 

independent variables measuring academic optimism, R
2
 = .09, F (3, 98) = 3.15, p = .028. One of 

the three academic optimism variables, faculty trust, was explaining a statistically significant 

amount of variance in the percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet 

proficient level, β = -.34, t = -2.76, p = .007. The negative relationship between faculty trust and 

percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level indicated that 

teachers who had higher scores on faculty trust tended to have lower percentages of students 

scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels. The remaining two independent 

variables, collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining a statistically 

significant amount of variance in the percent of students scoring partially proficient/not yet 

proficient on the MEAP reading test. 
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 The percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient levels of the MEAP math 

test was used as the dependent variable in a multiple linear regression analysis. The three 

measures of academic optimism were used as independent variables in this analysis. Table 11 

presents the results. 

 

Table 11 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Math for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Advanced/Proficient Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

2.49 -7.31 

15.16 

4.41 

5.15 

4.54 

6.50 

-.16 

.40 

.08 

-1.42 

3.34 

.68 

.159 

.001 

.499 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.38 

.14 

5.37 

3, 98 

.002 

  

  

 The results of the multiple linear regression equation provided evidence that academic 

optimism was explaining 14% of the variance in the percentage of students scoring 

advanced/proficient on the MEAP math test, R
2
 = .14, F (3, 98) = 5.37, p = .002. One 

independent variable, faculty trust, was explaining a statistically significant amount of variance 

in the percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on the MEAP math test, β 

= .40, t = 3.34, p = .001. The positive relationship between faculty trust and the percentage of 

students scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on the MEAP math test indicated that teachers 

who had higher scores for faculty trust were more likely to have higher percentages of students 

scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on the MEAP math test. The remaining two variables, 

collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining statistically significant amounts 

of the percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on the MEAP math test. 
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 The percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels on 

the MEAP math test was used as the dependent variable in a multiple linear regression analysis. 

Scores on the three measures of academic optimism were used as independent variables in this 

analysis. Table 12 presents results of this analysis. 

 

Table 12 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Math for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

119.23 8.54 

-19.56 

-6.54 

6.12 

5.40 

7.72 

.16 

-.43 

-.09 

1.40 

-3.63 

-.85 

.166 

<.001 

.399 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.41 

.15 

6.69 

3, 98 

<.001 

  

  

 Fifteen percent of the variance in the percentage of students scoring at the partially 

proficient/not yet proficient levels on the MEAP math test was explained by the three measures 

of academic optimism, R
2
 = .15, F (3, 98) = 6.69, p < .001. Faculty trust was explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of students who scored partially 

proficient/not yet proficient on the MEAP math test, β = -.43, t = -3.63, p < .001. The negative 

relationship between the scores for faculty trust and the percentage of students scoring either 

partially proficient or not yet proficient on the MEAP math test indicated that teachers who had 

higher scores for faculty trust tended to have lower percentages of students scoring at partially 

proficient/not yet proficient on the MEAP math test. The remaining two independent variables, 

collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining a statistically significant amount 
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of variance in the percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient 

levels on the MEAP math test. 

 The social studies MEAP test is completed by the sixth grade students. The percentage of 

students who scored at the advanced/proficient level on this test was used as the dependent 

variable in a multiple linear regression analysis. The three measures of academic optimism were 

used as independent variables for this analysis. Results of this analysis are presented in Table 13. 

 

Table 13 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Social Studies for Percent of Students Scoring at 

the Advanced/Proficient Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

-65.84 -10.51 

25.48 

15.23 

10.99 

10.15 

12.73 

-.19 

.44 

.22 

-.96 

2.51 

1.20 

.347 

.017 

.241 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.47 

.22 

2.90 

3, 31 

.051 

  

  

 Twenty-two percent of the variance in the percentage of students scoring 

advanced/proficient on the social studies MEAP test was explained by the three measures of 

academic optimism, R
2
 = .22, F (3, 31) = 2.90, p = .051. Although this result was not statistically 

significant, one measure of academic optimism, faculty trust, was explaining a statistically 

significant amount of variance in the percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient 

level on the social studies MEAP test, β = .44, t = 2.51, p = .017. Based on the positive 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables, it appears that teachers who had 

higher scores for faculty trust were more likely to have a higher percentage of students scoring 

advanced/proficient on the social studies MEAP test. The other two measures of academic 
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optimism, collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining a statistically 

significant amount of variance in the percent of students who scored at the advanced/proficient 

level on the MEAP social studies test. 

 The percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels of 

the MEAP social studies tests were used as the dependent variable in a multiple linear regression 

analysis. The mean scores for the three measures of academic optimism were used as 

independent variables in this analysis. Table 14 presents results of this analysis. 

 

Table 14 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Social Studies for Percent of Students Scoring at 

the Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

135.68 5.87 

-17.56 

-2.96 

5.60 

5.17 

6.49 

.20 

-.57 

-.08 

1.05 

-3.40 

-.46 

.303 

.002 

.652 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.53 

.29 

4.13 

3, 31 

.014 

  

  

 The three measures of academic optimism explained 28% of the variance in the 

percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels of the MEAP 

social studies test, R
2
 = .29, F (3, 31) = 4.13, p = .014. One variable, faculty trust, was explaining 

a statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of students scoring at the partially 

proficient/not yet proficient levels of the MEAP social studies test, β = -.58, t = -3.40, p = .002. 

The negative relationship between the two variables indicated that teachers who had higher mean 

scores for faculty trust were likely to have lower percentages of students scoring at the partially 

proficient/not yet proficient levels. The remaining two measures of academic optimism, 
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collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining statistically significant amounts 

of variance in the dependent variable.  

 Students in the eighth grade complete the MEAP science test. The percentage of students 

scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on the MEAP science test was used as the dependent 

variable in a multiple linear regression analysis. The mean scores for the three scales measuring 

academic optimism were used as the independent variables. Table 15 presents the results of this 

analysis. 

 

Table 15 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Science for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Advanced/Proficient Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

1.91 -2.82 

3.12 

7.87 

2.12 

1.85 

2.70 

-.19 

.28 

.48 

-1.33 

1.68 

2.91 

.192 

.101 

.006 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.63 

.40 

7.71 

3, 35 

<.001 

  

  

 Forty percent of the variance in the percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient levels on the MEAP science test was explained by the three variables 

measuring academic optimism, R
2
 = .40, F (3, 35) = 7.71, p < .001. One independent variable, 

academic emphasis, was explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the 

percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on the MEAP science test, β = 

.48, t = 2.91, p = .006. The positive relationship between the independent and dependent 

variables indicated that teachers who had higher mean scores for academic emphasis were more 

likely to have a greater percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient levels on the 
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MEAP science test. Collective efficacy and faculty trust, two measures of academic optimism, 

did not enter the multiple linear regression equation indicating they were not explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of students scoring at the 

advance/proficient levels on the MEAP science test. 

 A multiple linear regression analysis was used to determine if the three measures of 

academic optimism were explaining the percentage of students who scored at the partially 

proficient/not yet proficient levels on the MEAP science test. The results of this analysis are 

presented in Table 16. 

 

 

Table 16 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MEAP Science for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

134.80 4.43 

-6.32 

-15.04 

4.58 

4.00 

5.83 

.14 

-.27 

-.44 

.97 

-1.58 

-2.58 

.340 

.123 

.014 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.60 

.36 

6.42 

3, 35 

.001 

  

  

The three measures of academic optimism were explaining 36% of the variance in the 

percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels of the MEAP 

science test, R
2
 = .36, F (3, 35) = 6.42, p = .001. Academic emphasis, a measure of academic 

optimism, was explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of 

students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels on the MEAP science test, β = 

-.44, t = -2.58, p = .014. The negative relationship between the independent and dependent 

variables indicated that teachers who had higher mean scores for academic emphasis tended to 
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have lower percentages of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels on 

the MEAP science test. Two measures of academic optimism, collective efficacy and faculty 

trust, were not explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of 

students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels of the MEAP science test. 

 MAP test results. The scores for the MAP tests are categorized in five levels, high, high 

average, average, low average, and low. For the purposes of this study, the percentage of 

students scoring at the high and high average were grouped together, the students scoring 

average were in a separate group, and students scoring low average and low were grouped 

together. One of the school districts in the present study provided results for MAP reading, math, 

and science, while the second school district provided results for MAP reading and math.  

 The multiple linear regression analysis used the percentage of students scoring at the 

high/high average levels on the MAP reading test as the dependent variable. The independent 

variables in this analysis were the three measures of academic optimism. Table 17 presents 

results of this analysis. 

 

Table 17 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Reading for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

High/High Average Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

1.15 -7.97 

12.88 

6.61 

4.52 

3.98 

5.70 

-.20 

.39 

.13 

-1.77 

3.24 

1.16 

.081 

.002 

.248 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.39 

.15 

5.74 

3, 98 

.001 
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 The three measures of academic optimism explained 15% of the variance in the 

percentage of students scoring high/high average levels on the MAP reading test, R
2
 = .15, F (3, 

98) = 5.74, p = .001. One of the scales measuring academic optimism, faculty trust, was 

explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of students who scored 

at the high/high average levels on the MAP reading test, β = .39, t = 3.24, p = .002. The positive 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables indicated that teachers who had 

higher mean scores for faculty trust were more likely to have a higher percentage of students 

scoring at the high/high average levels on the MAP reading test. Collective efficacy and 

academic emphasis did not enter the multiple linear regression equation as they were not 

explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of students scoring at 

the high/high average levels on the MAP reading test.  

 The percent of students scoring at the average level of the MAP reading test was used as 

the dependent variable in a multiple linear regression analysis. The mean scores for the three 

measures of academic optimism were used as the independent variables. Table 18 presents 

results of this analysis. 

 

Table 18 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Reading for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Average Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

20.21 .65 

-.64 

.50 

.92 

.81 

1.16 

.09 

-.10 

.05 

.70 

-.71 

.43 

.484 

.431 

.670 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.10 

.01 

.31 

3, 98 

.819 
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 One percent of the variance in the percent of students scoring at the average level on the 

MAP reading test was explained by the three measures of academic optimism, R
2
 = .01, F (3, 98) 

= .31, p = .819. This finding provided support that the three measures of academic optimism 

were not explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percent of students 

scoring at the average level on the MAP reading test and scores on the three measures of 

academic optimism. 

 A multiple linear regression analysis was used to determine if the three measures of 

academic optimism could be used to explain the percentage of students who were scoring at the 

low average/low levels on the MAP reading test. Table 19 presents results of this analysis. 

 

Table 19 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Reading for Percent of Students Scoring at the Low 

Average/ Low Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

74.51 7.91 

-11.94 

-7.29 

4.88 

4.30 

6.16 

.19 

-.34 

-.13 

1.62 

-2.78 

-1.18 

.108 

.007 

.240 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.35 

.12 

4.51 

3, 98 

.005 

  

 

 The three measures of academic optimism were explaining 12% of the variance in the 

percent of students who scores at the low average/low levels on the MAP reading test, R
2
 = .12, 

F (3, 98) = 4.51, p = .001. One measure of academic optimism, faculty trust, was explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in the percent of students scoring at the low 

average/low levels on the MAP reading test, β = -.34, t = -2.78, p = .007. The negative 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables indicated that teachers who had 
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higher mean scores on the faculty trust scale were more likely to have a lower percentage of 

students scoring at the low average/low levels on the MAP reading test. The two other measures 

of academic optimism, collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in the percentage of students scoring at the low 

average/low levels on the MAP reading test. 

 The percentage of students scoring at the high/high average levels on the MAP math test 

was used as the dependent variable in a multiple linear regression analysis. The mean scores on 

the three measures of academic optimism were used as the independent variables in this analysis. 

Table 20 presents results of this analysis. 

 

 

Table 20 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Math for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

High/High Average Levels 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

-23.03 -10.02 

17.99 

10.02 

5.73 

5.05 

7.22 

-.20 

.42 

.15 

-1.75 

3.57 

1.39 

.083 

.001 

.168 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.43 

.18 

7.36 

3, 98 

<.001 

  

 

 The three measures of academic optimism were explaining 18% of the variance in the 

percent of students scoring at the high/high average levels on the MAP math test, R
2
 = .18, F (3, 

98) = 7.36, p < .001. One measure of academic emphasis, faculty trust, was explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in the percent of students scoring at the high/high 

average levels on the MAP math test, β = .42, t = 3.57, p = .001. The relationship between the 
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independent and dependent variables was in a positive direction, indicating that teachers who had 

higher scores for faculty trust were more likely to have a greater percentage of students scoring 

at the high/high average levels on the MAP math test. The remaining two measures of academic 

optimism, collective efficacy and academic emphasis, were not explaining a statistically 

significant amount of variance in the percent of students who scored at the high/high average 

levels on the MAP math tests. 

 A multiple linear regression analysis was used to determine if the scores on the three 

measures of academic optimism could be used to explain the percent of students scoring at the 

average level on the MAP math test. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 21. 

 

Table 21 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Math for Percent of Students Scoring at the Average 

Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

20.85 2.55 

.20 

-5.34 

1.64 

1.45 

2.07 

.18 

.02 

-.30 

1.56 

.14 

-2.58 

.124 

.890 

.011 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.27 

.07 

2.61 

3, 98 

.056 

  

 

 The three measures of academic optimism explained 7% of the variance in the percent of 

students scoring at the average level on the MAP math test, R
2
 = .07, F (3, 98) = 2.61, p = .056. 

Although the overall result was not statistically significant, one independent variable, academic 

emphasis was explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percent of students 

scoring at the average level on the MAP math test, β = -.30, t = -2.58, p = .011. The negative 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables indicated that teachers who had 
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higher scores for academic emphasis tended to have a higher percentage of students scoring at 

the average level on the MAP math test. 

 The three measures of academic optimism were used as the independent variables in a 

multiple linear regression analysis. The percent of students scoring at the low average/low levels 

on the MAP math test were used as the dependent variable in this analysis. Table 22 presents 

results of this analysis. 

 

 

Table 22 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Math for Percent of Students Scoring at the Low 

Average/Low Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

100.54 7.61 

-17.98 

-4.76 

5.58 

4.92 

7.04 

.15 

-.43 

-.07 

1.36 

-3.66 

-.68 

.176 

<.001 

.501 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.41 

.17 

6.49 

3, 98 

<.001 

  

 

 The three measures of academic optimism were explaining 17% of the variance in the 

percent of students scoring at the low average/low levels on the MAP math test, R
2
 = .17, F (3, 

98) = 6.49, p < .001. One measure of academic optimism, faculty trust, was a explaining a 

statistically significant amount of variance in the percent of students scoring at the low 

average/low levels on the MAP math test, β = -.43, t = -3.66, p < .001. The relationship between 

the independent and dependent variables was in a negative direction, indicating that teachers 

whose mean scores for faculty trust were higher were more likely to have a lower percentage of 

students scoring at the low average/low levels on the MAP math test. Collective efficacy and 
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academic emphasis were not explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the 

percent of students scoring at the low average/low levels on the MAP math test. 

 One school district does not have their students complete the MAP science test, therefore, 

the findings were limited to the other school district. The three measures of academic optimism 

were used as the independent variables in a multiple linear regression analysis, with the 

percentage of students scoring at the high/high average levels on the MAP science test used as 

the dependent variable. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 23. 

 

Table 23 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Science for Percent of Students Scoring at the High/ 

High Average Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

17.34 -.93 

2.14 

.21 

1.52 

1.37 

1.77 

-.09 

.24 

.02 

-.61 

1.56 

.12 

.545 

.125 

.905 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.23 

.05 

.91 

3, 49 

.441 

  

 

 The three measures of academic optimism were explaining 5% of the variance in the 

percentage of students scoring at the high/high average levels on the MAP science test, R
2
 = .05, 

F (3, 49) = .91, p = .441. None of the independent variables, collective efficacy, faculty trust, and 

academic emphasis, were explaining statistically significant amounts of variance in the 

percentage of students scoring at the high/high average levels on the MAP science test.  

 A multiple linear regression analysis was used to determine if the three measures of 

academic optimism could be used to explain the percentage of students scoring at the average 

level on the MAP science test. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 24. 
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Table 24 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Science for Percent of Students Scoring at the 

Average Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

6.46 1.46 

3.56 

-2.63 

1.30 

1.17 

1.52 

.15 

.42 

-.24 

1.12 

3.04 

-1.74 

.269 

.004 

.089 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.47 

.22 

4.53 

3, 49 

.007 

  

 

Twenty-two percent of the variance in the percent of students scoring at the average level 

on the MAP science test was explained by the three measures of academic optimism, R
2
 = .22, F 

(3, 49) = 4.53, p = .007. One independent variable, faculty trust, was explaining a statistically 

significant amount of variance in the percent of students scoring at the average level on the MAP 

science test, β = .42, t = 3.04, p = .004. The positive direction of the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables indicated that teachers who had higher scores for faculty 

trust were more likely to have a higher percentage of students scoring at the average level on the 

MAP science test. The remaining two independent variables, collective efficacy and academic 

emphasis, were not explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percent of 

students scoring at the average level on the MAP science test.  

 A multiple linear regression analysis was used to determine if the three measures of 

academic optimism could be used to explain the percent of students scoring at the low 

average/low levels of the MAP science test. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 

25. 
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Table 25 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: MAP Science for Percent of Students Scoring at the Low 

Average/Low Level 

 

Independent Variables Constant b weight Std. Error B β-weight t-Value Sig 

Collective Efficacy 

Faculty Trust 

Academic Emphasis 

76.18 -.54 

-5.92 

2.63 

2.13 

1.92 

2.48 

-.04 

-44 

.15 

-.25 

-3.08 

1.06 

.801 

.003 

.294 

Multiple R 

Multiple R
2
 

F Ratio  

DF 

Sig 

.43 

.18 

3.62 

3, 49 

.019 

  

 

 The three measures of academic optimism were explaining 18% of the variance in the 

percent of students scoring at the low average/low levels on the MAP science test, R
2
 = .22, F (3, 

49) = 4.53, p = .007. One of the three measures of academic optimism, faculty trust, was 

explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in the percent of students scoring at the 

low average/low levels on the MAP science test, β = -.44, t = -3.08, p = .003. The negative 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables indicated that teachers who had 

higher scores for faculty trust were more likely to have a lower percentage of students scoring at 

the low average/low levels on the MAP science test. Collective efficacy and academic emphasis, 

the two remaining measures of academic optimism, were not explaining a statistically significant 

amount of variance in the percent of students scoring at the low average/low levels on the MAP 

science test.  

Ancillary Findings 

 The three measures of academic optimism were used as the dependent variables in a one-

way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). The school district was used as the 

independent variable in this analysis. Table 26 presents results the descriptive statistics used 

obtained for the two school districts. 
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Table 26 

Descriptive Statistics: Academic Optimism by School District 

Academic Optimism N Mean SD 

Collective efficacy 

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

53 

49 

 

4.40 

4.46 

 

.46 

.53 

Faculty trust 

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

53 

49 

 

4.18 

4.52 

 

.52 

.60 

Academic Emphasis 

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

53 

49 

 

2.63 

2.80 

 

.40 

.35 

 

 The results of the MANOVA and between-subjects effects are presented in Table 27. 

 

Table 27 

MANOVA: Academic Optimism by School District 

MANOVA (df = 3, 98) Between Subjects Effects (df = 1, 100) 

F η
2
 F η

2
 F η

2
 F η

2
 

4.13** .11 .42 .01 9.57** .09 5.17* .05 

Note: F ratio is a Wilk‟s lambda approximation. 

*p = .05; **p < .01 

 The results of the MANOVA provided support that the school districts were differing 

significantly on the three measures of academic optimism, F (3, 98) = 4.13, p = .008, η
2
 = .11. To 

determine which of the three measures of academic optimism were contributing to the 

statistically significant difference on the MANOVA, the between subjects effects were 

examined. A statistically significant difference was found for faculty trust, F (1, 100) = 9.57, p = 

.003, η
2
 = .09. Teachers in School District 2 (M = 4.52, SD = .60) had significantly higher scores 

for faculty trust than teachers in School District 1 (M = 4.17, SD = .52). The comparison of the 

mean scores for School District 1 (M = 2.63, SD = .40) and School District 2 (M = 2.80, SD = 
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.35) also was statistically significant, F (1, 100) = 5.17, p = .025, η
2
 = .05. When the mean scores 

for collective efficacy were compared between the two school districts, the difference was not 

statistically significant.  

 The five schools in the two districts were compared to determine if any differences 

existed in academic optimism. The dependent variables were the three measures of academic 

optimism, collective efficacy, faculty trust, and academic emphasis. The independent variables 

were the five schools included in the study. Table 28 presents the descriptive statistics for the 

three measures of academic optimism by the five schools. 

Table 28 

Descriptive Statistics: Academic Optimism by School  

Academic Optimism N Mean SD 

Collective efficacy 

 School A 

 School B 

 School C 

 School D 

 School E 

 

20 

19 

14 

31 

18 

 

4.14a,b,c 

4.55a,b,c 

4.55a,b,c 

4.41a,b,c 

4.55a,b,c 

 

.48 

.35 

.44 

.55 

.49 

Faculty trust 

 School A 

 School B 

 School C 

 School D 

 School E 

 

20 

19 

14 

31 

18 

 

3.91a,b,c 

4.14c,a,b 

4.61a,b,c 

4.36a,b,c 

4.80b,c,a 

 

.44 

.57 

.22 

.66 

.37 

Academic Emphasis 

 School A 

 School B 

 School C 

 School D 

 School E 

 

20 

19 

14 

31 

18 

 

2.50a,b,c 

2.71a,b,c 

2.70a,b,c 

2.69a,b,c 

3.00a,b,c 

 

.43 

.37 

.35 

.34 

.29 

Note: Means in a cell sharing subscripts are significantly different from each other. 

The results of the MANOVA and between-subjects effects are presented in Table 29. 

 

Table 29 

MANOVA: Academic Optimism by School District 
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MANOVA (df = 12, 251.64) Between Subjects Effects (df = 4, 97) 

F η
2
 F η

2
 F η

2
 F η

2
 

4.05** .15 2.59* .10 8.81** .27 4.62** .16 

Note: F ratio is a Wilk‟s lambda approximation. 

*p = .05; **p < .01 

 The results of the MANOVA provided support that the three measures of academic 

optimism were differing significantly among the five schools, F (12, 251.64) = 4.05, p < .001, η2 

= .15. To determine which of the three measures of academic optimism were contributing to the 

statistically significant difference, the between subjects effects were compared. Scheffé post hoc 

tests were used to compare all possible pairwise comparisons among the five schools. To show 

which of the schools were differing from each other significantly, subscripts were used in Table 

28. Matching subscripts within a cell on Table 28 indicated the two schools were statistically 

significant. The comparison of collective efficacy differed among the five schools, F (4, 97) = 

2.59, p = .041, η
2
 = .10. Although a statistically significant difference was found on the between 

subjects effects, the pairwise comparisons using Scheffé post hoc tests provided no evidence of 

statistically significant differences between each of the schools. The comparison of faculty trust 

differed significantly among the five schools, F (4, 97) = 8.81, p < .001, η
2
 = .27. The 

comparisons of the mean scores using Scheffé post hoc tests found that School A (M = 3.91, SD 

= .44) differed significantly from School C (M = 4.61, SD = 22) and School E (M = 4.80, SD = 

.37), School B (M = 4.14, SD = .57) differed significantly from School E. The remaining 

pairwise comparisons were not statistically significant. Academic emphasis was differing 

significantly among the five schools, F (4, 97) = 4.62, p = .002, η
2
 = .16. The results of the 

Scheffé post hoc tests found a statistically significant difference between School A (M = 2.50, 

SD = .43) and School E (M = 3.00, SD = .29). The remaining pairwise comparisons among the 

five schools were not statistically significant.  
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Teachers in Schools B, C, and E had the same mean scores for collective efficacy but 

with different standard deviations. The majority of teachers in all three schools (~66%) had a 

mean score of 4.55 indicating a moderately high level of certainty that the faculty in their 

respective schools have the ability to develop and facilitate instructional strategies and other 

effective measures to improve student achievement.  

The standard deviation for School B indicated a narrow range in possible mean scores as 

the scores fell between moderately high (4.2 [4.55-.35]) and high (4.9 [4.55+.35]). This narrow 

range shows more agreement than disagreement among teachers regarding their ability to 

effectively work together as a faculty to increase student achievement and demonstrate a 

moderately to high level of collective efficacy. 

The standard deviation for School C indicated a slightly wider range in possible mean 

scores. The scores fell between moderately high (4.11 [4.55-.44] and high (4.99 [4.55+.44]). The 

scores of the teachers in School C indicate they are moderately highly to highly confident in their 

ability as a faculty to implement appropriate measures that will positively affect student 

achievement. 

School E teachers scores fell between moderately high (4.06 [4.55-.49] and high 

(5.04+.49]. These scores indicate a moderately high to high level of collective efficacy. These 

teachers feel confident that as a whole they work effectively together to produce increased 

student academic achievement. 

 Two of the schools in the study were highly selective schools, with all students having to 

apply for admittance to one of the schools, and with all students having to enter a lottery for 

admittance for the other. The students and their parents are required to submit their MEAP 

scores, prior class grades, and letters of recommendation prior to being enrolled in these two 

schools. The teachers‟ mean scores on the three measures of academic optimism were compared 
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between the two schools using t-tests for independent samples. Table 30 presents results of these 

findings. 

 

Table 30 

t-Tests for Independent Samples: Academic Optimism by Highly Selective Schools 

Academic Optimism N M SD DF t Sig 

Collective efficacy 

 School C 

 School E 

 

14 

18 

 

4.55 

4.55 

 

.44 

.49 

 

30 

 

<.01 

 

1.000 

Faculty Trust 

 School C 

 School E 

 

14 

18 

 

4.61 

4.80 

 

.22 

.37 

 

30 

 

-1.75 

 

.091 

Academic Emphasis 

 School C 

 School E 

 

14 

18 

 

2.70 

3.00 

 

.35 

.29 

 

30 

 

-2.61 

 

.014 

 

 One statistically significant difference was found for academic emphasis between 

teachers at the two application schools. Teachers at School E (M = 3.00, SD = .29) had 

statistically significant higher scores for academic emphasis than teachers at School C (M = 2.70, 

SD = .35), t (30) = -2.61, p = .014. The scores for collective efficacy and faculty trust did not 

differ significantly between the two schools. 

 The percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient and partially proficient/ not 

yet proficient on the reading and math MEAP tests were compared between the two school 

districts for all of the students, African American students, economically disadvantaged students, 

and students with special needs using Mann Whitney tests for two independent samples. Table 

31 presents the results of these analyses. 
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Table 31 

Mann-Whitney Test for Two Independent Samples – Percentage of Students Scoring at 

Advanced/Proficient and Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient on the MEAP Reading and Math 

Tests 

 

Test and Group N M SD Mean Rank Z Sig 

All Students 

Reading – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

56.87 

90.13 

 

11.19 

4.00 

 

5.00 

12.50 

 

-3.18 

 

<.001 

Reading – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

44.83 

9.72 

 

11.68 

3.91 

 

11.00 

3.50 

 

-3.18 

 

<.001 

Math – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

24.77 

78.02 

 

14.00 

8.07 

 

5.00 

12.50 

 

-3.18 

 

<.001 

Math – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

75.08 

25.13 

 

13.53 

5.03 

 

11.00 

3.50 

 

-3.18 

 

<.001 

African American Students Only 

Reading – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

52.04 

70.87 

 

9.80 

6.22 

 

5.11 

10.67 

 

-2.31 

 

 

.018 

Reading – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

49.18 

29.13 

 

12.01 

6.22 

 

7.89 

2.33 

 

-2.31 

 

.018 

Math – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

27.77 

48.67 

 

21.84 

8.58 

 

5.56 

9.33 

 

-1.57 

 

 

.145 

Math – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

6 

 

72.24 

51.37 

 

21.84 

8.54 

 

7.44 

3.67 

 

-1.57 

 

.145 

Economically Disadvantaged Students 

Reading – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

3 

 

50.82 

63.13 

 

13.72 

6.08 

 

5.72 

8.83 

 

-1.30 

 

 

.209 

Reading – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

3 

 

49.18 

36.87 

 

13.72 

6.40 

 

7.22 

4.33 

 

-1.20 

 

.282 

Math – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

3 

 

18.57 

38.60 

 

9.61 

11.77 

 

5.33 

10.00 

 

-1.94 

 

.064 

Math – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

9 

3 

 

80.33 

61.43 

 

9.84 

11.82 

 

7.67 

3.00 

 

-1.94 

 

.064 
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Test and Group N M SD Mean Rank Z Sig 

Students with Special Needs 

Reading – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

4 

4 

 

15.25 

50.98 

 

11.12 

23.47 

 

3.00 

6.00 

 

-1.73 

 

.114 

Reading – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

4 

4 

 

84.48 

46.75 

 

11.12 

25.46 

 

6.00 

3.00 

 

-1.73 

 

.114 

Math – Advanced/Proficient  

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

3 

4 

 

9.40 

32.78 

 

7.62 

17.39 

 

2.50 

5.13 

 

-1.62 

 

.114 

Math – Partially Proficient/Not Yet Proficient

 District 1 

 District 2 

 

4 

4 

 

92.95 

68.13 

 

7.80 

18.03 

 

6.25 

2.75 

 

-2.03 

 

.057 

 

 When all of the students in the two school districts were compared on the MEAP reading 

test, statistically significant differences were found for the percentage of students scoring 

advanced/proficient (Z = -3.18, p < .001), and the percentage of students scoring partially 

proficient/not yet proficient (Z = -3.18, p < .001). The percentage of students in School District 1 

scoring advanced/proficient was lower than the percentage of students in School District 2. The 

percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient for reading at School 

District 1 was statistically significantly higher than School District 2. 

 Similar outcomes were obtained for the percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level (Z = -3.18, p < .001) and at the partially proficient/not yet proficient 

level (Z = -3.18, p < .001) on the MEAP math test. The percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level on the MEAP math test was significantly lower for School District 1 

than for School District 2. A significantly higher percentage of students in School District 1 

scored at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level on the MEAP math test than School 

District 2. 

 When scores for African American students only were compared between the two school 

districts, statistically significant differences were found for reading, but not for math. The 



101 

 

 

 

percentage of students scoring at the advance/proficient levels on the MEAP reading test were 

significantly lower for School District 1 than for School District 2, (Z = -2.31, p =.018). The 

comparison of the percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient 

levels on the MEAP reading test were significantly higher for School District 1 than for School 

District 2, (Z = -2.31, p =.018).  

 Comparisons for the percentage of economically disadvantaged students at the 

advanced/proficient or the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels of the MEAP reading and 

math tests were not statistically significant. Similar outcomes were obtained when the percent of 

students with special needs were compared at the two levels for reading and math. 

Summary 

 This study was conducted in two suburbs adjacent to a large Midwestern industrial city. 

District 1 was majority African American and District 2 was majority Caucasian. The survey 

used was a revision and combination of three surveys: the Collective Efficacy Survey (Goddard, 

2002), Omnibus Trust Survey developed by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003), and the 

Organizational Health Inventory developed in 1991 by Hoy, Tarter, and Kottkamp. Permission to 

conduct the study was granted by Wayne State University‟s IRB. District 1‟s Superintendent and 

District 2‟s Deputy Superintendent both agreed for the survey to be conducted in their respective 

school districts. The survey was administered to three middle school faculties in District 1 and 

two in District 2. Each survey was conducted at a faculty meeting where all participants were 

read a prepared script by an adult not affiliated with that particular school. The script directed the 

participants to an email from the researcher containing a link to Google Forms where the survey 

was contained. The teachers consented by clicking on the link and opening the survey. A total of 

102 teachers participated.  
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 The results were downloaded in an SPSS file for analysis. The analysis indicated that 

faculty trust in parents and students most often explained the variance in the percentage of 

students who scored at the advanced/proficient level and the partially proficient/not yet proficient 

level on MEAP Reading, MEAP Math, and MEAP Social Studies tests. Academic emphasis was 

explaining a statistically significant amount of variance in MEAP Science outcomes. Similar 

findings resulted in the analysis regarding the MAP assessments. Faculty trust in parents and 

students was the single statistically significant variable for the percentage of students who scored 

at the high/high average level and the low average/ low level on the MAP Reading and MAP 

Math. The MAP Science results were mixed. None of the independent variables, collective 

efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, or academic emphasis, emerging as being 

statistically significant for the percentage of students scoring at the high/ high average level. 

However, faculty trust in students and parents was explaining a statistically significant amount of 

variance in the percentage of students scoring at the average level and the low average/low level. 

None of the independent variables emerged as statistically significant for the percentage of 

students scoring at the average level for MAP Reading or MAP Science.  

 Chapter 4 has presented a description of the sample and addressed the research question 

posed for this study. In addition, ancillary analyses were used to provide additional information 

regarding academic optimism and student outcomes on the MEAP reading and math tests. A 

discussion of the findings and implications for education, as well as for further research can be 

found in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

 The purpose of the study was to determine if the academic emphasis of a school, 

collective efficacy of a faculty, and faculty trust in parents and students could be used to explain 

students‟ aggregated achievement as measured by school-level MEAP scores and Measures of 

Academic Progress (MAP). 

The focus on student achievement in K-12 public schools and the reasons for increases 

and decreases in student test scores have been demonstrated in publications such as A Nation at 

Risk in 1983, published by The National Commission on Excellence in Education, and in 

legislation such as Goals 2000: Education America Act legislation (P. L. 103-227), passed by 

Congress in 1994; and the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (P. L. 107-110) passed in 

2005. Standards-based curricular and other systemic reform initiatives spelled out in the above 

publication and legislation led to states mandating standards-based assessments for all public 

school students. States were required to design school accountability systems based on these 

annual assessments. Each school was then held accountable and responsible for its students‟ 

achievement in mathematics and reading.  

In the state of Michigan, the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) was 

utilized to meet these federal mandates. A public school whose students continually fail to 

demonstrate an increase in student achievement on this one assessment faced consequences 

leading to that school being required to restructure and perhaps having to close its doors. These 

high stakes tests are the result of thinking that standards, assessments, flexibility and, 

accountability are key components to bring about systemic reform in the American public 

education system.  
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Examining the role that student achievement has played in school reform leads to an 

understanding of how educators came to focus on methods of increasing academic achievement. 

In 1966, educators were startled with Coleman‟s findings that the characteristics of a school 

mattered little in explaining student achievement. Coleman argued that schools had only a 

negligible effect on student performance and that most of the variation in student learning was a 

product of differences in family background (Hoy, Tarter, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2006). Coleman‟s 

lack of optimism that a school and its faculty and staff had the ability to plan and enact measures 

to influence academics was refuted by Edmonds.  

Edmonds with Frederiksen (1979), published, Search for Effective Schools: The 

Identification and Analysis of City Schools That Are Instructionally Effective for Poor Children. 

Their stance was that all children are educable, and the behavior of the school is important in 

determining the quality of that education. As a result of the Search for Effective Schools project 

and the Weber study (as cited in Edmonds, 1979), strong administrative leadership; high 

expectations for student achievement; strongly emphasized basic skills, and continuous 

monitoring of pupil progress emerged as school characteristics that determine student 

achievement. These characteristics were similar to academic emphasis, collective efficacy, and 

faculty trust in students and parents; organizational properties that have been shown to make a 

difference in student achievement (Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2006). Hoy et al. (2006) 

grouped these three constructs under the term academic optimism.  

 Optimism is the belief that good things can happen but does not focus on one‟s personal 

control or agency in realizing these outcomes (Rand, 2009). Optimism in education speaks to 

expectancy of positive results and the positive frame of mind that controls the outcome, student 

achievement. Hoy et al. (2006) chose the term academic optimism to reflect the beliefs of the 

capacity of individuals to act independently as they work in schools.  
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Efficacy is the belief that the faculty can make a positive difference in student 

learning; teachers believe in themselves. Faculty trust in students and parents is 

the belief that teachers, parents, and students can cooperate to improve learning, 

that is, the faculty believes in its students. Academic emphasis is the enacted 

behavior prompted by these beliefs, that is, the focus is student success. (Hoy et 

al., 2006. p. 445) 

 

Accepting challenging goals, exerting positive effort as an organization, and a tenacity that 

moves toward improved performance are positive outcomes of high level of collective teacher 

efficacy. Collective teacher efficacy is a factor quantifying teachers‟ beliefs about the collective 

ability of a faculty to have an influence on student achievement; it is referring to the beliefs of a 

school faculty that their efforts can have a positive effect on student achievement (Goddard et al., 

2000). Schools characterized by high levels of collective efficacy communicate a press for 

effective teaching and learning that yields improved student achievement.  

For effects on student achievement to be positive, reciprocity must exist in faculty trust in 

parents and students. Trust is an important characteristic that was found by Goddard et al., 

(2007) to enhance learning. Further, they were able to correlate trust to student achievement and 

as a strong predictor of student achievement, even when controlling for socioeconomic standing. 

Goddard and his fellow researchers (as cited in Kirby & DiPaola, 2011) also found a relationship 

exists between academic achievement and teacher‟s trust in parents and students. Sheldon (2003) 

found a direct link between parental involvement in school and student achievement. According 

to Hoy (2002), cooperation between parents and teachers and teachers and students creates trust 

between the parties involved as trust is an integral part of human learning and learning is often a 

cooperative process.  

 Academic emphasis was found to have a significant influence on student achievement 

(Hoy et al., 1990; Lee & Bryk, 1989). Hoy et al. (2006) defined “academic emphasis as the 

extent to which a school focuses on intellectual activity and student achievement” (p. 434). Lee 
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and Bryk (1989) determined that a more even distribution of high academic achievement across a 

myriad of social, economic, racial and ethnic backgrounds is likely to occur when the average 

level of academic course work is high, and differences among students‟ program of study are 

small. When the average level of academic course work is high and high academic goals have 

been set for the students, the emphasis on academics is present. 

Attempting to meet the unique developmental needs of early adolescents who are 

undergoing tremendous intellectual, social, physical, and emotional changes was the most 

dominant objective in the development of middle level education (Bough, 1969). Understanding 

the interaction of the psychosocial issues with the biological, cognitive and social changes of 

early adolescents is important in the building and reforming of middle level education. To meet 

the complex needs of this age group and tailor the teaching and learning needed to produce 

achievement, the administrator and teachers who know, understand, and act on this 

understanding is integral. Middle schools were created to be responsive to the educational and 

developmental needs of the adolescent.  

 In the state of Michigan, schools are deemed successful based on positive student 

achievement by one state standards-based assessment, MEAP. Many school districts in Michigan 

are “taking the temperature” of student achievement through the utilization of data from the 

Measures of Educational Progress (MAP) to revise and customize curriculum and instruction 

with the goal of student academic growth. 

 With the adolescent developmental and educational importance of middle school and the 

need for public school administrators and teachers to demonstrate positive student achievement, 

this study provided middle school principals with an awareness that academic optimism can have 

that positive effect on student outcomes. 
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Methods 

 A nonexperimental, multiple regression research design was used, with no treatment or 

intervention provided to the participants. The analysis of factors that happen naturally, academic 

emphasis of a school, collective efficacy of a faculty, and faculty trust in parents and students 

was analyzed instead. The data collection tools were a revision of three surveys that measured 

the three components of academic optimism, and school-level MEAP and MAP test results. 

 The study was conducted in two school districts located in suburbs adjacent to a large 

Midwestern industrial city. A total of 102 middle school teachers from five middle schools 

participated in the study. All core academic teachers, (language arts, mathematics, social studies 

and science), special education teachers, and elective teachers (art, foreign language, music, 

physical education, and technology) were invited to participate.  

 Three surveys, Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard, 2002), Omnibus-Trust Scale (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003), and the Organizational Health Inventory (Hoy, Tarter, & Kothkamp, 

1991) were revised to determine the presence and level of the three factors of academic 

optimism: collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, and academic press. Data 

from school-level results for the MEAP were used to determine student achievement in reading 

and math at each grade level, social studies at the sixth grade level, and science at the eighth 

grade level. The school-level results for the MAP were used to determine student achievement in 

reading, math and science in District 1 and reading and math in the District 2. Data were 

collected electronically using Google Forms, and submission of the completed survey indicated 

the willingness of the teacher to participate in the study. The surveys were not coded to maintain 

the anonymity of the teachers, and they were able to skip any question they chose not to answer.  

 The percentage of students scoring at the four levels on the MEAP was obtained from 

www.mischooldata.org for each school district. The school composite scores on the MAP were 
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provided by the principal of each school and distributed to the teachers prior to beginning the 

survey on Google Forms. The surveys were accessed and completed at faculty meetings where 

teachers had access to internet connections. An adult volunteer not connected with the school 

read a prepared script at the teacher‟s meeting, answered questions regarding their participation, 

and directed the teachers to an email from the researcher that contained a link to the survey. All 

data were collected at the meeting and any teacher absent did not participate in the study. 

 Data from the survey was downloaded into an SPSS file for analysis. The analyses were 

divided into two sections. The first section used descriptive statistics to summarize scores for the 

scaled variables, collective efficacy, faculty trust in students and parents, and academic 

emphasis. Inferential statistical analyses, including multiple regression analysis, were used in the 

second section to address the research question developed for this study. 

Research Question and Findings: 

 The research question, “To what extent do the measure of academic optimism explain 

academic achievement?” was analyzed using separate multiple linear regression analyses. 

Academic achievement was determined by the percentages of students scoring at all four levels 

on the MEAP test and the school composite scores at the five levels on the MAP test. The three 

constructs of academic optimism; collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, and 

academic emphasis were the three explanatory variables.  

Findings and Discussion 

  Academic optimism, as measured by collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and 

students, and academic emphasis explained 17% of the variance in MEAP reading and 14% of 

the variance in MEAP math for students at the advanced/proficient students. Nine percent of the 

variance in MEAP reading and 15% of the variance in MEAP math was explained by academic 

optimism for students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels. When MAP 
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reading scores were used as the dependent variable, academic optimism explained 15% for 

students scoring at the high/high average level, 1% at the average level, and 12% at the low/low 

average level. Academic optimism was explaining 18% of MAP math scores at the high/high 

average level, 7% at the average level, and 17% at the low average/low levels.  

Faculty trust in parents and students was determined to be the only construct of academic 

optimism that was a statistically significant explanatory variable of MEAP reading outcomes for 

advanced/proficient students. Faculty trust in parents and students also was determined to be the 

only statistically significant explanatory variable of outcomes for advanced/proficient students in 

MEAP Math, MEAP Social Studies, MAP Reading, MAP Math, and MAP Science. Teachers, 

who had higher scores for faculty trust, tended to have higher percentages of students scoring at 

the advanced/proficient level on the standardized assessments named above. The teachers who 

perceived that their school‟s faculty created a trusting atmosphere in each classroom and in the 

school as a whole were shown to have the highest percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level. “In 1999, Hoy and Tschannen-Moran proposed this working definition 

of trust. Trust is individuals‟ or group‟s willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on 

the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest and open” (p. 189). 

Trust has been shown to play a significant role in school effectiveness and have a direct 

influence on student achievement. Bryk and Schneider (2003) cited two on-going examples of 

the effectiveness of faculty trust in students and parents and the positive effects on student 

achievement. “Comer‟s School Development Project demonstrates that strengthening 

connections between urban school professionals and parents of low socioeconomic status can 

improve their children‟s academic achievement” (Bryk & Schneider, 2003, p. 41). Deborah 

Meier, Board Member of the Coalition of Essential Schools, contended that building trust among 

teachers, school leaders, students, and parents was a key component of the success of the middle 



110 

 

 

 

school that she created in Harlem (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). The finding of faculty trust in 

parents and students as the only statistically significant explanatory variable for positive 

academic achievement is different from the outcome of the study done by Goddard, et al., (2000) 

where they found academic emphasis was an important element in explaining achievement in 

mathematics and reading. An explanation for this difference could be that their study was 

conducted in elementary schools, whereas this study was conducted in middle schools.  

The same construct, faculty trust in parents and students also was a statistically 

significant explanatory variable of the percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient 

proficient/not yet proficient level, but in a negative direction. These findings held true for MEAP 

reading, MEAP Math, MEAP Social Studies, MAP Reading, MAP Math, and MAP Science just 

as they did for the advanced/proficient level. The teachers with higher scores on faculty trust 

tended to have lower percentages of students scoring at the partially proficient/ not yet proficient 

level.  

Academic emphasis was the only statistically significant explanatory variable of the 

percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level on the MEAP Science test. 

Academic emphasis was also the only statistically significant explanatory variable of the 

percentage of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level on the MEAP 

Science test. Both of these results were similar to the analysis of which variable best explains the 

percentages of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level and the partially proficient/not 

yet proficient level on the MEAP Reading, Math and Social Studies tests. In that analysis, one 

independent variable, faculty trust, was statistically significant for both the advanced/proficient 

level and the partially proficient/not yet proficient levels, although the relationships were in 

opposite directions. One reason for the difference in explanatory variables could be that only one 

grade level takes the MEAP Science. The number of teachers surveyed for percentage of 
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students scoring at any level on the MEAP Science was 39, while the number of teachers 

surveyed for all MEAP outcomes was 102.  

The findings that show academic emphasis to be a statistically significant explanation of 

positive academic achievement were supported by the findings of Lee and Bryk (1989) who 

found a positive relationship between academic emphasis and student achievement in their 

research of social distribution of academic achievement in Catholic high schools. The findings 

also are supported by McGuigan and Hoy (2006) who noted that academic emphasis was 

strongly related to success whether defined by the commitment of teachers to the school, the 

teachers‟ judgment of the effectiveness of the school, or student test scores. In this study, student 

test scores were used to determine academic achievement.  

The analysis of which explanatory variable was statistically significant in explaining 

average level student scores on the MAP reading, math, and science tests yielded mixed results. 

While collective efficacy, faculty trust in students and parents, or academic emphasis were not 

statistically significant explanations for the MAP reading average level scores, academic 

emphasis was a statistically significant explanation for average level scores on the MAP math, 

and faculty trust in parents and students was a statistically significant explanation for average 

level scores for MAP science. Most attention from teachers goes to the upper and lower 30% of 

students leaving the middle or average student unable to build trusting relationships with the 

teacher. Perhaps the difference in the two independent variables in explaining the percentage of 

students who perform at the average level for MAP math and MAP science may be due to the 

trust relationships between teachers and students. “Students‟ trust in teachers has also been found 

to be related to their perceptions of academic press in their schools” (Tschannen-Moran, 2014, p. 

66). Relational trust was an added element to the definition of trust by Bryk and Schneider 

(2003). 
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Faculty trust in students and parents, a construct of academic optimism, is the most 

reliable in explaining students‟ aggregated achievement as measured by school-level MEAP 

scores and Measures of Academic Progress (MAP). Academic emphasis, another construct of 

academic optimism, proved to be a weak explanation of a student‟s achievement. Collective 

efficacy did not emerge as either an explanation of academic achievement. 

Ancillary Findings 

 Ancillary findings results related the influence of race and socioeconomic status on 

academic optimism and student achievement. District 1 is majority African American with a 

lower per pupil expenditure than District 2. District 2 is majority Caucasian and that district‟s per 

pupil expenditure is more than that of District 1.  

When the two school districts were used as independent variables, their scores were 

statistically significantly different from each other on the three constructs of academic optimism; 

collective efficacy, faculty trust in students and parents, and academic emphasis when taken as a 

group. Further analysis showed teachers in District 2 had statistically significant higher scores on 

faculty trust in students and parents. The analysis also showed that teachers‟ scores in the two 

districts for collective efficacy and academic emphasis were not statistically significantly 

different. When the school districts were used as the independent variable, faculty trust in 

students and parents appeared to be strongly influenced by race and socioeconomic status. The 

district with the majority of African American students had lower scores on faculty trust than the 

district with a majority of Caucasian students. It is doubtful, however, that socioeconomic status 

had a great influence as studies by Ogbu (1994) and Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) have 

demonstrated. It is often thought that socioeconomic status is a major factor affecting the 

achievement gap between African American students and Caucasian students. The tendency is to 

discuss the academic problems of African American students as if they are the product of an 
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African American underclass, or the products of an inner-city environment, or both. Ladson-

Billings and Tate (1995) noted that when class is held constant, middle-class African American 

students do not achieve the same as their Caucasian counterparts. Trent (1997) found in his 

analysis the race effect, meaning African American students perform less well on the Stanford 

Achievement test in both reading and mathematics than their Caucasian peers, persists even after 

introduction of several control measures. Among these control measures were socioeconomic 

status. Noguera (2001) determined that the academic disparities between White and minority 

students in his study were influenced by the structure of opportunity within the schools. When 

examining the analysis of academic optimism by school district, faculty trust in parents and 

students seems to be influenced by race only. 

The three constructs of academic optimism when taken together were statistically 

significantly different from each other when the five schools were used as levels of the 

independent variable. Collective efficacy did not emerge as statistically significantly different 

when analysis was completed between pairs of schools. Faculty trust in parents and students was 

found to be significantly lower in School A than either School C or E. School B was significantly 

lower than School E for faculty trust in parents and students. It is interesting to note that faculty 

trust in parents and students was not found to be statistically significantly different between any 

of the schools in District 1 and School D in District 2. It is also interesting to note that faculty 

trust in parents and students was not found to be statistically significantly different between 

School C in District 1 and any of the schools in District 2.  Schools A, B and C are in District 1 

and Schools D and E are in District 2. School D had more African American students than 

School E and was not significantly different from the schools in District 1 that had majority 

African American students. The results of the analysis between pairs of schools shows faculty 

trust in students and parents did not appear to be influenced by race or socioeconomic status.  
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In one of the ancillary findings, Schools C and E were used as levels of the independent 

variable as both are highly selective schools. School C, in District 1 with a majority of African 

American students, is an application school and School E, in District 2 with a majority of 

Caucasian students, admits students by lottery only. When these two schools were compared, 

academic emphasis was statistically significant with School E having significantly higher scores. 

Race and socioeconomic status appeared to have a strong influence on the teachers‟ scores for 

academic emphasis. 

In comparing student achievement of all students in both districts, District 1 had a 

statistically significantly lower percentage of students scoring at the advanced/proficient level 

than District 2 on the Reading and Math sections of the MEAP. The students in District 1 had 

statistically significantly higher percentages of scores at the partially proficient/not yet proficient 

level on the MEAP Reading and MEAP Math sections than District 2. The MEAP Social Studies 

and MEAP Science sections were not analyzed as these sections of the assessment were only 

administered to one grade level each. Race and socioeconomic status proved to have a strong 

influence on the student achievement results of both the MEAP Reading and MEAP Math 

sections. 

The results of the analysis of the achievement of the African American students in both 

districts showed different results. In District 1 the African American students had a statistically 

significantly lower percentage of scores at the advanced/proficient level on the MEAP Reading 

section than the African American students in District 2. The African American students in 

District 1 had statistically significantly higher percentage of scores at the partially proficient/ not 

yet proficient level than the African American students in District 2. The analysis of the MEAP 

Math scores yielded different results. The scores of District 1 African American students on the 

MEAP Math section were not statistically significantly different than the scores of the African 
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American students in District 2. Race and socioeconomic status influenced the academic 

achievement of the African American students on the reading section of the MEAP. 

Socioeconomic status had no bearing on the math section of the MEAP for African American 

students in either district. Similar findings were not available for the reading and math MAP tests 

as the school data were not disaggregated by economically disadvantaged, race, or special 

education.  

The findings of the analysis of the influence of race on student achievement are aligned 

with the research of Ogbu (1994), Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995), and Trent (1997). When 

addressing the achievement gap between African American students and Caucasian students, it is 

often thought that socioeconomic status is a major factor affecting the gap, but research findings 

have not supported this assumption. The tendency is to discuss the academic problems of African 

American children as if they are the product of African American underclass, or inner-city 

environment, or both (Ogbu, 1994). Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) asserted that although both 

class and gender can and do intersect race, as stand-alone variables they do not explain all of the 

educational achievement differences apparent between Caucasians and students of color. They 

also noted that when class was held constant, middle-class African-American students did not 

achieve at the same level as their Caucasian counterparts. Trent‟s (1997) findings indicated that 

7% of the difference in test scores could be explained by race alone. The gap narrows when 

African American and Caucasian children attend the same school, and it narrows somewhat 

when African American and Caucasian families have the similar levels of education, same 

income, and the same wealth. 

The results of the analysis of the influence of socioeconomic status on student 

achievement were aligned with White (1982) and Siren (2005). Wright (1982) found that when 

the student is used as the unit of analysis and when socioeconomic status is defined as parent‟s 
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income, educational attainment, or occupational level, socioeconomic status is positively 

correlated with measures of academic achievement. Siren (2005) found similar results in his 

meta-analysis. His results showed that the parent‟s location in the socioeconomic structure has a 

strong impact on student‟s academic achievement. It was also determined that the relationship 

between socioeconomic status and minority student‟s academic achievement is weaker that the 

relationship between socioeconomic status and white student‟s academic achievement (Sirin, 

2005). 

 With this study conducted in middle schools only, it was expected that collective efficacy 

would be the construct of academic optimism to be the most statistically significant in having a 

positive influence on academic achievement. This was the expected outcome as middle schools 

are structured for faculties to work as a team or teams to increase student learning and 

achievement. This characteristic is listed in the National Middle School Association‟s position 

paper, “This We Believe” (Lounsbury, 1996, p. 2). Many middle school faculties are composed 

of grade level and/or content level teams that meet daily for the planning of instructional 

strategies that will work best with their specific students. These teams operate as a collective, a 

whole, to effectively plan and implement instruction to increase achievement. With this being the 

structure of many middle schools, the emergence of faculty trust in parents and students 

emerging as the most statistically significant in influencing academic achievement was not 

expected. 

 It was expected that the MEAP results of the African American students in District 2 to 

statistically significantly similar to the MEAP results of the African American students in 

District 1. This was true for the MEAP math results but not the MEAP reading results. These 

mixed results are unexpected as they do not totally align with the studies of White (1982) or 

Siren (1985).  
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Implications for Education 

 

 Due to the National Commission on Excellence in Education1983 report, “A Nation at 

Risk,” legislation passed by Congress in 1994, Goals 2000: and the No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB) of 2001, the validity and continued existence of a public school in the United States 

rested on one measure, student achievement. Even though local educators and local school 

boards disaggregated data from a variety of formative and summative assessments to determine a 

student‟s achievement, due to NCLB, national policy makes have determined one assessment 

gives the information needed. In the state of Michigan, this assessment is the Michigan 

Education Assessment Program, the MEAP. A public school that continually fails to demonstrate 

increasing student achievement on this one assessment suffers consequences that could lead to 

restructuring and eventual demise. With such high stakes, local school administrators must know 

and understand research based ways to effect improvement in student achievement. 

 The results of this study give central office administrators and principals a tool to 

improve student achievement at the local school and district level. Faculty trust in students and 

parents is a construct of academic optimism that can affect student achievement positively. The 

teachers who had higher percentages of students scoring at the advanced/proficient on the MEAP 

Reading, Math, and Social Studies, and the high/high average on the MAP Reading, Math, and 

Science were the teachers who had the higher scores in faculty trust in students and parents. 

Administrators and teacher leaders planning and facilitating intentional and purposeful programs 

and activities with the goal of building and enhancing trusting relationships between the 

classroom and the home and between classroom teacher and student can contribute to improved 

student achievement on standardized assessments.  

 Faculty trust in students and parents was also the construct of academic optimism that 

showed a negative relationship between independent and dependent variables. The teachers who 
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had higher scores for faculty trust in students and parents also tended to have the lower 

percentages of students scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level on the MEAP 

Reading and Math and the MAP Reading, Math, and Science. Administrators and teachers must 

work to build trust with the students to motivate them to learn, which could help improve their 

test scores. 

 Academic emphasis was the construct of academic optimism that positively affected 

student‟s academic achievement on the MEAP Science assessment. Teachers with higher scores 

for academic emphasis were more likely to have a higher percentage of students scoring at the 

advanced/proficient level on MEAP science. Teachers as a whole faculty, not just individually, 

who push for high levels of academic excellence tend to have students score higher on 

standardized science assessments. Central and local school administrators developing and 

continually supporting a culture of academic excellence could experience increased student 

achievement on science standardized assessments. 

 Academic emphasis also appeared to have a negative effect on academic achievement. 

Teachers with the higher scores of academic emphasis also had lower percentages of students 

scoring at the partially proficient/not yet proficient level on the MEAP Science. School 

administrators and teachers need to create a culture that stresses academic excellence to motivate 

students and improve achievement in science. 

Limitations of study 

The following limitations could affect the generalizability of this study: 

1. Student scores were available only by grade level for each school, which limited the 

variability in the scores. Student scores by individual teachers should be included to 

generate more variability and provide greater implications for educators. 
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2. The study was limited to two school districts that were adjacent to each other. 

Additional school districts need to be included in future studies to determine the 

effects of academic optimism on student achievement.  

3. The ethnicities of the student populations in the two school districts were generally 

African American or Caucasian. School districts with greater ethnic diversity need to 

be studied to determine the true effects of ethnicity on academic optimism and 

student achievement.  

Recommendations for Future Studies 

 The following recommendations for further studies are made to continue research on 

academic optimism and its three constructs; collective efficacy, faculty trust in students and 

parents, and academic emphasis, and their effect on academic achievement: 

1. Comparison of individual teacher academic optimism to the academic optimism of a 

faculty as a whole would indicate which construct, collective efficacy, faculty trust in 

students and parents or academic emphasis, is lowest. The results of this research 

could assist educators in knowing where the greatest need is for professional 

development or other appropriate measures 

2. Study the inclusion of student grades on teacher made assessments to assist educators 

in aligning local district and school curriculum with national standards. 

3. Examine the inclusion of student grades on teacher made assessments to assist 

educators in knowing if the effects of academic optimism and its three constructs are 

highest for standardized assessments or local assessments. 

4. Conduct a longitudinal research study to determine the change in academic 

achievement and the influence of academic optimism over the three years of middle 

school.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

ACADEMIC OPTIMISM SURVEY 

 

Developed for Dissertation Study 

* Required 

1. During the school year 2013-2014, I taught the following grade level(s). 

o  6th 

o  7th 

o  8th 

2. Please indicate the school where you taught during the school year 2013-2014 * 

o  A - Birney K-8 

o  B - Levey Middle  

o  C - MacArthur K-8 

o  D - Berkshire Middle 

o  E - Covington 3-8 

 
3. Please indicate the percentage of students whom you taught this past school year that 

were Advanced, Proficient, Partially Proficient, and Not Proficient in Mathematics on the 

MEAP. 

Advanced 

Proficient 

Partially Proficient 

Not Proficient 

 

4. Please indicate the percentage of students whom you taught this past school year that 

were Advanced, Proficient, Partially Proficient, and Not Proficient in Social Studies on the 

MEAP. 

Advanced 

Proficient 

Paritally Proficient 

Not Proficient 

 

5. Please indicate the percentage of students whom you taught this past school year that 

were Advanced, Proficient, Partially Proficient, and Not Proficient in Science on the 

MEAP. 

Advanced 

Proficient 

Partially Proficient 

Not Proficient 
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6. Please indicate the percentage of students whom you taught this past school year that 

rated High, High Average, Average, Low Average, and Low in Reading on the Spring 

2013-2014 MAP. 

High 

High-Average 

Average 

Low Average 

Low 

 

7. Please indicate the percentage of students whom you taught this past school year that 

rated High, High Average, Average, Low Average, and Low in Mathematics on the Spring 

2013-2014 MAP. 

High 

High Average 

Average 

Low Average 

Low 

 

8. Please indicate the percentage of students whom you taught this past school year that 

rated High, High Average, Average, Low Average, and Low in Language Usage on the 

Spring 2013-2014 MAP. 

High 

High Average 

Average 

Low Average 

Low 

 

9. Please indicate the percentage of students whom you taught this past school year that 

rated High, High Average, Average, Low Average, and Low in General Science on the 

Spring 2013-2014 MAP. 

High 

High-Average 

Average 

Low Average 

Low 

 

10. I am able to get through to the most difficult students. 

o  Strongly disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 
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11. I am confident I am able to motivate students. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

12. If a child doesn't want to learn, I give up. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

 

13. I don't have the skills needed to produce meaningful student learning. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

14. I don't have the skills to deal with student disciplinary problems. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 
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15. Learning is more difficult at this school because students are worried about their safety. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

16. Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning difficult for students. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

17. I trust my students. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

18. I trust my students' parents. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 
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19. Students in this school care about each other. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

20. Parents in this school are reliable in their commitments. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

21. Students in this school can be counted on to do their work. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

22. I can count on parental support. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 
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23. My students are competent learners. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

24. Most of the parents do a good job. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

25. I can believe what parents tell me. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 

 

26. Students here are secretive. 

o  Strongly Disagree 

o  Disagree 

o  Somewhat Disagree 

o  Somewhat Agree 

o  Agree 

o  Strongly Agree 
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27. The principal explores all sides of topics and admits that other options exist. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

28. The students make provisions to acquire extra help. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

29. The principal gets what he or she asks for from superiors. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

30. The principal discusses my classroom issues with me. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

31. Extra materials are available if requested. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

32. My students neglect to complete homework. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 
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33. The school is vulnerable to outside pressure. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

34. The principal is able to influence the actions of his or her superiors. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

35. Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their classrooms. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

36. The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

37. Students respect others who get good grades. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 
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38. The principal's recommendations are given serious considerations by his or her 

superiors. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

39. Students seek extra work so they can get good grades 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

40. Students try hard to improve on previous work. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

41. The learning environment is orderly and serious. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 

 

42. Teachers are protected from unreasonable community and parental demands. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 
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43. The principal is friendly and approachable. 

o  Rarely Occurs 

o  Sometimes Occurs 

o  Often Occurs 

o  Very Frequently Occurs 
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APPENDIX B 

 

CONSENT SCRIPT FOR RECRUITERS OF PARTICIPANTS IN STUDY  

FOR RITA TEAGUE, DOCTORAL STUDENT AT WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY 

 

 
Hello, my name is [INSERT FULL NAME]. I am a recruiter for a doctoral student. As 

part of her studies in Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, I am conducting a research 

study about the impact of academic optimism on student achievement. 

I have a brief survey that would take about 30 minutes of your time to complete. Your 

participation is entirely voluntary; you may skip any questions that you don‟t want to answer. No 

personally identifying information is being collected. I will only use aggregated data in my 

dissertation. Do you have any questions about the research study?  

 

Thank you for your participation in this research study. If you have any questions later on you 

may reach the student by email at rita.teague@gmail.com. If you agree to participate, please 

open and read the email from Rita Teague in your inbox. Thank you in advance for your time. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

RESEARCH INFORMATION SHEET 

 

Dear Colleagues, 

 

My name is Rita Teague, and I am currently enrolled in the doctoral program at Wayne State 

University in the area of Education Leadership and Policy Studies. I am hoping you will be 

willing to assist. 

 

My dissertation studies concern The Impact of Academic Optimism on Student Achievement at 

Five Middle Schools. The purpose of this study is to determine if the academic emphasis of a 

school, collective efficacy of a faculty, and faculty trust in parents and students could be used to 

either explain or predict students‟ aggregated achievement as measured by school-level MEAP 

scores and Measures of Academic Progress (MAP). The survey asks you to respond to certain 

statements that describe how teachers, students, and the administrators interact in your school. 

Your participation is voluntary; you are free to participate or not to participate. I respectfully 

request you to complete and return the questionnaire.  

 

By completing this survey you are giving your consent to participate in this study and you are 

certifying you are over 18 years of age. Your responses will be anonymous. No name of any 

participant will be identified in any way. There is a possible risk as the survey is internet 

based, and there is a possible breach of confidentiality. The survey will take approximately 30 

minutes to complete. Simply click on the link below. 

 

The Institutional Review Board of Wayne State University and the Superintendent and Associate 

Superintendents of Southfield Public Schools and Birmingham Public Schools have approved the 

study. 

 

I thank you in advance for your participation in this study. I will be happy to answer any 

questions you may have. My email is rita.teague@gmail.com.  

 

 

 

With sincerity and thanks, 

 

 

Rita H. Teague 

Graduate student, College of Education 

Wayne State University 

 

  

mailto:rita.teague@gmail.com
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WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 
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This study addressed the research question: To what extent do the measures of academic 

optimism predict academic achievement? The study was conducted in two suburban, adjacent 

school districts with 102 middle school teachers from five middle schools participating.  

A non-experimental, multiple regression research design was used as no treatment or 

intervention was provided. Data collection tools were a revision of three surveys that purport to 

measure the three components of academic optimism, and school level outcomes from the 

Michigan Education Assessment Program and the Measures of Academic Progress. Using 

Google Forms, data were collected electronically at faculty meetings with submission of the 

completed survey indicating participants‟ willingness. Percentages of students scoring at the four 

levels of the MEAP were obtained from www.mischooldata.org. School composite scores for the 

five levels of the MAP were obtained from school principals and distributed prior to 

administering the survey. Data was downloaded into a SPSS file for analysis.  

The analysis indicated faculty trust in parents and students was most often explaining statistically 

significant amounts of variance for students scoring at the advanced/proficient level and the 

partially proficient/not yet proficient level on MEAP Reading, Math and, Social Studies tests. 

Academic emphasis was explaining a statistically significant amount of variance for MEAP 

http://www.mischooldata.org/
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Science. Faculty trust in parents and students was the statistically significant variable for the 

percentage of students scoring at the high/high average level and the low average/ low level on 

MAP Reading and Math. MAP Science results were mixed. None of the independent variables, 

collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, or academic emphasis, was statistically 

significant for the percentage of students scoring at the high/high average level. Faculty trust in 

students and parents was explaining a statistically significant amount of variance for the 

percentage of students scoring at the average level and the low average/low level. None of the 

independent variables was statistically significant for the percentage of students scoring at the 

average level for MAP Reading or MAP Science.  

Study results indicate that school administrators and teachers must work to build trust 

with parents and students and create a culture stressing academic excellence as both could help 

improve student achievement. 
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