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ABSTRACT 

MICHELE S. EDWARDS 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ADMINISTRATOR AND TEACHER 
PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC OPTIMISM AND SCHOLASTIC ACHIEVEMENT 
OF CHILDREN FROM POVERTY 
Under the direction of DR. OLIVIA M. BOGGS 

The study focuses on the problem of consistently poor academic achievement 

among low-income students and the extent to which congruency of administrators' and 

teachers' perceptions of Academic Optimism may be related to student scholastic 

performance. The target population for the study consists of administrative teams and 

faculty members in a total of 18 schools (11 elementary, 4 middle, and 3 high) in a 

rapidly growing suburban county school district. Of the 18 eligible schools, 14 actually 

participate in the study. 

After receiving permission from the Mercer University IRB and the school district 

superintendent, data were collected from district teachers and administrators using the 

School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS) developed by Dr. Wayne Hoy and his 

colleagues at The Ohio State University. Additional data on student performance were 

obtained from the state's Department of Education and aligned with teacher and 

administrator SAOS results. 

Five research questions and 15 null hypotheses were used to guide the study. 

Statistical analyses included /-Test and Pearson Correlation. The study provides the 

xiv 



results for each research question with implications and recommendations for each. There 

were no significant differences found between administrator and faculty perceptions of 

the components of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust in Parents 

and Students, and Academic Emphasis. However, there were statistically significant 

relationships found among all three components and student achievement on standardized 

tests. These significant relationships were found among economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students. 

The study allows leaders to examine the construct of Academic Optimism with 

the expectation that improving the individual components of it may in turn support 

improvement of achievement for all students - particularly those who are economically 

disadvantaged. 

xv 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

General Overview 

The impact of poverty on quality of life, including academic attainment, has been 

documented in numerous empirical studies, including the seminal research of Myrdal 

(1944), Harrington (1962), Coleman (1966), and Kozol (1967, 1991, 2005). Myrdal's 

study represented the first major documentation of the systemic influence of poverty in 

America (Myrdal, 1944). The works of Coleman and Kozol linked poverty to 

undistinguished academic performance while Harrington's findings are credited with 

being the impetus for President Lyndon Johnson's war on poverty (Oberg, 2003). Myrdal 

(1944), Harrington (1962), and Kozol (1991) noted the marginalization of the poor, 

which renders them invisible and therefore easy to ignore. Further, Myrdal (1944) 

asserted, "The big majority of Americans, who are comparatively well off, have 

developed an ability to have enclaves of people living in the greatest misery without 

noticing them" (p.32). These studies and others verify an irrefutable link between poverty 

and academic success. 

The enactment of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001 heightened 

school leaders' concerns with ensuring that all students, including those from low socio-

economic backgrounds, make steady progress toward state-determined proficiency 

standards (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 6319). Described 
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as the "greatest social policy ever enacted for low-performing students" by the University 

of Pennsylvania's Theodore Hershberg, NCLB "catapulted the nation into the next great 

battle for civil rights in America" (Barr & Parrett, 2007, p. 10). President George W. 

Bush, who signed the NCLB Act into law in 2002, described one of the pillars of the Act, 

assessment of students, by saying, 

Accountability is an exercise in hope. When we raise academic standards, 
children raise their academic sights. When children are regularly tested, teachers 
know where and how to improve. When parents know scores, they are 
empowered to push for change. When accountability for our schools is real, the 
results for our children are real. (Bush, p. 17) 

Yet as accountability through standardized testing has increased and the technological 

abilities to score, disaggregate, and report student results in various formats have 

improved, the gaps in performance among groups of students have become more 

transparent. School, district, and state educational leaders have concerned themselves 

with addressing these gaps, including the disparity between students from poverty and 

their wealthier peers (Haycock, 2001; Shannon & Blysma, 2002; Snell, 2003). 

The Coleman Report, published in 1966, which gathered data from over 600,000 

students, 60,000 teachers, and 6,000 schools, concluded that "only a small part of student 

achievement is the result of school factors, in contrast to family background differences 

between communities" (Barr & Parrett, 2007, p. 4). It took nearly ten years for 

educational researchers, such as Edmonds (1979), to begin to refute the findings of the 

Coleman Report (Edmonds, 1979; Smith & Hoy, 2007). Edmonds' descriptive list of 

"effective school characteristics" which include "strong principal leadership, high 

expectations for student achievement, emphasis on basic skills, an orderly environment, 
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and frequent systematic evaluation" (Edmonds, 1979, p. 30), is credited by Smith & Hoy 

(2007) as being the "basis for a school effectiveness movement that sought to show the 

importance of school leaders and school characteristics in improving student 

performance" (p. 556). 

Adding to the challenge of identifying strategies that work in an age of increased 

administrator accountability are the mixed findings emanating from research . Following 

Edmonds' effective schools papers (1979), recent literature has suggested, "empirical 

demonstrations of direct administrative influences on student achievement have been 

elusive" (Hoy, Tarter, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2006, p. 425). Likewise, Hallinger and Heck 

(1996) found little or no evidence of a direct relationship between student academic 

performance and principals' leadership behaviors. Other studies have found more indirect 

links between principal behaviors and student achievement. For example, research 

conducted by O'Donnell and White (2005) noted that teachers' perceptions of principal 

behavior were related to school climate and student achievement. In a more recent report, 

teachers' perceptions of shared decision-making and the principals' leadership behavior 

were found to be critical (Leech & Fulton, 2008). These mixed findings regarding the 

degree to which leaders can actually impact student achievement call for researchers to 

answer the question: What does work in schools, particularly for students living in 

poverty? 

Nearly two decades of research have focused on Academic Emphasis (Hoy et al., 

1990; Hoy,Tarter, & Kottkamp, 1991; Hoy & Tarter, 1997; Lee & Bryk, 1989), 

Collective Efficacy (Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy 2004; Hoy et al., 2002), and Faculty 
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Trust in students and parents (Hoy, Gage, & Tarter, 2006; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 

2003). These three variables have consistently been reported in the research as having an 

impact on students, even when controlling for socio-economic status factors. In 2006, 

Hoy and his colleagues united these three collective properties into one construct, 

Academic Optimism (Hoy, et al., 2006). McGuigan & Hoy (2006) offer the definition of 

Academic Optimism as: 

.. .a shared belief among faculty that academic achievement is important, 
that the faculty has the capacity to help students achieve, and that students 
and parents can be trusted to cooperate with them in this endeavor - in 
brief, a school wide confidence that students will succeed academically, 
(p. 204) 

This study examined the perceived level of Academic Optimism and each of its 

three constructs - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust in parents and students, and 

Academic Emphasis in selected schools. Subsequently, perceived levels of Academic 

Optimism were correlated with students' academic performance. Further, the study 

sought to determine the degree to which the congruence between faculties' and 

administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism correlated with academic 

performance of students. The influence of Academic Optimism on student achievement is 

relatively new in the field of school reform but could be considered "attractive because it 

emphasizes the potential of schools to overcome the power of socioeconomic factors that 

impair student achievement and Academic Optimism attempts to explain and nurture 

what is best in schools to facilitate student learning" (Hoy, et al., 2006, p. 443). 
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Problem Statement 

This study addressed the critical problem of achievement that is disproportionate 

among low-income students and the extent to which congruency of administrators' and 

teachers' views of Academic Optimism are related to student scholastic performance. In 

2003, then Secretary of Education Roderick Paige (2003) stated, "Today, many dreams 

are hampered by an achievement gap between minorities and non-minorities and children 

of poverty and children of privilege" (p. 34). Closing this gap by improving the 

achievement of students impacted by poverty remains a goal of educational leaders as 

family income continues to be a dependable predictor of student achievement (Taylor, 

2005). In a review of principal leadership and student achievement research there was not 

consistent evidence of a direct influence between the two; rather, the most influence 

found would be indirect, occurring only by being mediated by other variables (Hallinger 

& Heck, 1996). This does not rule out the critical importance of a strong school leader. 

Instead, this "means that successful school-level leaders have direct and positive 

influences on conditions in the school and classroom which in turn improve the learning 

of students" (Leithwood, 2007, p. 1). The school characteristics that combine to build 

Academic Optimism - Academic Emphasis, Collective Efficacy, and Faculty Trust -

may be impacted by leadership behaviors, which, in turn, have the power to indirectly 

impact student achievement. According to Smith and Hoy (2007), "it is easier to improve 

Academic Optimism than it is to change socioeconomic factors of the school community" 

(p. 565). Further investigation of the intricacies of Academic Optimism, as attempted by 

this study of the perceived Academic Optimism level in a building and its impact on 



6 

student achievement, is necessary to examine the extent to which a school's Academic 

Optimism level may increase the achievement of students from poverty. 

Variables 

The dependent variable for the study was the achievement of two groups of 

students, including those identified as being economically disadvantaged or non-

economically disadvantaged. The six independent variables were: (a) the level of 

Collective Efficacy reported by faculties, (b) the level of Faculty Trust in parents and 

students reported by faculties, (c) the level of Academic Emphasis reported by faculties, 

(d) the level of Collective Efficacy reported by administrative teams, (e) the level of 

Faculty Trust in parents and students reported by administrative teams, and (f) the level 

of Academic Emphasis reported by administrative teams. 

Research Questions and Related Null Hypotheses 

The study was guided by the following five research questions, which sought to 

determine if there is a connection between the independent and dependent variables: 

1. Is there a statistically significant difference between administrative teams' and 

faculty's perceptions of the characteristics of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

//q1 a: There is no significant difference between the level of Collective 

Efficacy as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS) between administrative teams and faculties at each school 

level. 



H0\b: There is no significant difference between the level of Faculty Trust as 

measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS) between 

administrative teams and faculties at each school level. 

H0lc: There is no significant difference between the level of Academic 

Emphasis as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS) between administrative teams and faculties at each school 

level. 

Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

/-/o2a: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective Efficacy 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Ho2b\ There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Academic Emphasis 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Hq2c\ There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 
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Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Trust in Parents and 

Student levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

3. Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

//o3a: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective Efficacy 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//o3b: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Trust in Parents and 

Student levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

//()3c: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 



School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Academic Emphasis 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

H()4a: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative teams' 

Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

f/()4b: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' Faculty 

Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School 

Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

HqAc: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' 



Administrative teams' Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the 

School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

//o5a: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative teams' 

Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//o5b: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and thq Administrative teams' 

Faculty Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School 

Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

H()5c\ There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' 
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Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Theoretical Framework 

Situational Awareness is the underlying theory guiding the study. This area of 

study as a theoretical framework was originally applied to the areas of aviation, military 

command, emergency services, and other fields where having a reliable perception of the 

environment was critical to making successful decisions. It has since been expanded into 

the literature of education and business. Dr. Mica Endsley is renowned for developing the 

situational awareness theory and defines it as "being aware of what is happening around 

you and understanding what that information means to you now and in the future" (2003, 

p. 17). Situational awareness is described in three levels: (a) the perception of elements 

of the environment which provide information about the status of the relevant elements in 

a situation. This awareness is usually defined in terms of what information is important 

for a particular job or goal; (b) what the disjointed data and cues received in level one 

mean and how they compare with the information to one's goals; (c) the ability to predict 

what the elements will do in the future (Rousseau, Trembley, & Breton, 2004). "A person 

can only achieve level three by having a good understanding of the situation" (2004, p. 8) 

which is "achieved through the knowledge of the status and the dynamic of the elements 

and the comprehension of the situation" (Endsley, 2003, p. 20). The cues needed to assess 

for level one of situational awareness can be obtained both verbally and non-verbally. 

Educators are exposed to a variety of cues daily. What to make of these cues is the 

essence of situational awareness. The perception and processing of information is needed 



before determining what actions are to be taken. As this study deals with perceptions of 

two different groups in a school, the processing of the perceptions and how they impact 

student performance is of interest to the researcher. 

The construct of Academic Optimism is unique in that it addresses three aspects 

of the school as an organization - cognitive, affective, and behavioral (Hoy, Tarter, and 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2006). Collective Efficacy acts as the cognitive element by representing 

the thoughts and beliefs of the faculty. Trust is the affective element, embodying the 

feelings of the faculty. Academic emphasis is the behavioral element, representing the 

specific actions that result from Collective Efficacy and trust. These three dimensions are 

mutually dependent and reinforce one another (McGuigan, 2005). How the leadership 

and faculty of a school building perceives, processes, and acts through each of these 

elements may be an indicator of a situational awareness response. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework presented the researcher's views of the potential 

relationship among the independent and dependent variables. It indicated the 

hypothesized relationship among the variables to be tested. The study focused on the 

levels of Academic Optimism perceived by the faculty and administrative team and the 

possible connection with the level of student achievement. The relationships of these 

perceptions and their correlation with student achievement are represented in Figure 1. 
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Illustration of the Hypothesized Relationships among the Variables Tested 

Importance of the Study 

Examining the components of Academic Optimism and how it is perceived by 

both the administrative team and faculty of a school offers insight to leaders searching for 

ways to improve the achievement of all students, particularly those identified as living in 

economically disadvantaged families. This allowed the researcher to focus on a specific 

school characteristic such as Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, or Academic Emphasis. 

Exploring the congruence of the perceptions of two groups within the building, the 

administrative team and the faculty, can provide insight and data for an administrative 
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team to better plan for school improvement efforts to address the achievement of all 

students, including those who are considered economically disadvantaged. 

The target district was selected for two particular characteristics: (a) its distinction 

of making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) according to the requirements of No Child 

Left Behind for four consecutive years and (b) for the number of students eligible for free 

and reduced lunch. A single district was used in order to control effects among different 

districts. The target district has experienced a dramatic increase in the percent of students 

from low SES families. Accordingly, the results of the study may be of particular interest 

to school systems seeking to increase academic achievement given rapid changes in 

student demographics. 

Studies on Academic Optimism have been completed at the elementary, middle, 

and high school levels in different locations (Hoy, et al., 2006; McGuigan, 2005; Smith & 

Hoy, 2007), but the study of all three levels within the same district has not been 

published at the time of this writing. "There is scant literature; however, that examines 

the impact of school district climate on student achievement" (DiPaola & Smith, 2008, p. 

123). The district's Academic Optimism averages in this study could assist by providing 

district leaders with information to assist in planning for district-wide professional 

learning and improvement efforts. 

Lastly, the findings may potentially assist school leaders to better comprehend the 

power of faculty/administrator relationships and congruency of beliefs. For these reasons, 

the study was potentially significant for children, school districts, and the literature. 
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Procedures 

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was applied for and granted. The 

survey instrument was given to certified faculty members and access to students was not 

required. Student test data was accessed through the publicly available state 

accountability website. Following IRB approval from the university and the school 

district's approval, each principal of the selected schools within the district was contacted 

to request participation and to discuss the strategies for giving the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS) to the faculty of each school. The SAOS was given 

electronically or as a paper and pencil instrument, depending on the preference of the 

principal. The survey was distributed electronically to the faculty by the principal or was 

administered by the researcher at faculty meetings to those members willing to 

participate. The results were collected in a manner to only identify the subjects by school 

and role within the school such as teacher or administrative team member. Each 

participant was provided with a Letter of Informed Consent. As test scores were used for 

the year prior to the survey, only the responses of participants who were employed at the 

school during the 2008-2009 school year were included in the study. 

The method of analysis was quantitative and survey data were used to determine (a) 

if statistically significant differences existed between the Academic Optimism 

characteristics of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis levels 

reported by the administrative team and the faculty; (b) if relationships existed between 

the reported Academic Optimism levels of the administrative team and non-economically 

student achievement; and (c) if relationships existed between the reported Academic 
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Optimism level of the faculty and economically disadvantaged student achievement. 

Independent /-tests and Pearson Correlation were used to analyze the data. 

Limitations and Delimitations 

Limitations are the parameters set by a study that are not in the researcher's 

control. In this study, the veracity of the respondents to the survey questions could not be 

controlled. 

Delimitations are structures imposed by the researcher. The sample used for this 

study was not random and due to the small, unique sample used, the results may have a 

limited ability to be generalized. The survey respondents did not include all individuals 

who work in a school; only certified faculty members such as teachers, administrators, 

counselors, academic coaches, and instructional technology specialists participated. The 

only student test data used for Pearson correlation testing were state developed 

assessments, which also limit generalizability to other states. 

Definition of Terms 

Terms used throughout the study are defined below for clarity and understanding. 

Academic Optimism is the positive environment created when Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust in parents and students, and Academic Emphasis trust work together in a 

unified fashion through a transactional relationship (Hoy et al., 2006). 

Academic Emphasis or Academic Press is "the extent to which a school is driven by a 

quest for academic excellence - a press for academic achievement. High but achievable 

academic goals are set for students; the learning environment is orderly and serious; 



students are motivated to work hard; and students respect academic achievement" (Hoy et 

al., 2006, p. 427). 

Faculty Trust is the "willingness to be vulnerable to another based on the confidence that 

that the other is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open" (Tschannen-Moran, 

2004, p. 17). 

Collective Efficacy is "the judgment of teachers that the faculty as a whole can organize 

and execute the actions required to have positive effects on students" (Goddard, Hoy, & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2004, p. 4). 

Economically disadvantaged/low socioeconomic status (SES) refers, for the purpose of 

this study, to students who were eligible to receive free and/or reduced priced meals 

according to the federal lunch program guidelines. 

Elementary School Level refers to schools that serve kindergarten through fifth graders. 

Middle School Level refers to schools that serve sixth through eighth graders. 

High School Level refers to schools that serve ninth through twelfth graders. 

Summary 

Academic Optimism, the construct of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis has been reported in the literature to make a "significant 

contribution to student achievement" even after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(Smith & Hoy, 2007, p. 557). In this era of accountability and assessment, school leaders 

are on a quest to find meaningful practices that will make a difference for their students 

identified as being from poverty. The research literature about school leadership does not 

offer much encouragement that administrators can have a direct impact on student 
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achievement. Rather, they must rely on indirect means to accomplish this task. 

"Academic Optimism can be learned and if it is, then increased success and better 

performance are likely to follow" (Smith & Hoy, 2007, p. 565). This study examined the 

concept of Academic Optimism and how it was perceived within the building by the 

administrative team and the teachers in order to determine if there were relationships 

among these perceptions and student achievement. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the literature with respect to the variables 

involved in the study and presents a theoretical and conceptual framework for the 

hypotheses presented. The review is organized around the following major themes: (a) 

Poverty and American Families, (b) Poverty and Student Achievement, (c) Leadership 

and Student Achievement, (d) Academic Optimism, (e) Collective Efficacy, (f) Academic 

Emphasis, and (g) Faculty Trust in Parents and Students. 

Poverty and American Families 

According to Columbia University's National Center for Children in Poverty 

(NCCP), in 2009, the federal poverty level was $22,050 a year for a family of four. In 

that year, nearly 14 million children, or 19% of all children in the United States, lived in 

poverty according to the federal government's guidelines (Fass, 2009). These guidelines 

are used to determine eligibility for various federal programs, including the free and 

reduced lunch program offered to public school students. Therefore, for this study, the 

operational definition of economically disadvantaged students was the eligibility to 

receive free or reduced lunch at school. The formula for determining the poverty 

threshold was set in the 1950's as three times the cost of food and was then 
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adjusted for family size. (Fass & Cauthen, 2008). Table 1 contains the federal poverty 

guidelines by number of people living in a household. 

Table 1 
Federal Poverty Guidelines, 2009 

Number of persons 48 contiguous Alaska Hawaii 
in home States and D.C. 

1 $10,830 $13,530 $12,460 

2 $14,570 $18,210 $16,760 

3 $18,310 $22,890 $21,060 

4 $22,050 $27,570 $25,360 
For each additional 

person add $3,740 $4,680 $4,300 
Adapted from National Center for Children in Poverty (www.nccp.org) 
Measuring Poverty in the United States 

The formula used to determine the poverty guideline has since been criticized as 

not a good measure for poverty as the cost of housing, healthcare, childcare, and 

transportation have grown disproportionately compared to money spent on food, which 

now encompasses only an estimated one-seventh of an average family's expenses (Fass 

& Cauthen, 2008). The measure also does not adjust for the different costs of living that 

exist throughout the different areas of the country. Research reports published by the 

NCCP indicate that, on average, families need an income double that of the federal 

poverty guideline to just to cover the most basic expenses. When using this as a revised 

standard, 41% of children now live in low-income families (Fass, 2009). The NCCP also 

asserts that poverty is ultimately the most threatening situation to a child's well being 

http://www.nccp.org
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because it can impact the ability to learn, be a factor of poor health as well as contribute 

to social, emotional, and behavioral problems (Fass, 2009). Children who are subjected to 

poverty while in their younger years or live in deep, relentless poverty are more 

debilitated than their wealthier peers (Fass, 2009). The causes of a family to be living in 

poverty can be many, but the most prominent predictors of family economic status are: 

the status of parental employment and earnings, the level of parent education, and family 

structure (Payne, 2001). "Poor parents have less schooling, on average, than do non-poor 

parents, and schooling may affect parents' abilities to encourage and help their children 

to get an education" (Corcoran & Adams, 1997, p. 463). Zill (1993) discusses the cyclical 

nature of poverty as: 

Low achievement, grade repetition and classroom conduct problems are often 
precursors of school dropout, adolescent parenthood, joblessness and 
delinquency. The finding that poor children exhibit these problems at rates 
double those shown by non-poor children means the 'cycle of disadvantage' is 
still with us. Unless effective interventions are found and applied, many of these 
young people will go on to become adult non-workers and impoverished or 
dependent parents, possibly producing another generation of high-risk children, 
(p. 39) 

The concern about children from poverty struggling to perform in school as well 

as their wealthier peers is not a new one. Since the conclusion of World War II, children 

have received help from the federal government through the public school system 

(Taylor, 2005). In 1946, the National School Lunch Act was signed by President Harry 

Truman. This Act, designed to aid poor families across the country, occurred a mere three 

years after Abraham Maslow published his now famous hierarchy of human needs theory 

(Taylor, 2005). Nearly two decades later, in 1963, President Lyndon Johnson launched 

his War on Poverty with the objective to establish access and treatment for poor and 
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minority children. A part of his initiative's legislation was the establishment of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 (Pub.L. 89-10, 79 Stat. 27, 20 

U.S.C.) which was the foundation for several compensatory programs including Head 

Start and Title I (Barr & Parrett, 2007). Head Start was designed to increase school 

readiness for low-income children from birth to age five. The first section of the ESEA, 

Title I, appropriated funds to schools with large populations (approximately 40% or 

more) of low-income students. These programs were implemented with the purpose that 

poor students could perform better in school and in turn provide for themselves and their 

families. "The higher the income of a family, the more education the succeeding 

generations receives" (Lewis, 1996, p. 186). The hope for education to have an impact on 

poverty in America still exists. But, how does poverty influence student achievement? 

Poverty and Student Achievement 

Without a high-quality education, a person can live in the richest nation on 
earth yet lack job opportunities, housing and health benefits, and he or she 
can too easily fall victim to crime, addiction, abuse and other dangerous 
behavior. A high quality education has become so vital that it is now 
viewed as an essential and guaranteed civil right. (Barr & Parrett, 2007, 
P-21) 

The preceding words from Barr and Parrett (2007) illustrate the pivotal role of 

education for providing opportunities for children living in poverty. During the last 25 

years, the drop-out rate of children from low socio-economic status (SES) has increased; 

however, it is still significantly higher than the rate of those students from higher income 

families (Taylor, 2005). "In practical terms, because children living in persistent poverty 

appear to be at greater risk for serious academic failure, their potential contribution to 

society remains limited" (Pagani, Boulerice, & Tremblay, 1997, p. 338). 
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The battle to improve student achievement, particularly for children living in 

poverty, has taken on a renewed interest since the passage of No Child Left Behind in 

2001 (Fuller, Wright, Gesicki, & Kang, 2007). Interest in the achievement of all students 

has increased, particularly as additional subgroups have been identified. Schools are now 

held accountable for the achievement of several separate groups of children, including 

children of low socio-economic status (SES), students with disabilities (SWD), English 

language learners (ELL), as well as each major racial groups (Gottlieb, 2006; Parrish & 

Stodden, 2009). The transparency and accessibility of the data about students from these 

subgroups has led more attention to improving their achievement scores by focusing on 

the issues that create the need for a subgroup to be examined (Burney & Beilke, 2008). 

There is a vast amount of research, both historical and contemporary, as well as 

data related to the impact of poverty on children (Goddard, Salloum, & Berebitsky, 2009; 

Arnez, 2009). "Children raised in low-income families score lower than children from 

more affluent families do on assessments of health, cognitive development, school 

achievement, and emotional well-being" (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, & Maritato, 1997, p. 1). 

The impact of poverty can also reach beyond childhood as a cycle that lasts into 

adulthood when the benefits of a complete education are not realized. "Children who 

spend more time in poverty are less likely to graduate from high schools, obtain fewer 

years of schooling, and earn less" (Teachman, Paasch, Dau, & Carver, 1997, p. 383). For 

adolescents, the consequences that result from dropping out of high school are 

particularly devastating: over the past two decades, individuals without a high school 

diploma have suffered a decline in real income and have dropped further behind in 
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earnings when compared to those with more education (Teachman et al., 1997). And as 

the cycle continues, the lowered income affects the next generation's children's well-

being. The level of income earned by parents enables them to provide situations that 

benefit the health and development of children such as safer home environments and 

neighborhoods, better schools, parks, libraries, higher education opportunities, good 

health care, and other environmental advantages (Brooks-Gunn et al., 1997). 

Epidemiological studies have found disturbing connections between poverty, education, 

and use of illegal drugs, cigarettes, and alcohol among school children (Galea, Ahern, & 

Vlahov, 2004). As the level of educational attainment in a family is a contributing factor 

to a family's level of income, providing the opportunity for all children to experience 

success in education is critical to breaking the cycle of poverty. 

Children living in poverty can pose an extremely complex set of challenges for 

public schools (Barr & Parrett, 2007). As schools are typically operated with middle class 

norms and values, there can be a clash between the values, attitudes, and survival 

mechanisms brought by low socio-economic students (Payne, 2001). Schools are 

comprised of individuals who bring a multitude of needs, values, and issues (Rodriquez, 

2008). While an individual's level of poverty can impact student achievement, there is a 

developing body of research that demonstrates that the actual concentration of 

impoverished students at a school is an even stronger predictor of academic failure than 

individual poverty (Banks, 2001). Schools with a high concentration of poverty struggle 

with issues that impact students such as a lack of proper nutrition, high teacher turnover, 



lower literacy rates, students lacking access to health care, as well as experiencing violent 

and sometimes unstable home environments (Orfield & Lee, 2005; Lewis, 1996). 

The prospect of addressing the challenges of overcoming the influence of poverty 

can be overwhelming. Barr & Parrett (2007) explain: 

For many years, most Americans - including most American educators - have 

believed that schools can't make much of a difference in the lives of children they 

serve. Especially if those children are poor or members of minority groups, their 

destiny was thought to be low achievement, no matter what their schools did. 

Sure, maybe one or two could be saved. But surely not all or even most. Why? 

Because, in the end, "socioeconomic factors" like poverty, low levels of parent 

education, and the like would always win out. (2007, p. xix) 

However, there is research and evidence being presented that underachieving poor 

children can achieve high standards of academic excellence and break the cycle of 

poverty through practices at the school level (Tileston & Darling, 2009). Despite reports 

that "school controlled variables are not very powerful in improving test performance 

because the statistically significant variables are demographic rather than educational" 

(English, 2002, p. 300), many studies exploring school level variables impacting student 

achievement have been reported. Those with a particular focus on high-performing, high-

poverty schools provide insight into factors that limit the negative impact on student 

achievement (DiPaola & Smith, 2008). The school variables that can mitigate the effects 

of poverty on student achievement, in particular those variables that comprise the 



construct of Academic Optimism are a focus of this study. One essential variable that is a 

component of Academic Optimism encompasses leadership. 

Leadership and Student Achievement 

For the purpose of this study, leadership refers to the administrative team of a 

school building. Administrative teams consist of the principal and assistant principals and 

in some schools the counselors, instructional support staff such as graduation coaches, 

technology specialists, and instruction coaches, and counselors. While there are many 

definitions for leadership, Leithwood & Reihl's (2003) description of educational leaders 

being "those persons who provide direction and exert influence in order to achieve the 

schools' goals" is most appropriate for this study (p. 9). There are many features and 

roles that are connected with the label of educational leader, particularly that of the 

principal (Hallinger, 2005). These responsibilities include, but are not limited to: moving 

the school forward in student achievement; developing and articulating the school's 

vision and mission, promoting effective instruction by directing teachers in the use of 

instructional strategies, technologies, and methodologies; examining student and school 

data for the purpose of implementing steps for improvement; creating a school culture 

that promotes learning and performance for students and employees; and maintains the 

operational functions of the school (Barth, 2002; Daly, 2009; Hallinger, 2005; Leithwood 

& Reihl, 2003; Quinn, 2002; Spillane, 2004). "One of the major impediments to effective 

school leadership is trying to carry the burden alone" (Hallinger, 2005, p. 234). While 

educational researchers consistently identify the principal as an essential force in the 

reform of a school, many have neglected the contribution of other staff members such as 



assistant principals and instructional support personnel to "goal setting, oversight of the 

teaching programs, and the development of a positive academic and learning culture" 

(Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008, p. 638). "Implementing steps to reform schools and 

improve student achievement requires the leadership of excellent principals and assistant 

principals" (Vanderhaar, Munoz, & Rodosky, 2007, p. 18). Regardless of the exact 

persons assigned to the task of a school's leadership, the job of developing "schools as 

effective organizations that support and sustain the performance of teachers as well as 

students" (Leithwood & Reihl, 2003, p. 20) is the overall focus. 

"There is unprecedented international interest in the question of how educational 

leaders influence a range of student outcomes" (Robinson et al., 2008, p. 636). The No 

Child Left Behind law (NCLB) requires that all students make steady progress toward 

state-determined proficiency standards (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 

6319). Educational leadership researcher, Hallinger (2005), asserts: 

At the turn of the century, the American infatuation with performance 
standards has become a global love affair. Principals again find themselves 
at the nexus of accountability and school improvement with an 
increasingly explicit expectation that they will function as 'instructional 
leaders'. Given the passage of formal government standards for education 
through the world, principals who ignore their role in monitoring and 
improving school performance do so at their own risk. (p. 223) 

This interest in the effectiveness of administrators as instructional leaders has 

increased as the current policy requirements demand that all students move towards 

academic proficiency (Spillane, 2004). The reporting structure of No Child Left Behind 

focuses the spotlight on subgroups that have historically not fared well on performance 

measures, including a subgroup specifically for children from poverty. Education 
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research has "motivated policymakers and law makers to conclude that all children and 

youth must be taught effectively and achieve high academic proficiency" (Barr & Parrett, 

2007, p. 10). According to Daly (2009), No Child Left Behind is built on several major 

assumptions that include: 

Schools can, by themselves, reach unprecedented levels of equitable achievement 
among all subgroups of students in a short period without substantially changing 
current funding structures. ..., and there are known methods of reform that will 
accomplish the task. (p. 169) 

Determining who will produce great reform in education has fallen to school leaders 

because a popular assumption is that reform is dependent on their behaviors and 

capacities (Vanderhaar et al., 2007). "School principals are increasingly held accountable 

for educational quality in the belief that students' success or failure is determined by the 

way a school is run" (Witziers, Bosker, & Kriiger, 2003, p. 400). While this belief may be 

widely perpetuated, what does the literature say about the true effectiveness of leadership 

on student achievement? 

The answer to the question of the degree to which school leaders can impact 

school achievement is valid and its answer is complex. Witziers et al. (2003) explain: 

Educational researchers and practitioners hold different views regarding ways that 
school principals improve educational outcomes. Whereas some researchers 
found that school principals matter to student achievement, others found no 
effects of leadership on student outcomes, (p. 400) 

"As simple as the connection seems, empirical demonstrations of direct administrative 

influences on student achievement have been elusive" (Hoy et al., 2006, p. 425). Much of 

the research about the effectiveness of schools and the ability of school leaders to impact 

student achievement was born from the response to the Coleman Report's assertion that 
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schools actually had very little effect on student performance and that the largest impact 

on a student's learning was from the home and family background (Coleman, Campbell, 

Hobson, McPartland, Mood, & Weinfeld, 1966). 

Edmonds (1977) was one of the first researchers to dispute this. Based on 

observations of urban principals in effective schools, Edmonds developed what has 

become a familiar list of effective school characteristics that were present in these 

schools. This list included: strong principal leadership, high expectations for student 

achievement, emphasis on basic skill, an orderly environment, and frequent and 

systematic evaluation of students (Hoy et al., 2006). According to Hallinger and Heck 

(1996), researchers who have written numerous articles on the topic of educational 

leadership, the "belief that principals have an impact on schools is long-standing in the 

folk wisdom of American educational history" (p. 5). They acknowledge research that 

concludes that "strong administrative leadership was among those factors within the 

school that make a difference in student learning" (p. 5) but they do proclaim that 

researchers also report that little or no direct relationship exists between principal 

leadership and student achievement. "The size of the effects that principals indirectly 

contribute toward student learning, though statistically significant, is also quite small" 

(Hallinger, 2005, p. 229). 

There is more evidence from qualitative studies, particularly case studies of "turn 

around" schools, about the relationship between leadership and school improvement and 

effectiveness (Robinson et al., 2008). However, a different picture is seen from the 

aspect of quantitative analyses of the "direct and indirect effects of leadership on 



students' academic and social outcomes" (Robinson et al., 2008, p. 636). A multi-

national meta-analysis conducted with 37 studies about the effects of leadership directly 

on student outcomes reported a small effect size of .02 which was interpreted as having 

little or no impact on student outcomes (Robinson et al., 2008). Conversely, Marzano, 

Waters, and McNulty (2005) conducted and wrote about their meta-analysis of studies 

that examined relationships between student achievement and leadership published since 

the 1970s. Their findings revealed that substantial relationships did exist and identified 

21 leadership functions that were linked with increases in student achievement (Daly, 

2009). Comparing the two reports may not be entirely fair as Witzier's study examined 

multinational studies that looked at both direct and indirect models effects of leadership 

and Marzano's study focused on the indirect impact of leadership. Also, 60 or the 70 

studies included in Marzano's meta-analysis were "unpublished U.S. theses and 

dissertations that have not been subject to the same peer review processes as published 

work" (Robinson et al., 2008, p. 637). According to Leithwood, Seashore, Anderson & 

Wahlstrom (2004), leadership is second only to classroom instruction among all school-

related factors that contribute to what students learn at school (p. 5). These same 

researchers also claim that a great deal of the existing research underestimates the effect 

of leadership of student learning (Leithwood et al., 2004). Despite the claim by Hallinger 

and Heck (1996) that the typical conclusion seems to be that school leaders have small 

and indirect effects on students, there is evidence from other researchers that leaders can 

and do make a difference on student achievement. Whether this is accomplished by direct 

measures and actions by leaders or through indirect means of creating conditions that 
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allow teachers to directly impact students, is it possible that both views have merit? With 

both the public and various education policy makers expecting that school leaders will 

make a difference in student achievement, perhaps looking that the practices that do make 

a difference, rather than leadership as a whole construct would be beneficial. Robinson et 

al. (2008) states: 

If empirical research indicates that some leadership practices have stronger 
impacts on student outcomes than others, then both researchers and practitioners 
can move beyond a general focus on the impact of leadership, to examining and 
increasing the frequency and distribution of those practices that make larger 
positive differences to student outcomes, (pp. 637-638) 

Therefore, the emphasis may need to turn to identifying school characteristics that do 

make a difference in achievement, and in the case of this study, make a difference in spite 

of student socio-economic status (Hoy et al., 2006). 

One such characteristic that has ample research to establish a link with student 

achievement is school climate and culture (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Hoy & Sabo, 1998; 

Hoy, Tarter, & Kottkamp, 1991). According to Barth (2002), 

A school's culture is a complex pattern of norms, beliefs, behaviors, values, 
ceremonies, traditions, and myths that are deeply ingrained in the very core of the 
organization. It is the historically transmitted pattern of meaning that wields 
astonishing power in shaping what people think and how they act. (p. 7) 

School climate can have a major impact on a school's performance because it affects the 

motivations of the individuals within the organization. "Interpersonal relationships 

among teachers and between principals and teachers directly shape motivation and 

behavior" (DiPaola & Smith, 2008, p. 117) which in turn is the indirect impact on 

students. 



32 

"Achievement data from recent state tests document that culture has a greater impact on 

the gaps in achievement than does poverty" (Tileston & Darling, 2009, p. 12) The 

development of a school's culture is accomplished through the influence of the people 

who work there. It can be in the form of collaboration among faculty members, 

communicating high expectations for all, and establishing an environment that is 

conducive to student learning. Establishing this type of culture is discussed in subsequent 

sections of this chapter. Literature relative to the creation of Academic Optimism and its 

reported impact on student achievement is also discussed. 

Academic Optimism 

The conclusions of Coleman's landmark study in 1966 offered that schools 

themselves had only a minimal impact on student achievement in comparison to the 

influences of family and community background (Fallon, 2004). This often cited report 

has been a predominant feature in reports about the ability of the education system to 

reach children from poverty. Barr & Parrett (2007) assert: 

A main reason for the failure of public education to educate poor children and 
youth is the serious misconception regarding poverty that was reinforced by the 
Coleman study of 1966, which concluded that even a good school will have little 
effect on the achievement of poor children, (p. 25) 

While this study is often quoted for the negative connotation that it appears to have 

towards the efforts of schools, Coleman's explanation of the data by stating that "pupil 

achievement could not be significantly elevated until conditions governed by race, class, 

and income inequality were rearranged to strengthen the positive role of healthy families" 

(Fallon, 2004, p. 2) may be overlooked. In 1972, a book written by Jencks, a sociologist, 

titled, "Inequality: A reassessment of the Effect of Family and Schooling in America'', 
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echoed Coleman's findings by saying, "the character of a school's output depends largely 

on a single input, namely the characteristics of the entering children" (p. 256). Once 

again, the potential power of schools to impact students inside of the building seemed 

weak due to influences that occurred outside of the building before the students even 

arrived. As accountability for student and school performance has increased, the search 

for educator and school level characteristics that can impact school achievement, despite 

student socioeconomic levels has become a priority. Beard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy (2009) 

state: 

One of the most important contributions educational researchers can make 
to the field is to identify properties of schools.. .that make a real difference 
in academic achievement of students. Socioeconomic status (SES) always 
has a strong impact upon academic achievement, but SES is not amenable 
to significant change by teachers or administrators. We need to identify 
factors that go beyond SES to affect achievement. The search for such 
variables, especially those that school leaders can influence or that are 
under the control of individual teachers themselves, has been elusive, 
(p. 20) 

Research into what works in schools has been aided as the ability to track student and 

school data has improved with technology making it easier to report, publish, and 

manipulate information (Hall & Pearson, 2009). Researchers have been examining 

schools where student achievement is making positive gains despite external factors. One 

construct, Academic Optimism, appears to be demonstrating promise in this area. 

Academic Optimism is the latent construct developed by Hoy and his colleagues, 

Tarter and Woolfolk Hoy, in 2006 using the three school-level properties of Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust in Parents and Students, and Academic Emphasis. These three 

properties have transactional relationships in that they interact and reinforce one another 
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(Beard et al., 2009) thereby creating a culture of Academic Optimism in a school (Hoy et 

al., 2006). The selection of the term "Academic Optimism" was explained by Hoy and 

his colleagues (2006) as follows: 

Optimism is an appropriate overarching construct to unite efficacy, trust, 
and academic emphasis because each concept contains a sense of the 
possible. 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. Thus, a school with high Academic 
Optimism is a collectivity in which the faculty believes that it can make a 
difference, that students can learn, and academic performance can be 
achieved, (p. 145) 

The relationship between the major dimensions of Academic Optimism can be viewed as 

a triad that encompasses cognitive, emotional, and behavioral aspects of the collective 

behavior that builds the construct of Academic Optimism (Hoy et al., 2006). Each 

dimension functions with a dependency on the other two elements. 

A number of studies have linked Academic Optimism to school achievement, 

even when controlling for socio-economic status of students and previous student 

achievement (Hoy et al., 2006; Hoy & Smith, 2007; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). As school 

leaders search for tangible means to improve student achievement in schools, the 

construct and concept of Academic Optimism offers hope as it can be learned and 

educators can be empowered with the knowledge that "they nor their students are 

irretrievably trapped by socioeconomic factors" (Hoy et al., 2006, p. 432). 

Hoy and Miskel also used the construct of Academic Optimism as a measure of 

the culture of schools in a 2008 study. As leaders search for the elusive means to impact 



student learning, the creation of a culture of Academic Optimism is desirable. "Academic 

Optimism likely both affects and is affected by the collective Academic Optimism of the 

school" (Beard et al., 2009, p. 241). This study examined the perception of the level of 

Academic Optimism in a building by the administrative team - consisting of the 

principal, assistant principals, counselors, academic coaches, instructional technology 

specialists, and the teachers. McGuigan and Hoy (2006) assert that "a principal can 

increase the Academic Optimism of a school by working to enhance the three distinct 

variables of academic emphasis, collective efficacy, and faculty trust in parents and 

students" (p. 222). An examination of these three variables and how they can be 

improved within a school follows in this chapter. 

Collective Efficacy 

The first variable of Academic Optimism is Collective Efficacy, which comes 

from the social cognitive work of Bandura who defined efficacy belief constructs as 

"future oriented judgments about capabilities to organize and accomplish courses of 

action needed to produce the results desired for specific situations or contexts" (Bandura, 

1997, p. 271). It is important to note that these are the beliefs about a group's capabilities, 

not necessarily an accurate assessment of its capabilities. Collective Efficacy beliefs are 

important to the study of organizations because of the control that groups can exercise 

over their capabilities is influenced by the potency of their efficacy beliefs. "The stronger 

an organization's Collective Efficacy beliefs, the more likely that its members are to put 

forth the sustained effort and persistence required to attain desired goals" (Goddard & 

Skrla, 2006, p. 220). In the context of school, Collective Efficacy is the judgment of 



teachers that "the faculty as a whole can organize and execute the actions required to 

have positive effects on students" (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004b, p. 4). 

The theoretical background of efficacy comes from social cognitive theory which 

deals with how people exercise levels of control over their actions and their future. 

Bandura (2002) explains: 

Among the mechanisms of human agency none is more central of 
pervasive than beliefs of personal efficacy. Whatever other factors serve 
as guides and motivators, they are rooted in the core belief that one has the 
power to produce desired effects by one's actions, otherwise one has little 
incentive to act or to persevere in the face of difficulties. Self-efficacy 
beliefs regulate human functioning through cognitive, motivational, 
affective, and decisional processes, (p. 270) 

Efficacy is built through sources of mastery experiences and successes on a personal 

level, the vicarious experiences of watching others fail or succeed on a particular task, 

social persuasion whether formally by leaders or informally by peers, and psychological 

or emotional affective states (Bandura, 1993, 1997). Building upon the theory of self 

efficacy, Collective Efficacy occurs when a person or a group of people believe that they 

are capable of reaching a goal. They are then more likely to approach a goal or problem 

with the effort, creativity, and persistence that is required to succeed. Likewise, a low 

sense of efficacy creates the belief that the goal is unobtainable and effort and persistence 

to reach it is futile (Goddard & Skrla, 2006). Just as self-efficacy is born from personal 

and vicarious experience, Collective Efficacy requires a group to overcome difficulties by 

persistent effort (Goddard et al., 2004b). The concept of efficacious beliefs relating to 

education and student achievement has been examined in three areas - the self efficacy of 

students (Pajares, 1994, 1997), teacher self efficacy (Goddard & Skrla, 2006; Ross & 
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Gray, 2006; Skaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy, & Hoy, 1998), and 

teacher collective efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard, 2001; Goddard, LoGerfo, & 

Hoy, 2004; Goddard & Skrla, 2006; Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 2002). Self efficacy of 

students deals with the belief by a student that he or she will succeed at handling negative 

experiences because the positive academic outcome is still attainable. This can be seen 

conversely in a lack of resilience or persistence when students with a realistic or negative 

assessment of their academic capability fall victim to setbacks or discouragement and do 

not reach a positive outcome (Usher & Pajares, 2008). Teacher self-efficacy is the extent 

that a teacher feels capable of helping students learn and has implications for 

instructional performance, commitment, optimism, persistence, and effort (Ware & 

Kitsantas, 2007). "Teachers have efficacy beliefs about themselves as well as the entire 

faculty" (Hoy et al., 2006, p. 428). While teacher self efficacy is related to Collective 

Efficacy, this study will focus primarily on the Collective Efficacy of a school as related 

to Academic Optimism. 

Bandura (1993) was the first person to report a relationship between a school 

faculty's sense of Collective Efficacy and its performance, a relationship that existed 

despite the low socio-economic status of the student body. Further interest in the concept 

of perceived Collective Efficacy as a school characteristic has grown based on the results 

of studies that indicate schools that are characterized by higher levels of Collective 

Efficacy have systematically higher levels of student achievement (Goddard, 2001; 

Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy, 2004). "Schools in which the faculty 

had a strong sense of Collective Efficacy flourished, whereas those in which faculty 



members had serious doubts about the Collective Efficacy declined in academic 

performance or showed little academic progress" (Hoy et al., 2006, p. 428). According to 

their study's findings, Goddard and Skrla (2006) concluded that "a robust sense of 

Collective Efficacy fosters student achievement by creating a school culture characterized 

by a norm of, and an expectation for, sustained effort and resiliency in the pursuit of 

school goals for students' growth and development, particularly academic achievement" 

(p. 221). This culture is important as schools move towards the often difficult task of 

improving student achievement, particularly faced with difficult situations that may arise 

as a result of external factors such as poverty. Instructional improvement requires faculty 

members to believe they are capable of overcoming various challenges; otherwise, the 

necessary level of effort and work is not likely to occur (Goddard & Skrla, 2006). 

The faculty's ability and willingness to persevere and believe in its effectiveness 

together at both the elementary (Goddard et al., 2000) and high school (Hoy, Sweetland, 

& Smith, 2002) levels makes a positive impact on student achievement. This belief in 

Collective Efficacy has also been shown to influence member's willingness to remain in 

a group even when the group's efforts fail to produce the expected results (Zellars, 

Hochwarter, Perrewe, Miles, & Kiewitz, 2001). "Schools with a high degree of perceived 

collective teacher efficacy set challenging goals and are persistent in their efforts to meet 

these goals" (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007, p.5). In contrast, "where Collective Efficacy 

beliefs are lower, a culture of blame and resentment can emerge in response to 

disappointing performance feedback" (Goddard & Skrla, 2006, p.218). High expectations 

and a culture of belief that they can be obtained create what Goddard call a "normative 



press" (200, p. 471) within a school. This pressure can manifest itself as encouragement 

for teachers to do what it takes to help students to succeed and discouragement for 

abandoning the effort when things get difficult. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) speculate 

that Collective Efficacy may even have a negative effect on some teachers when they 

compare themselves to highly efficacious peers in that they may feel incapable of 

reaching the same high standard. Thus, the effects of a given experience on a teacher's 

Collective Efficacy beliefs about the school are less a result of an actual event or even his 

or her personal ability than of what the faculty members make of them in the context of 

the "dense and influential social networks" within the school (Goddard & Skrla, 2006, p. 

222). As the Collective Efficacy of a school reflects the beliefs and thoughts of a group, it 

is the cognitive element of the triad that is Academic Optimism (Hoy et al., 2006). "We 

focus on the Collective Efficacy of schools and student achievement because Collective 

Efficacy is a school property amenable to change" (Hoy et al., 2006, p. 428). 

As educators and school leaders continue the quest to positively influence student 

achievement in an age of unprecedented accountability, Collective Efficacy is a school 

characteristic that can be improved and has been demonstrated to have a positive impact 

on students. Although researchers have reported that school leaders, primarily principals, 

do not have a direct impact on student achievement, educational leaders do have the 

capability to indirectly affect students through the actions of the teachers (Hallinger & 

Heck, 1996). Goddard et al. (2004) offer that leaders can improve the Collective Efficacy 

level within their faculty by highlighting successes and persuading instructors to believe 

in themselves and their abilities to reach students. Lindsley, Brass & Thomas (1995), in 
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their theoretical analysis of Collective Efficacy, give a specific list of strategies to help 

administrators guide the development of it with their faculty. This list includes the 

treatment of failure and successes as opportunities to discover what strategies are 

working or not working well, providing timely feedback and opportunities for teachers to 

acquire and practice new skills, offering "visionary, inspirational messages to the faculty 

as a whole and addressing the low expectations of particular individual", identifying 

examples of successful performance and facilitating opportunities for teachers to observe 

one another, and to also reduce teacher stress by protecting them from excessive 

community expectations as well as the minutia of district or state initiatives (Ross & 

Gray, 2006, p. 184). Given that these specific actions by a principal may increase 

Collective Efficacy in a faculty, the possibility of leadership increasing Collective 

Efficacy and in turn the Academic Optimism of a school may indeed be promising. 

Academic Emphasis 

Academic Emphasis is defined as the extent to which a school is driven by a quest 

for academic excellence and achievement (Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Hoy et al., 1991). As the 

focus of school is an academic one and the accountability movement of No Child Left 

Behind (2001) has promoted a press for academic achievement of all students (Hoy et al., 

2006), the level of Academic Emphasis in a building and its effect on student 

achievement has been the focus of several studies. 

It would be difficult to examine the characteristic of Academic Emphasis and its 

presence in a school without some discussion of organizational climate. Research studies 

of organizational climate began in the 1950s and 1960s by social scientists who studied 
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the work environment and consequently the impact the environment had on the 

effectiveness of the organization. Two of these researchers, Halpin and Croft (1962), 

described climate as the "organizational 'personality' of a school; figuratively, 

'personality' is to the individual what climate is to the organization" (p. 1). School 

climate is described by Hoy & Miskel (2000) as a "relatively enduring quality of the 

school environment that is experienced by participants, affects their behavior, and is 

based on their collective perceptions of behavior in schools" (p.4). School effectiveness 

researchers have asserted that a school climate that is focused on high expectations, high 

and achievable standards, and a serious and orderly environment have a positive impact 

on student learning (Edmonds, 1979; Purkey & Smith, 1983). These characteristics were 

labeled as academic press. When the characteristics of students having motivation to 

work hard and having respect for academic achievement were added, the definition of the 

collective property was expanded and called academic emphasis. As discussed earlier, the 

concept of Academic Optimism has three distinct dimensions: cognitive, affective 

response, and behavioral (Hoy et al., 2006). The characteristic of Academic Emphasis is 

considered to be the behavioral element as it demonstrates the enactment of Faculty Trust 

in parents and students and Collective Efficacy in the school workplace (Hoy et al., 

2006). The behaviors described as contributing to a culture of Academic Emphasis 

include: high but achievable goals are set for students, there is respect for academic 

achievement by students, and support is provided by the principal to achieve these goals 

(Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). 
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Academic Emphasis as a school characteristic has been reported in several studies 

to be directly and positively related to student achievement at the middle and high school 

levels (Hoy et al., 1991; Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy, Tarter, & Bliss, 

1990) as well as the elementary level (Goddard, Sweetland, & Hoy, 2000). In all three 

levels of school, the same researchers reported that the positive relationship with student 

achievement was found even when controlling for socioeconomic factors. Hoy et al. 

(2006) examined various studies and reported: 

Whether the analysis was multiple regression, structural modeling, or 
hierarchal linear modeling, or whether the level was elementary, middle, 
or secondary, the findings are the same: academic emphasis is a key 
variable in explaining student achievement, even controlling for 
socioeconomic status, previous achievement, and other demographic 
variables, (p. 427) 

Goddard et al. (2000) reported that academic emphasis was not only vital to the 

success of a school but the higher the reported level of academic emphasis, the more 

capable the school is of facilitating student learning. The theory of reciprocal causality 

posed by Bandura (1997) fits well with the idea that a transactional relationship exists 

between academic emphasis and student achievement. As a school experiences success, 

as defined by increased student achievement, the academic emphasis in the building will 

increase and in turn serve to encourage student achievement. The amount of attention that 

is paid to academics in a school by the students, teachers, and administrators impacts the 

school's climate. As school leaders are faced with increased scrutiny on a school's 

student achievement, improving the level of academic emphasis in a school could 

potentially be a useful tool for school improvement. 



As discussed earlier in this chapter, the ability for principals to directly impact 

student achievement has been debated. Academic emphasis is an example of principal's 

instructional leadership behaviors being able to indirectly impact student achievement by 

working through academic emphasis to influence achievement (McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). 

According to various researchers, improving the academic emphasis in a school can be 

accomplished by encouraging and sustaining a culture where decisions are made that 

consistently place emphasis on rigorous academic expectations that go beyond merely 

graduating, encourage respect for academic endeavors and achievement, providing 

resources for students and teachers to attain goals, promoting an orderly environment, 

and believing in the capacity of students to achieve the high expectations established 

(Goddard et al., 2000; Leithwood, 2007; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). A culture of academic 

emphasis impacts the school environment in both the normative and behavioral domains. 

As mentioned previously, the individual constructs of Academic Optimism are in a 

transactional relationship. In a study conducted by Smith (2000), academic emphasis was 

a predictor of faculty trust in parents and students. There was also a significant 

correlation reported between faculty morale and academic emphasis in the same study. 

The construct of faculty trust is discussed further in the next section. 

Faculty Trust in Parents and Students 

Trust is defined as the extent to which one engages in a relationship and is willing 

to be vulnerable to another person based on confidence that the latter party will 

reciprocate. There are multiple facets of trust that can be found in the literature (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003) but in the context of schools, the basic facets of trust -
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benevolence, openness, competence, honesty, and reliability are used in the operational 

definition of Faculty Trust in parents and students (Smith & Hoy, 2007). In a corporate 

view, social trust is "critical for a nation's well being and its ability to stay competitive" 

because when trust relationships between employees and employers grows, the increase 

in social capital that develops causes the level of monitoring to decrease and thus 

increases the amount of innovation and employee flexibility to increase (Daly, 2009, p. 

174). Researchers Bryk and Schneider (2002) suggest that "trust is important for 

organizations that operate in turbulent external environments that depend heavily on 

information sharing for success and whose work processes demand effective 

decentralized decision making" which can be an accurate depiction of the daily 

operations of any school (p. 33). As student learning and achievement is the primary goal 

of schools, this is particularly important in the realm of student learning as Hoy (2006) 

theorized: 

Trusting others is a fundamental aspect of human learning because 
learning is typically a cooperative process, and distrust makes cooperation 
virtually impossible. When students, teachers, and parents have common 
learning goals, trust and cooperation are likely ingredients that improve 
teaching and learning, (p. 430) 

The importance of trust in schools is an important component of student achievement 

(Daly, 2009). The presence of Faculty Trust in parents and students in schools has been 

related to positive practices which include increased collaboration among stakeholders, 

engagement in organizational citizenship behaviors, promotion of risk-tolerant climates, 

and links to improvement in academic productivity (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Hoy 

&Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000; Uline, Miller, & Tshannen-



Moran, 1998). Schools with reported high levels of trust have faculty members who tend 

to practice community outreach, are more likely to seek new ideas and commit to the 

organization's goals (Bryk & Schneider, 2002). On the opposite end of this spectrum is a 

deficiency of trust which has been linked to feelings of isolation, anxiety, and 

estrangement which can be detrimental to any organization, but particularly schools 

(Tschannen-Moran, 2004). A school faculty that can communicate openly and share 

instructional ideas and concerns about solving problems of the students they share will be 

more successful than independent members acting in isolation. Studies have been 

conducted to examine the impact of trust on student achievement, including one by Bryk 

and Schneider (2002) who concluded from a 3-year longitudinal study of 12 Chicago 

elementary schools that relational trust was a significant source of school improvement 

that impacted student attendance, faculty experimentation with new instructional 

practices, and persistent learning. Other evidence to this was reported by Hoy et al., 

(2006) who stated, "Trust among teachers, parents, and students produced schools that 

showed marked gains in student learning, whereas schools with weak trust relationships 

exhibited virtually no improvement" (p. 430). These same researchers reported that 

Faculty Trust, like Collective Efficacy, is a key component that enables the studied 

schools to overcome some of the disadvantages brought by low socio-economic status 

(Hoy et al., 2006). Barr & Parrett (2007) assert: 

Low socio-economic-status families, especially new immigrants, minorities, and 
non-English-language speakers, tend to be unsure and sometimes suspicious and 
antagonistic toward schools controlled by the dominant middle-class culture. 
Many impoverished family members had negative experiences when they were in 
school, which may have heightened their uneasiness and suspicion, (p. 81) 
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"The development of trusting relationships is a critical vehicle not only for improving 

schools but also in helping to overcome some of the disadvantages of poverty" 

(Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 138). The socio-economic level of a student, more than race 

or ethnicity, has been reported to be the more significant hindrance of the trust that would 

lead to achievement (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). This gives further evidence to the power 

of the socio-economic status to impact student achievement. 

The three elements of the triad that make up Academic Optimism have mutually 

beneficial and causal relationships with each other. Where Collective Efficacy 

demonstrates the beliefs of a school, academic emphasis represents the behavior that 

stems from the affective dimension of Faculty Trust and Collective Efficacy interacting 

with one another. "Academic efficacy creates trust in students and parents, which then 

promotes more trust; and finally, trust nurtures academic emphasis, which in turn 

enhances trust" (Smith & Hoy, 2007, p. 560). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) 

suggested that "trust is pivotal in the effort to improve education. And yet, trust seems 

ever more difficult to achieve and maintain" (p. 550). It is then desirable for the leaders 

and faculty members within a school to create a climate that supports and builds trust in 

order to reap the benefits that may be higher student achievement. While there is little 

systematic research on how to build authentic trust, some of the behaviors reported in 

schools with high levels of faculty trust with parents and students are as follows: 

The faculty (a) is caring and demonstrates competence in the ability to facilitate 
learning, (b) shares with parents teaching methods and strategies to involve 
parents as partners in the education process, (c) is honest with parents and honors 
commitments made to students and parents, (d) efforts are made by teachers and 
the principal to foster open and frequent communication with parents, and (f) 
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principals set the tone for trusting relationships by making positive connections 
with parents and students. (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 151) 

Principals looking for specific actions to increase the level of the Academic Optimism in 

his or her school can look to these as specific actions that could impact the level of 

faculty trust in parents and students. 

Summary 

According to the meta-analysis study conducted by Waters et al. (2003), one of 

the most effective leadership practices is situational awareness which occurs when a 

principal is aware of the "details and undercurrents in running the school and uses 

information to address current and potential problems" (p. 12). Being able to practice 

situational awareness and use the information gathered would be dependent on amassing 

accurate perceptions that a leader has of the various characteristics and undercurrents of 

his or her faculty - which could certainly include the components of Academic 

Optimism. This chapter has focused on the effects of poverty on student achievement, 

leadership on student achievement, and the specific characteristics of the construct of 

Academic Optimism. If Academic Optimism can influence the achievement of all 

students, including those from low socio-economic backgrounds, it could benefit leaders 

to examine means to increasing it at the school level. Because situational awareness 

requires a principal to be aware of variables in his or her building in order to correctly act 

on them, the study of congruency of perceptions regarding Academic Optimism was 

conducted in order to illuminate a potential area of disparity in perception of school 

culture that could be addressed. The next chapter will focus on the methodology used to 

address the research questions posed in Chapter One. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter discusses the methodology used to address the research questions. 

The study was quantitative in nature and investigated the congruence of perception of 

Academic Optimism between school faculties and administrative teams at the 

elementary, middle, and high school levels. The independent variables were the academic 

achievement of two groups - non-economically disadvantaged students and economically 

disadvantaged students as determined by free and/or reduced lunch eligibility. The 

dependent variables were the reported perceptions of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, 

and Academic Emphasis by administrative teams and faculty members. The unit of 

analysis was the school level - elementary, middle or high. 

The chapter also outlines the research questions and related null hypotheses, the 

setting and population, the variables, the independent and dependent variables, the type 

of test scores used as well as data collection methods. A description of the research 

survey instrument is included, and procedures for data analysis are described. 

Research Questions and Related Null Hypotheses 

The study was guided by the following five research questions, which sought to 

determine if there is a connection between the independent and dependent variables: 
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1. Is there a statistically significant difference between administrative teams' and 

faculty's perceptions of the characteristics of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

//ola: There is no significant difference between the level of Collective 

Efficacy as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS) between administrative teams and faculties at each school 

level. 

Ho\b: There is no significant difference between the level of Faculty Trust as 

measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS) between 

administrative teams and faculties at each school level. 

/7(ilc: There is no significant difference between the level of Academic 

Emphasis as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS) between administrative teams and faculties at each school 

level. 

2. Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

f/o2a: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective Efficacy 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 



Ho2b: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Academic Emphasis 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//()2c: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Trust in Parents and 

Student levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

HQ3a: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective Efficacy 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//o3b: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 



School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Trust in Parents and 

Student levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

//o3c: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Academic Emphasis 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

//04a: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative teams' 

Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//(J4b: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' Faculty 



Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School 

Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

/fo4c: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' 

Administrative teams' Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the 

School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

//o5a: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and th& Administrative teams' 

Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//o5b: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative teams' 



Faculty Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School 

Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//()5c: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' 

Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Setting and Population 

This study was conducted in a suburban county school system in a southeastern 

state, which has undergone rapid changes in population. The county experienced an 

overall population increase of 65% between the years of 1990 and 2009. Between the 

years of 2000-2006, a shift in demographics occurred as well - the African-American 

population increased from 18.2% to 37.6%, the white population decreased from 75.7% 

to 54.8%, and the Hispanic population grew from 6% to 9.4% 

(http://factfinder.census.gov). 

The local school district serves an enrollment of nearly 15,500 students enrolled 

in 18 traditional and non-traditional schools. The district faculty members consist of more 

than 1,100 teachers, 125 support staff, and 82 administrators. Notably, the district has 

experienced a dramatic increase in the number of students who are eligible for free and 

reduced lunch: 27% in the year 2000 to 61% in 2009 (Governor's Office of Student 

Achievement, 2008). All 18 traditional schools in the district were invited to participate 

http://factfinder.census.gov
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in the study and 14 schools participated by the principals consenting to the voluntary 

participation of their faculty members. The school district is unique in that it has made 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) according to the requirements of The No Child Left 

Behind Act (2001) for four years, which is unique to the metropolitan area of the state. 

School systems with similar demographics, with more than 50% of students on free or 

reduced lunch have not achieved AYP, thus making the target school district a unique 

focus for study. 

This study focused on schools in just one district in order to control for between 

district effects such as professional learning initiatives, strategic planning, and other 

programs unique to the district. The study population consisted of administrative team 

and faculty members from a possible total of 18 schools - 11 elementary, 4 middle, and 3 

high. The total number of potential faculty members available to participate in the study 

was 1,137 teachers and 161 administrative team members. 

Participants 

The principals of all 18 schools in the targeted district were contacted via 

electronic mail requesting the participation of their faculties in the research study. 

Principals were provided with the link to the electronic survey in order to allow them to 

view the survey before deciding upon participation by their faculty. The option of a 

paper and pencil version administration was given in an attempt to increase participation 

rate. Of the 18 potential schools, 14 principals elected to participate and agreed to offer 

the survey to their faculties. Twelve principals forwarded the link to the survey to the 

faculty and requested participation by faculty members electronically. Two principals 



requested the researcher to administer the School Academic Optimism Survey at a 

regularly scheduled faculty meeting. The researcher complied and provided a Letter of 

Consent and a copy of the survey to faculty members present at the meeting. The letter 

of consent and the letter requesting participation are in the Appendix. 

All participants were assured that anonymity would be protected by the researcher 

maintaining the security of the surveys and results. Each participant was required to 

answer the question, "Which of the following best describes your primary job type during 

the 2008-2009 school year?" by selecting their job type from a list of choices in order to 

place the participant in the appropriate group. Faculty members who selected 

"Principal", "Assistant Principal", "Counselor", "Instructional Technology Specialist", 

"Graduation Coach", or "Academic/Instructional Coach" were placed in the 

Administrative Team group. Faculty members who selected "Teacher" were placed in 

the Faculty group. The researcher gave an option of "Other" in the event that a faculty 

member wasn't able to choose a job type from the list. Participants who selected "Other" 

were then asked to describe their job title and the researcher determined the appropriate 

placement. Participants were also required to answer the question, "Were you a faculty 

member at this school during the 2008-2009 school year?" by selecting "yes" or "no". 

Only responses from faculty members who answered "yes" to this question were included 

in the study. This was to ensure that the faculty member was on the staff of the school 

during the corresponding year the standardized test scores were being collected. 
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Test Scores 

The 14 participating schools were in one testing pool, meaning that the same 

academic achievement tests were given at the same level. The elementary and middle 

schools administered the Georgia Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT) and the 

high schools administered the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT). The 

sample for this study was not randomly selected. The CRCT scores in the areas of 

reading, language arts, and mathematics for grades three, five and eight were selected as 

these are the "gateway" scores used to determine if a child is promoted or retained based 

on receiving a passing score of 800. Most studies that examine the impact of leadership 

on student outcomes predominantly use mathematics, reading and language (Robinson, 

Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). The Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) scores in 

the areas of English/Language Arts, Math, Social Studies, and Science were used at the 

high school level. Each section of the 2008-2009 GHSGT has an independent Cronbach's 

alpha score for reliability. For the 2008-2009 fall and spring versions of the tests, the 

reliability averages reported by the Georgia Department of Education were: English 

Language Arts (ELA), 3.015; Mathematics, 3.225; Science, 3.69; Social Studies, 3.97 

(www. gadoe. gov). 

Research Instrument 

The construct of Academic Optimism, and the three unique school characteristics 

which comprise it - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis, were 

measured by the School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS), developed by Dr. Wayne 

Hoy and his colleagues at The Ohio State University. The properties were assessed and 
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reported as aggregated individual perceptions of the faculty group and administrative 

team group, not of the individual participants, and therefore suggest group level attributes 

(Bandura, 1997). The distinct instruments described below measure each of the 

individual characteristics. 

Collective Sense of Self-Efficacy Items 

The instrument measuring Collective Efficacy consists of 12 items developed by 

Goddard (2002). Each one of the items listed below is rated on a 6 point Likert-type scale 

which ranges from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Goddard determined that the 12 

items had high internal consistency (alpha = .94). The Collective Sense of Self-Efficacy 

Items include the following statements: (a) teachers in this school are able to get through 

to the most difficult students, (b) teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate 

their students, (c) if a child doesn't want to learn teachers here give up, (d) teachers here 

don't have the skills needed to produce meaningful results, (e) teachers in this school 

believe that every child can learn, (f) these students come to school ready to learn, (g) 

home life provides so many advantages that students are bound to learn, (h) students here 

just aren't motivated to learn, (i) teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with 

student disciplinary problems, (j) the opportunities in this community help ensure that 

these students will learn, (k) learning is more difficult at this school because students are 

worried about their safety and (1) drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning 

difficult for students here. 
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Faculty Trust in Students and Parents Items 

The ten items listed below measure the characteristic of trust. These items were 

selected by Dr. Hoy from the Omnibus Trust Scale developed by Hoy and Tschannen-

Moran (2003). Each one of the items listed below is rated on a 6 point Likert-type scale 

which ranges from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The validity and reliability of this 

scale have been supported in several studies (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). The 

Faculty Trust in Students and Parents Items include: (a) teachers in this school trust their 

students, (b) teachers in this school trust the parents, (c) students in this school care about 

each other, (d) parents in this school are reliable in their commitments, (e) students in this 

school can be counted upon to do their work, (f) teachers can count upon parental 

support, (g) teachers here believe that students are competent learners, (h) teachers think 

that most of the parents do a good job, (i) teachers can believe what parents tell them, and 

(j) students here are secretive. 

Academic Emphasis Items 

Academic Emphasis was measured in this study by eight items from the 

Organizational Health Inventory (Hoy et al., 1991; Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 

1997). Each one of the items listed below is rated on a 4 point Likert-type scale which 

ranges from rarely to very often. Goddard was the first to use these items as part of a 

stand-alone measure of academic emphasis. Three separate factor analysis studies 

provided predictive validity of the academic emphasis scores (Hoy et al., 1991; Hoy & 

Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 1997). Reliability was reported as high (alpha=.92) in 

Goddard's 2000 study of Academic Emphasis. The Academic Emphasis items include: 



(a) the school sets high standards for performance, (b) students respect others who get 

good grades (c) students seek extra work so they can get good grades, (d) academic 

achievement is recognized and acknowledged by the school, (e) students try hard to 

improve on previous work, (f) the learning environment is orderly, (g) the students in this 

school can achieve the goals that have been set for them, and (h) teachers in this school 

believe that their students have the ability to achieve academically. 

In order to establish the level of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic 

Emphasis reported by each person, a formula was used in the scoring of the SAOS which 

included the reverse scoring of selected items. All surveys were scored to produce 

aggregate school measures for each of the variables and a school mean for each of the 

construct's variables was calculated. The means from each of the schools were used to 

calculate the average of the school level for elementary, middle, and high schools. 

Data Collection 

The superintendent of the target school district was contacted to seek permission 

to conduct the study and for the researcher to seek the cooperation and participation of 

the school principals. The appropriate documentation to pursue Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) approval of both Mercer University and the school district was completed 

and accepted. Principals who agreed to have their schools participate were asked to allow 

the researcher to administer the survey either at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting or 

electronically. An introductory letter including a brief description of the study, a request 

for candid answers, as well as a statement ensuring individual anonymity for participants 

was provided to each person willing to participate. Demographic information including 
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the administrator's or faculty member 's years of service at the school site was requested 

in order to exclude the results of participants who were not working at a school the year 

of the test data being used were attained. 

Information about student achievement was obtained from the state government's 

school accountability website. Standardized test scores were published for every district, 

school, and grade level. The results were disaggregated and included the necessary 

information for students eligible for receiving free or reduced lunch, which is the measure 

of school level socio-economic status (SES). Students who received free or reduced 

lunches were identified as being economically disadvantaged by the state website. The 

more students qualified to receive free or reduced lunch, the lower the overall SES of the 

school was considered to be. 

Statistical Analyses 

Data analyses required two statistical procedures to address the 15 null 

hypotheses. For null hypotheses la, lb, and lc, independent ?-tests were calculated to 

determine if differences between two sets of means of the School Academic Optimism 

Survey (SAOS) were statistically significant. Independent /-tests are used to determine 

whether the means of the variables were statistically significant different between two 

groups (Warner, 2008). The groups compared in this study were the administrative 

team's perceptions and the faculty's perceptions of the levels of Academic Optimism and 

its components - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis. The 

remaining null hypotheses, 2a - 2c, 3a - 3c, 4a - 4c, and 5a - 5c, were addressed using 
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the Pearson Correlation statistic to examine the strength of the relationships (Warner, 

2008) between the level of Academic Optimism and student achievement. 

Variables 

The dependent variable for the study was the achievement of two different groups 

of students: those identified as economically disadvantaged and those identified as non-

economically disadvantaged. Achievement was measured on state standardized tests for 

elementary and middle school, the Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) and 

the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) for high school. 

The independent variables were the administrative teams' and faculty members' 

levels of perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust in 

Parents and Students, and Academic Emphasis. These were specified as: (a) 

administrative team perception of Collective Efficacy, (b) administrative team perception 

of Faculty Trust, (c) administrative team perception of Academic Emphasis, (d) faculty 

perception of Collective Efficacy, (e) faculty perception of Faculty Trust, and (f) faculty 

perception of Academic Emphasis. 

Summary 

Administrative team and faculty members of a targeted district were surveyed 

using the School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS). The data from these surveys were 

disaggregated into the three Academic Optimism characteristics - Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis. The means of the reported perceptions on the 

SAOS by faculty and administrative team members were compared using Independent t-

tests. There were no statistically significant differences reported. 



Student data for elementary and middle school for the Criterion Reference 

Competency Test (CRCT) and the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) were 

collected from the Georgia's Office of Student Achievement (GAOSA). These data were 

sorted by students identified as economically disadvantaged or non-economically 

disadvantaged. Pearson correlations were computed to analyze the relationships between 

the student test scores and the perceptions of Academic Optimism by teachers and 

administrative teams at each school level - elementary, middle, and high school. 

This chapter was written to clarify the population, the researcher's methodology 

and procedures as well as to report the findings of the statistical calculations. Chapter 

Four will contain the findings of the study by discussing each research question and the 

related null hypotheses. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to examine the properties of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis and how they are perceived 

by the administrative teams and faculties of schools and if statistically significant 

relationships between these perceptions and student achievement were evident. The 

survey instrument used was the School Academic Optimism Survey developed by Dr. 

Wayne Hoy of Ohio State University and his colleagues. Student achievement data were 

obtained from the Georgia Department of Education and Governor's Office of Student 

Accountability's website (www.gaosa.org). The data collected were the standardized test 

scores for each participating school on the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT) 

for grades 3, 5, and 8 or the Georgia High School Graduation Tests (GHSGT) for English 

Language Arts (ELA), Math, Social Studies, and Science. The level of analysis for this 

study was the school level - elementary, middle, or high school. Each participating 

school's data were analyzed and then aggregated with the appropriate school level. 

Quantitative and survey data were used to determine (a) if statistically significant 

differences existed between the Academic Optimism characteristics of Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis levels reported by the administrative 

teams and the faculties; (b) if statistically significant relationships existed between the 

http://www.gaosa.org
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reported Academic Optimism levels of the administrative team and non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement; and (c) if statistically significant relationships 

existed between the reported Academic Optimism levels of the faculty and economically 

disadvantaged student achievement. Independent sample t tests and Pearson Correlation 

were used to analyze the data and determine if statistically significant differences or 

relationships existed among the variables. 

Research Questions and Related Null Hypotheses 

The following five research questions were examined during this study. Each 

question was addressed separately in the Findings section of this chapter. 

1. Is there a statistically significant difference between administrative teams' and 

faculty's perceptions of the characteristics of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

H0\a: There is no significant difference between the level of Collective 

Efficacy as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS) between administrative teams and faculties at each school 

level. 

/ /olb: There is no significant difference between the level of Faculty Trust as 

measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS) between 

administrative teams and faculties at each school level. 

//01 c: There is no significant difference between the level of Academic 

Emphasis as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 
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(SAOS) between administrative teams and faculties at each school level. 

2. Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

//()2a: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective Efficacy 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Ho2b: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Academic Emphasis 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

HQ2C: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Trust in Parents and 

Student levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 
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3. Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

Ho3a: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective Efficacy 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

//o3b: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Trust in Parents and 

Student levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

Ho3c: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Academic Emphasis 

levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

4. Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 



//o4a: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative teams' 

Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Ho4b: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' Faculty 

Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School 

Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

/Y()4c: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' 

Administrative teams' Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the 

School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 



Ho5a: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative teams' 

Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Ho5b: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative teams' 

Faculty Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School 

Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

HQ5C: There is no significant relationship between economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative teams' 

Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Research Design 

This section includes descriptions of the survey instrument used, the method for 

survey distribution and response collection, student data collection, and an item analysis 

for each survey item and the corresponding research question and null hypotheses 



addressed. The School Academic Optimism Survey was designed by Dr. Hoy of Ohio 

State University and his colleagues. The instrument is a composition of items 

extrapolated by Dr. Hoy from three other instruments described further in greater detail. 

The survey is available on Dr. Hoy's website (www.waynekhov.com) as a free download 

of the instrument and directions for scoring. 

The Collective Efficacy construct is comprised of a short version of the 12 item 

Collective Efficacy scale (Goddard et al., 2000,2004). The construct validity and 

reliability of the scale has been demonstrated in previous studies and Goddard determined 

that the 12 items had a high internal consistency with alpha=.91. A Likert-type scale with 

a 6 point range of scoring from (1) strongly disagrees to (6) strongly agree was used. Of 

the 12 items, 6 negatively worded items were reverse scored. 

The construct of Faculty Trust in Students and Parents was measured by using 10 

items selected from the original 26 item Omnibus Trust Scale which was developed by 

Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) and was reported to have an alpha coefficient of 

reliability of .94. Of the 10 items, only one was reverse scored. As with the Collective 

Efficacy survey items, a Likert-type scale with a 6 point range of scoring from (1) 

strongly disagrees to (6) strongly agree was used. 

The eight items measuring Academic Emphasis were selected by Hoy from his 

Organizational Health Inventory (Hoy, et al., 1991; Hoy & Tarter, 1997). Unlike the 

previous sections, a 4 point Likert-type scale was used with a range of occurs (1) rarely to 

(4) very often. Predictive validity of the Academic Emphasis scores have been provided 

in three separate factor analysis studies by Hoy (Hoy et al., 1991; Hoy & Tarter, 1997; 

http://www.waynekhov.com
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Hoy & Sabo, 1998). Reliability was reported as high (alpha=.92) in Goddard's 2000 

study of academic emphasis. 

Respondents 

This study was conducted in a suburban school system where nearly 15,500 

students were enrolled. The superintendent describes this district as being "suburban with 

urban tendencies" and is unique in that it is the only district to have made Adequate 

Yearly Progress (A YP) according to the requirements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

for four consecutive years within the metropolitan area of the state. School districts with 

similar demographics, with more than 50% of students qualifying for free or reduced 

lunch have not achieved AYP, thus making the district a unique focus for the study. The 

district has also experienced a dramatic increase in the number of students who are 

eligible for free and reduced lunches: 27% in the year 2000 to 55% in 2009. This rapid 

increase in students identified as low socio-economic status provided impetus for a study 

about building level characteristics with emphasis on student achievement to include 

students identified as coming from low socio-economic households. 

After Institutional Review Board approval was obtained and the school district 

granted permission for the research to be conducted, each eligible school principal was 

contacted via electronic letter to request survey participation. Only traditional elementary, 

middle, or high schools were considered. Alternative schools, magnet schools, and non-

traditional schools such as the local career academy were not included in the study. The 

researcher offered survey access by a web based electronic survey service or a paper and 

pencil administration at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting at the principal's 
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discretion. Of the 18 eligible schools, 14 schools' principals elected to participate and 

made their school's faculty members aware of the survey. The electronic surveying 

method was selected by 12 of the principals while one elementary school principal and 

one high school principal requested a paper and pencil administration of the SAOS at a 

faculty meeting. Table 2 shows the number of possible participants at each school level 

where principals agreed for their school to participate and the number of usable surveys 

obtained. Surveys were deemed usable if they were completed by a faculty member who 

had served in the school during the 2008-2009 school year in order to be compatible with 

the student testing data obtained the same year. 

Table 2 

Possible Survey Participants, Usable Responses, and Response Rates for District and 
Participating Schools 

Possible 
respondents 

from 
participating 

schools 

Usable 
Surveys 

Response 
rate from 

total 
district 

Response rate of 
participating 

schools 

Elementary Admin 50 35 67% 70% 

Elementary Teachers 366 194 67% 53% 

Middle School Admin 39 22 56% 56% 

Middle School Teachers 273 107 39% 39% 

High School Admin 48 35 73% 73% 

High School Teachers 315 160 51% 51% 

Totals 1091 553 51% 57% 



Student achievement data were obtained from the Georgia Department of 

Education and Governor's Office of Student Accountability's website (www.gaosa.org). 

The data collected were the standardized test scores for each participating school on the 

Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3, 5, and 8 or the Georgia High 

School Graduation Tests (GHSGT) for English Language Arts (ELA), Math, Social 

Studies, and Science. The data used for each school level was the percentage of students, 

both considered low socio-economic and non low socio-economic as determined by 

eligibility to receive free and reduced lunch, who received a passing score on the 

assessment. The level of analysis for this study was the school level - elementary, 

middle, and high so each school's data were analyzed and then aggregated with the 

appropriate school level. 

Findings 

The five research questions were answered by analyzing data using Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software package version 18. The alpha level was set 

at .05 for all statistical analyses. Where statistically significant differences or 

relationships were found, effect sizes were determined based on Cohen's d, which is 

defined as small with r2 < .01, medium with r2 = .09, or large with r2 > .25 (Warner, 

2008). 

Research Question One 

Is there a statistically significant difference between administrative teams' and 

faculty's perceptions of the characteristics of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

http://www.gaosa.org
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In order to answer the first research question, three null hypotheses were 

developed that would each address an individual characteristic of Academic Optimism. 

Each of these null hypotheses will be addressed separately below. The individual scores 

of each participant's survey responses to the Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis questions on the survey were obtained and subsequently averaged 

and then entered into SPSS to determine a Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis average for each school level - elementary, middle, or high school. 

Each individual score was also entered with a corresponding job type code to delineate 

between the teacher and administrative team groups for comparison purposes. 

HQla: There is no significant difference between the level of Collective Efficacy 

as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS) between administrative 

teams and faculties at each school level. 

An independent samples /-test was conducted to determine if there was a 

significant difference between teachers' and administrative teams' perceptions of 

Collective Efficacy as measured by the SAOS for elementary, middle, and high school 

levels. Homogeneity of variances was evaluated using Levene's test which was not 

significant for elementary, middle, or high schools with p = .978, .208, and .607 

respectively. This indicated that the variances of the two Collective Efficacy groups were 

not significantly different at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. Therefore, 

the homogeneity of variance assumption for the /-test was supported. See table 3 below 

for Collective Efficacy results. 



Table 14 

Results of Independent t-tests Comparing Reported Collective Efficacy Perceptions 

School Level N Mean Mean 
difference 

SD t df P 

Elementary Admin 35 4.61 -.121 .571 -1.18 227 .239 

Elementary Faculty 194 4.49 .561 

Middle Admin 22 4.37 .108 .807 .658 129 .511 

Middle Faculty 109 4.48 .685 

High School Admin 35 4.08 -.030 .613 -.243 163 .808 

High School Faculty 130 4.05 .676 

Results of the independent /-tests for Collective Efficacy indicate that there was 

not a significant difference in the mean scores of participants in the faculty groups and 

the administrative team groups at the elementary, middle, or high school levels. It is for 

this reason that the researcher failed to reject the null for hypothesis number la. 

Holb: There is no significant difference between the level of Faculty Trust in 

Parents and Students as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS) 

between administrative teams and faculties at each school level. 

An independent samples /-test was conducted to determine if there was a 

significant difference between teachers' and administrative teams' perceptions of Faculty 

Trust as measured by the SAOS for elementary, middle, or high school levels. 

Homogeneity of variances was evaluated using Levene's test which was non-significant 

for elementary and middle schools with p = .086 and .590 respectively. This indicated 

that the variances of the two Faculty Trust groups were not significantly different at the 
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elementary and middle school levels. Therefore, the homogeneity of variance assumption 

for the t-test was supported. In the case of the high schools, the Levene's test indicated a 

significant p value of .035, therefore equal variances were not assumed and the 

corresponding figures were used. See table 4 below for Faculty Trust independent /-test 

results. 

Table 4 

Results of Independent t-tests Comparing Reported Faculty Trust Perceptions 

School Level N Mean Mean 
difference 

Standard 
Deviation 

t df P 

Elementary Admin 35 3.89 .170 .610 -1.29 227 .198 

Elementary Faculty 194 3.72 .736 

Middle Admin 22 3.93 -.073 .655 .446 129 .656 

Middle Faculty 109 4.00 .709 

High School Admin* 35 4.04 .967 .438 -1.05 74.84 .297 

High School Faculty* 130 3.94 .621 

*equal variances not assumed as the Levene's Test for Level of Variances was significant at the .035 level 

Results of the independent /-tests for Faculty Trust indicate that there was not a 

significant difference in the mean scores of participants in the faculty groups and the 

administrative team groups at the elementary, middle, or high school levels. It is for this 

reason that the researcher failed to reject null hypothesis number lb. 

//o 1 c: There is no significant difference between the level of Academic Emphasis 

as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS) between administrative 

teams and faculties at each school level. 
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An independent samples f-test was conducted to determine if there was a 

significant difference between teachers' and administrative teams' perceptions of 

Academic Emphasis as measured by the SAOS for elementary, middle, and high school 

levels. Homogeneity of variances was evaluated using Levene's test which was non-

significant for elementary, middle, or high schools with p = .434, .854, and .482 

respectively. This indicated that the variances of the two Faculty Trust groups were not 

significantly different at the elementary, middle, or high school levels. Therefore, the 

homogeneity of variance assumption for the /-test was supported. See table 5 below for 

Academic Emphasis independent /-test results. 

Table 5 

Results of Independent t-tests Comparing Academic Emphasis Perceptions 

School Level N Mean Mean 
difference 

Standard 
Deviation 

t df P 

Elementary Admin 35 3.00 -.130 .472 1.57 227 .117 

Elementary Faculty 194 3.13 .450 

Middle Admin 22 2.53 -.149 .560 1.16 129 .245 

Middle Faculty 109 2.68 .546 

High School Admin 35 2.84 -.271 .538 .252 163 .801 

High School Faculty 130 2.87 .573 

Results of the independent /-tests for Faculty Trust indicate that there was not a 

significant difference in the mean scores of participants in the faculty groups and the 

administrative team groups at the elementary, middle, or high school levels. It is for this 

reason that the researcher failed to reject null hypothesis number 3a. 



77 

Research Question Two 

Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

In order to answer the second research question, three null hypotheses were 

developed that would each address an individual characteristic of Academic Optimism. 

Each of these null hypotheses will be addressed separately below. The individual scores 

of each participant's survey responses to the Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis questions on the survey were obtained and subsequently averaged 

and then entered into SPSS to determine a Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis average for each school level - elementary, middle, or high school. 

School averages of the percentage of students who passed the appropriate state 

assessment were obtained for students identified as non-economically disadvantaged. A 

Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationships between the 

Academic Optimism characteristics of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust in parents and 

students, and Academic Emphasis as reported by Faculty members and the percentage of 

Non-Economically Disadvantaged students passing state assessments. 

HQ2SL\ There is no significant relationship between student achievement as 

measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia 

High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective Efficacy levels as 

measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 



Table 6 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Faculty Collective Efficacy and 

the percentage of students passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) for grades 3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA) or 

the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas of Math, Social Studies, 

and Science for Non- Economically Disadvantaged (Non ED) students. 
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Table 17 

Correlation of Faculty Collective Efficacy and Non Economically 
Disadvantaged Student Passing Rates on the CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading Non ED .095 .189 

3ELA Non ED -.051 .480 

3Math Non ED .022 .756 

5Reading Non ED .261** .000 

5ELA Non ED -.096 .184 

5Math Non ED -.093 .198 

8Reading Non ED -.132 .171 

8ELA Non ED .065 .503 

8Math Non ED .525** .000 

GHSGT Math Non ED -.042 .810 

GHSGT SS Non ED .361* .033 

GHSGT Sci Non ED .215 .214 

**p<M *p<. 05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-economically disadvantaged 
SS = Social Studies 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 6, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since: r(194) = 

.261, <.000 for grade 5 Reading which indicates a small effect size of .07; r(109)= .525, 



/?<.000 for grade 8 Math which indicates a large effect size of .27; and r(130) = .361, p< 

.033 for high school Social Studies which indicates a medium effect size o f . 13. The 

researcher concluded that the Academic Optimism characteristic of Collective Efficacy 

was significantly related to the percentage of students passing the fifth grade Reading and 

eighth grade Math sections of the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT) and the 

Social Studies portion of the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT). 

HQ5: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced 

Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and 

Faculty Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 7 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Faculty perception of Faculty 

Trust in Parents and students and the percentage of students passing the Georgia Criterion 

Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, 

English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in 

the areas of Math, Social Studies, and Science for Non- Economically Disadvantaged 

(Non ED) students. 
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Table 17 

Correlation of Faculty Perceptions of Faculty Trust and Percentage ofNon-
Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading Non ED -.075 .299 

3 EL A Non ED -.162* .024 

3Math Non ED .134 .062 

5Reading Non ED -.154* .032 

5ELA Non ED -.025 .730 

5Math Non ED .033 .653 

8Reading Non ED .007 .940 

8ELA Non ED .080 .409 

8Math Non ED -.013 .896 

GHSGT Math Non ED -.220* .012 

GHSGT SS Non ED -.111 .210 

GHSGT Sci Non ED .168 .056 

**p<m *p<. 05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson r 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 7, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since: 

r(194) = -.162, p<.024 for grade 3 English Language Arts which indicates a small effect 

size of .02; r(194)= -.154, p<.032 for grade 5 Reading which indicates a small effect size 



of .02, and r(130) = -.220, p<.012 for high school Math which indicates a small effect 

size of .04 for this inverse correlation. There were no statistically significant correlations 

reported at the middle school level. The researcher concluded that the Academic 

Optimism component of Faculty Trust was significantly related to the percentage of 

students passing the third grade English Language Arts, fifth grade Reading sections of 

the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT), and the Math portion of the Georgia 

High School Graduation Test (GHSGT). 

Ho6: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced 

Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and 

Faculty Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

Table 8 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Faculty perception of Academic 

Emphasis and the percentage of students passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced 

Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3 ,5 , and 8 in the areas of Reading, English 

Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas 

of Math, Social Studies, and Science for Non- Economically Disadvantaged (Non ED) 

students. 
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Table 17 

Correlations of Faculty Perceptions of Academic Emphasis and 
Percentage of Non-Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the 
CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading Non ED -.067 .357 

3ELA Non ED .066 .358 

3Math Non ED .139 .053 

5Reading Non ED -.044 .538 

5 EL A Non ED .268** .000 

5Math Non ED .311** .000 

8 Reading Non ED -.117 .227 

8ELA Non ED -.112 .247 

8Math Non ED .059 .545 

GHSGT Math Non ED .857** .000 

GHSGT SS Non ED -.255* .003 

GHSGT Sci Non ED -.960** .000 

**p<M *p<. 05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
SS = Social Studies 
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After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 8, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since r(194) = 

.268, p<.000 for grade 5 English Language Arts with a small effect size of .07 and 

r(194)= .311, pc .01 for grade 5 Math with a medium effect size of .10. At the high school 

level, significant relationships were found with: Math since r(130) = .857, p<.000 with a 

large effect size of .731; Social Studies since r(130) = -.255, /?<.003 with a small effect 

size of .06; also Science since r(130), = .960, p<.000 with a large effect size of .921. The 

researcher concluded that the Academic Optimism characteristic of Academic Emphasis 

was significantly related to the percentage of students passing the fifth grade English 

Language Arts and Math sections of the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT) 

but there were no significant relationships at the middle school level. The most 

statistically significant relationships for Academic Emphasis and for the entire study were 

found at the high school level in the areas of: Math with r(130), = .857, p< .000 and 

Science with r(130) = -.960, p<.01. Oddly, the results indicated an inverse relationship 

for Social Studies and Science so that the lower the perception of Academic Emphasis by 

high school faculty members, the higher the percentage of students passing the Georgia 

High School Graduation Test in those areas. 

Research Question Three 

Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 
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In order to answer the third research question, three null hypotheses were 

developed that would each address an individual characteristic of Academic Optimism. 

Each of these null hypotheses is addressed separately below. The individual scores of 

each participant's survey responses to the Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis questions on the survey were obtained and subsequently averaged 

and then entered into SPSS to determine a Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis average for each school level - elementary, middle, or high school. 

School averages of the percentage of students who passed the appropriate state 

assessment were obtained for two groups - students identified as economically 

disadvantaged and non- economically disadvantaged based on the qualification of being 

eligible for free or reduced lunches. A Pearson r correlation coefficient was computed to 

assess the relationships between the Academic Optimism characteristics of Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust in parents and students, and Academic Emphasis as reported by 

administrative teams and the percentage of students identified as non-economically 

disadvantaged passing state assessments. 

HQ3a: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced 

Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the 

Administrative Teams' Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 9 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Administrative Team 

perception of Collective Efficacy and the percentage of non-economically disadvantaged 



students passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 

3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas of Math, Social Studies, and Science. 

Table 9 

Correlations of Administrative Team Perceptions of Collective Efficacy 
and Percentage of Non-Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the 
CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading Non ED -.190 .282 

3 ELA Non ED -.085 .632 

3Math Non ED .089 .616 

5Reading Non ED -.006 .972 

5ELA Non ED .297 .088 

5Math Non ED .174 .325 

8Reading Non ED .287 .196 

8ELA Non ED .588** .004 

8Math Non ED .607** .003 

GHSGT Math Non ED -.020 .162 

GHSGT SS Non ED .053 .533 

GHSGT Sci Non ED .215 .214 
**p<.0\ *p<.05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 



After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 9, the researcher rejected null hypothesis 3a: since r(35) = 

.588, p<.004 for eighth grade English Language Arts with a medium effect size of .34 

and r(35) = .607, /7<.003 for eighth grade Math with a medium effect size of .37. The 

researcher concluded that although the Academic Optimism characteristic of Collective 

Efficacy was not significantly related to the percentage of non-Economically 

Disadvantaged students passing the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT) at the 

elementary school level, it was significantly related at the middle school level. There was 

no statistically significant relationship at the high school level. 

//o3b: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced 

Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and 

Administrative teams' Faculty Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the 

School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 10 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Administrative Team 

perception of Faculty Trust and the percentage of students passing the Georgia Criterion 

Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, 

English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in 

the areas of Math, Social Studies, and Science for Non-Economically Disadvantaged 

(ED) students. 
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Table 17 

Correlation of Administrative Team Perceptions of Faculty Trust and 
Percentage of Non-Economically Disadvantaged Students 
passing the CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading Non ED -.194 .272 

3ELA Non ED .203 .250 

3Math Non ED .024 .893 

5Reading Non ED .430 * .011 

5ELA Non ED .285 .102 

5Math Non ED .345* .046 

8Reading Non ED .007 .940 

8ELA Non ED .080 .409 

8Math Non ED -.013 .896 

GHSGT Math Non ED .868** .000 

GHSGT SS Non ED .011 .951 

GHSGT Sci Non ED .044 .800 

**p<.01 *p<.05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
SS = Social Studies 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. The researcher 

rejected the null hypothesis, based on the results as indicated in Table 10 since r(35) = 

.430, p<.011 with a medium effect size of .18 for grade 5 Reading and since r(35) = .345, 
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p<.046 with a medium effect size of .12. At the high school level, significant 

relationships were found with Math since r(35) = .868, pc.OOO with a large effect size of 

.75. The researcher concluded that the Academic Optimism characteristic of Faculty 

Trust was significantly related to the percentage of students passing the fifth grade 

English Reading and Math sections of the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT). 

The most statistically significant relationship for Academic Emphasis and was noted at 

the high school level in the area of Math with r(35), = .868, p < .000. The results 

indicated a positive relationship for grade 5 Reading, grade 5 Math, and high school Math 

so that the higher the perception of Faculty Trust by elementary and high school 

administrative team members, the higher the percentage of students passing the CRCT or 

GHSGT in those areas. 

HQ3C: There is no significant relationship between non-economically 

disadvantaged student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced 

Competency Test (CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and 

Administrative teams Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 11 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Administrative Team 

perceptions of Academic Emphasis and the percentage of non-economically 

disadvantaged students passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) for grades 3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA) or 

the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas of Math, Social Studies, 

and Science 
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Table 17 

Correlation of Administrative Team Perceptions of Academic Emphasis 
and Percentage of Non-Economically Disadvantaged Students 
passing the CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 
3 Reading Non ED -.204 .247 

3ELA Non ED .028 .876 

3Math Non ED .062 .728 

5Reading Non ED -.220 .211 

5 ELA Non ED .333 .055 

5Math Non ED .172 .330 

8Reading Non ED -.054 .810 

8ELA Non ED .044 .846 

8Math Non ED -.011 .962 

GHSGT Math Non ED .350* .039 

GHSGT SS Non ED -.050 .776 

GHSGT Sci Non ED -.295 .086 

**/?<.01 *p<. 05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
SS = Social Studies 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. The researcher 

rejected the null hypothesis, based on the results as indicated in Table 11 since r(35) = 

.350, p<.039 with a medium effect size of .12 for the percentage of Non-Economically 
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Disadvantaged students passing the Math portion of the GHSGT. The researcher 

concluded that the Academic Optimism characteristic of Academic Emphasis was 

significantly related only to the percentage of Non-Economically Disadvantaged students 

passing the Math portion of the GHSGT. 

Research Question Four 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student achievement 

and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis? 

In order to answer the fourth research question, three null hypotheses were 

developed that would each address an individual characteristic of Academic Optimism. 

Each of these null hypotheses will be addressed separately below. The individual scores 

of each participant's survey responses to the Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis questions on the survey were obtained and subsequently averaged 

and then entered into SPSS to determine a Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis average for each school level - elementary, middle, or high school. 

School averages of the percentage of students who passed the appropriate state 

assessment were obtained for two groups - students identified as economically 

disadvantaged and non- economically disadvantaged based on the qualification of being 

eligible for free or reduced lunches. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 

was computed to assess the relationships between the Academic Optimism characteristics 

of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust in parents and students, and Academic Emphasis as 



reported by Faculty members and the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged 

students passing state assessments. 

H04a: There is no significant relationship between economically disadvantaged 

student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Collective 

Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 12 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Faculty perception of 

Collective Efficacy and the percentage of students passing the Georgia Criterion 

Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, 

English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in 

the areas of English Language Arts, Math, Social Studies, and Science for Economically 

Disadvantaged (ED) students. 
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Table 17 

Correlation of Faculty Perceptions of Collective Efficacy and Percentage 
of Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading ED .079 .271 

3ELA ED .092 .203 

3Math ED -.012 .868 

5ReadingED .173 .432 

5ELA ED -.116 .624 

5Math ED -.163 .983 

8Reading ED .252** .008 

8ELA ED .344** .000 

8Math ED .448** .000 

GHSGT ELA ED .012 .688 

GHSGT Math ED .059 .789 

GHSGT SS ED .061 .654 

GHSGT Sci ED .051 .964 
**p<. 01 *p<.05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
ELA = English Language Arts 
SS = Social Studies 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 12, the researcher rejected null hypothesis 4a: r(109) = .252, 

p< ,008with a small effect size of .06 for grade 8 Reading; r(109) = .344, p<.000 with a 



medium effect size o f . 11 for grade 8 English Language Arts; also, r(109) = .448, p<.000 

with a medium effect size of .20 for grade 8 Math. The researcher concluded that the 

Academic Optimism characteristic of Collective Efficacy was significantly related to the 

percentage of economically disadvantaged students passing the Criterion Reference 

Competency Test (CRCT) at the middle school level. Interestingly, Collective Efficacy 

was significantly positively related to all three test areas in the middle school. There were 

no statistically significant relationships at the elementary or high school levels. 

//()4b: There is no significant relationship between economically disadvantaged 

student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Trust in Parents 

and Student levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 13 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Faculty perception of Faculty 

Trust in Parents and Schools and the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students 

passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3 ,5 , and 

8 in the areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High School 

Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas of English Language Arts, Math, Social Studies, 

and Science for Economically Disadvantaged (ED) students. 



95 

Table 17 

Correlations of Faculty Perceptions of Faculty Trust and Percentage of 
Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the CRCT or the GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading ED .186** .009 

3ELA ED -.030 .683 

3Math ED .169* .018 

5ReadingED .087 .225 

5ELA ED -.111 .123 

5Math ED -.126 .080 

8Reading ED -.129 .182 

8ELA ED -.061 .529 

8Math ED -.079 .414 

GHSGT ELA ED -.151 .086 

GHSGT Math ED .144 .102 

GHSGT SS ED .161 .067 

GHSGT Sci ED .070 .426 

**p<.01 *p<.05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
ELA = English Language Arts 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 13, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since r(194) = 

.186, p<.009 with a small effect size of .03 for grade 3 Reading and r(194)= .169, p<.018 



with a small effect size of .02 for grade 3 Math. At the middle and high school levels, no 

significant relationships were found. The researcher concluded that the Academic 

Optimism characteristic of Faculty Trust was significantly related to the percentage of 

students passing the third grade Reading and Math sections of the Criterion Reference 

Competency Test (CRCT). The results indicated a positive relationship for grade 3 

Reading and Math so that the higher the perception of Collective Efficacy by elementary 

school faculty members, the higher the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged 

students passing the CRCT in those areas. 

7/o4c: There is no significant relationship between economically disadvantaged 

student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Faculty Academic 

Emphasis levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 14 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Faculty perception of 

Academic Emphasis and the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students passing 

the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3 ,5 , and 8 in the 

areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High School Graduation 

Test (GHSGT) in the areas of English Language Arts, Math, Social Studies, and Science. 



Table 14 

Correlations of Faculty Perceptions of Academic Emphasis and 
Percen tage of Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the 
CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading ED .307** .000 

3ELA ED .172* .017 

3Math ED .128 .074 

5ReadingED .092 .204 

5ELA ED -.054 .454 

5Math ED .068 .347 

8Reading ED -.011 .907 

8ELA ED -.025 .795 

8Math ED .015 .876 

GHSGT ELA ED -.369** .000 

GHSGT Math ED -.064 .468 

GHSGT SS ED -.027 .758 

GHSGT Sci ED -.141 .110 

**p<.0\ *p<. 05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
ELA = English Language Arts 
SS = Social Studies 



After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 14, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since: r(192) = 

.307, p<.000 with a medium effect size of .09 for grade 3 Reading and r(192)= .172, 

p<.011 with a small effect size of .03 for grade 3 English Language Arts. There were no 

significant relationships found at the middle school level. At the high school level, only 

one significant relationship was found with English Language Arts since r(128) = -.369, 

p<.()00 with a medium effect size of .13. The researcher concluded that the Academic 

Optimism characteristic of Academic Emphasis was significantly related to the 

percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students passing the third grade Reading and 

English Language Arts sections of the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT). 

Oddly, the results at the high school level indicated an inverse relationship for English 

Language Arts so that the lower the perception of Academic Emphasis by high school 

faculty members, the higher the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students 

passing the Georgia High School Graduation Test in that area. 

Research Question Five 

Is there a relationship between Economically Disadvantaged student achievement 

and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

In order to answer the fifth research question, three null hypotheses were 

developed that would each address an individual characteristic of Academic Optimism. 

Each of these null hypotheses will be addressed separately below. The individual scores 
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of each participant's survey responses to the Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis questions on the survey were obtained and subsequently averaged 

and then entered into SPSS to determine a Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis average for each school level - elementary, middle, or high school. 

School averages of the percentage of students who passed the appropriate state 

assessment were obtained for two groups - students identified as economically 

disadvantaged or non- economically disadvantaged based on the qualification of being 

eligible for free or reduced lunches. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 

was computed to assess the relationships between the Academic Optimism characteristics 

of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust in parents and students, and Academic Emphasis as 

reported by Administrative Teams and the percentage of students identified as 

Economically Disadvantaged passing state assessments. 

/-/o5a: There is no significant relationship between economically disadvantaged 

student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and the Administrative 

teams' Collective Efficacy levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

Table 15 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Administrative teams 

perception of Collective Efficacy and the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged 

students passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 

3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High 
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School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas of English Language Arts, Math, Social 

Studies, and Science. 

Table 15 

Correlations of Administrative Teams perceptions of Collective Efficacy 
and Percentage of Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the 
CRCTorGHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading ED .348* .043 

3ELA ED .627** .000 

3Math ED .440** .009 

5Reading ED -.139 .433 

5ELA ED -.419 .014 

5Math ED -.032 .857 

8Reading ED .323 .142 

8ELA ED .642** .001 

8 Math ED .648** .001 

GHSGT ELA ED .012 .688 

GHSGT Math ED .059 .789 

GHSGT SS ED .061 .654 

GHSGT Sci ED .051 .964 

**p<m *p<.05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
ELA = English Language Arts 
SS=Social Studies 



After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 15, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since: r(35) = 

.348, /?<.043 with a medium effect size o f . 12 for grade 3 Reading; r(32) = .627, p<.000 

with a large effect size of .39 for grade 3 English Language Arts; r(32) = .440, p<.009 

with a medium effect size of .39 for grade 3 Math; also r(32) = .419, p<.014 with a 

medium effect size of .17 for grade 5 English Language Arts at the elementary level. At 

the middle school level, grade 8 English Language Arts was shown to have a statistically 

significant relationship since r(22) = .642, /?<.001 with a large effect size of .41. Grade 8 

Math was also shown to have a significant relationship since r(22) = .648, p <.001 with a 

large effect size of .43. Significant relationships were not found at the high school level. 

The researcher concluded that the Academic Optimism characteristic of Collective 

Efficacy was significantly related to the percentage of students passing the third grade 

Reading, English Language Arts, and Math sections as well as the eighth grade English 

Language Arts and Math sections of the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT). 

//o5b: There is no significant relationship between economically disadvantaged 

student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and th t Administrative 

teams' Faculty Trust in Parents and Student levels as measured by the School Academic 

Optimism Scale (SAOS). 

Table 16 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Administrative teams 

perception of Faculty Trust and the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students 
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passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 3, 5, and 

8 in the areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA) or the Georgia High School 

Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas of English Language Arts, Math, Social Studies, 

and Science. 

Table 16 

Correlations of Administrative Teams' Perceptionsof Faculty Trust and 
Percentage of Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the CRCT 
or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading ED .127 .475 

3ELA ED Ml .317 

3Math ED -.259 .139 

5Reading ED .016 .930 

5ELA ED .130 .463 

5Math ED .307 .077 

8Reading ED .437* .042 

8ELA ED .430* .046 

8Math ED .297 .179 

GHSGT ELA ED -.044 .800 

GHSGT Math ED -.006 .974 

GHSGT SS ED -.002 .992 

GHSGT Sci ED -.017 .923 
**p<.0l *p<. 05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
ELA = English Language Arts 
SS = Social Studies 



103 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 16, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since r(35) = 

.437, p<.042 with a medium effect size of .19 for grade 8 Reading and r(35)= .430, 

p<.QA6 with a medium effect size of .18 for grade 8 English Language Arts. There were 

no significant relationships found at the elementary or high school levels. The researcher 

concluded that the Academic Optimism characteristic of Faculty Trust was significantly 

related to the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students passing the eighth 

grade Reading and English Language Arts sections of the Criterion Reference 

Competency Test (CRCT). 

H()5c: There is no significant relationship between economically disadvantaged 

student achievement as measured by the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) or Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) and Administrative Teams' 

Academic Emphasis levels as measured by the School Academic Optimism Scale 

(SAOS). 

Table 17 depicts the Pearson correlation results for Administrative teams 

perception of Academic Emphasis and the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged 

students passing the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) for grades 

3, 5, and 8 in the areas of Reading, English Language Arts (ELA), Math or the Georgia 

High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the areas of English Language Arts, Math, 

Social Studies, and Science. 
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Table 17 

Correlations of Administrative Team Perceptions of Academic Emphasis 
and Percentage of Economically Disadvantaged Students passing the 
CRCT or GHSGT 

Test Correlation p value 

3Reading ED .120 .500 

3ELA ED .476** .004 

3Math ED .332 .055 

5ReadingED .032 .857 

5 ELA ED -.179 .310 

5Math ED .204 .248 

8Reading ED -.196 .382 

8ELA ED -.126 .576 

8Math ED -.139 .538 

GHSGT ELA ED .295 .086 

GHSGT Math ED .015 .934 

GHSGT SS ED -.014 .935 

GHSGT Sci ED .092 .597 
**p<. 01 *p<. 05 
ED = Economically Disadvantaged 
NonED = Non-Economically Disadvantaged 
ELA = English Language Arts 
SS = Social Studies 

After assumptions for its use were met, SPSS was used to run a Pearson 

correlation to test the null hypothesis, with the alpha level set at =.05. Based on the 

results as indicated in Table 17, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis since: r(35) = 



.476, ^<.004 with a medium effect size for grade 3 English Language Arts. There were 

no significant relationships found at the middle or high school levels. The researcher 

concluded that the Academic Optimism characteristic of Faculty Trust wasonly 

significantly related to the percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students passing 

the third grade English Language Arts sections of the Criterion Reference Competency 

Test (CRCT). 

Summary 

In order to examine the differences between Administrative Team and Faculty 

perceptions of the characteristics of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty 

Trust, and Academic Emphasis, independent /-tests were conducted at the elementary, 

middle, and high school levels using the results of the School Academic Optimism 

Survey instrument. The p value was set by the researcher at <.05. There were no 

statistically significant findings in any of the /-tests and therefore the researcher failed to 

reject all three null hypotheses associated with research question number one. 

Pearson correlation analyses were conducted to detect any significant 

relationships among the perceptions of the characteristics of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis by administrative teams and 

faculties and the percentages of economically disadvantaged and non-economically 

disadvantaged students passing state assessments. The researcher rejected all twelve null 

hypotheses associated with the remaining four research questions, based on the results of 

Pearson data analysis with an alpha level set at = <.05. Therefore, the researcher 

concluded that significant relationships between perceptions of the Academic Optimism 
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components and student performance on standardized tests do exist. Some of these 

relationships were reported as inverse correlations. These may have been due to 

delimitations created by the assessment chosen by the researcher or size and variance of 

the population selected for this study. This is addressed further in the next chapter. 

Chapter Five contains a summary of the study as well as conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations for further study. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to investigate the relationships between the 

properties of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic 

Emphasis - and the congruency of the reported perception by the Academic Teams and 

Faculties of schools. Further, the researcher examined the relationships among the 

reported perceptions of Academic Optimism and achievement of economically 

disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged students on standardized 

achievement tests. This chapter addresses the following topics: summary of the study, 

discussion of major findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations. A 

summary concludes the chapter. 

Summary of the Study 

The subject of children's socio-economic status on their educational attainment 

and the impact of poverty on children has been a topic of professional conversation and 

numerous empirical studies for many decades (Arnez, 2009; Coleman, 1966; Goddard et 

al., 2009; Harrington, 1962; Kozol, 1967, 1991, 2005; Myrdal, 1944). The urgency to 

address the issue of poverty in education has also increased as more research has been 

published on the impact of poverty's creation of a cycle that can last into adulthood. 

"Children who spend more time in poverty are less likely to graduate from high schools, 
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obtain fewer years of schooling, and earn less" (Teachman et al.,1997, p. 383). While the 

research has reported the issues associated with students from poverty, the work of 

addressing it at the school level has also increased in recent history. The enactment of the 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001 designed accountability measures for schools 

and created a climate of heightened expectations for success for all students - including 

those from low-socio economic backgrounds (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 

U.S.C. § 6319). As technology has increased and allowed for student data to be more 

easily analyzed, disaggregated, and reported, schools are faced with the reality of 

addressing the issues that accompany poverty. While an individual's level of poverty can 

impact student achievement, there is a developing body of research that demonstrates that 

the actual concentration of impoverished students at a school is an even stronger 

predictor of academic failure than individual poverty (Banks, 2001). While schools 

cannot address the socio-economic status of the community they serve, attention is being 

paid to how schools can make a difference for students while they are in school. 

School leaders have concerned themselves with addressing gaps in performance 

between students from poverty and their wealthier peers (Haycock, 2001; Shannon and 

Blysma, 2002; Snell, 2003). Determining what effects leadership can have on student 

performance has also become a topic of professional literature, some of which has 

suggested, "empirical demonstrations of direct administrative influences on student 

achievement have been elusive" (Hoy et al., 2006, p. 425). In a review of principal 

leadership and student achievement research, there was not consistent evidence of a 

direct influence between the two; rather the most influence found would be indirect, 
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occurring only by being mediated by other variables (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). This 

study relied on the perceptions of administrative teams and faculty about the 

characteristics of their schools. According to Leithwood, "successful school-level leaders 

have direct and positive influences on conditions in the school and classroom which in 

turn improve the learning of students" (2007, p. 1). Smith and Hoy (2007) proclaim that 

"Academic Optimism can be learned and if it is, then increased success and better 

performance are likely to follow" (p.565). It was for this reason that the researcher chose 

to investigate the construct of Academic Optimism as a condition in schools and any 

relationships to student achievement that may exist. The components of Academic 

Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis are all reported 

as perceptions of the people that work in a building. As situational awareness has been 

reported by Marzano et al., (2005) as being one of the most effective leadership practices, 

the researcher was particularly interested in the congruency of perception between 

administrators and faculty. If leaders are proficient in being aware of the characteristics 

of their building in a similar manner as the rest of the school faculty, then it stands to 

reason that they would be better able to react to this information as a congruent group. 

This study was conducted by examining the results of the School Academic 

Optimism Survey and student data from two state assessments, the Criterion Reference 

Competency Test (CRCT) for elementary and middle schools and the Georgia High 

School Graduation Test (GHSGT) for high schools. The survey data was used to compare 

the perceptions of Academic Optimism components between the Administrative Teams 

and Faculties of schools in an attempt to determine congruency of perceptions. Test score 
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data were disaggregated into two groups of students identified as Economically 

Disadvantaged and Non-Economically Disadvantaged. Looking at these groups 

separately allowed the researcher to determine if there were relationships among the 

individual Academic Optimism characteristics of Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis and student performance for each socio-economic group. 

Summary of Major Findings 

In the comparison of the Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic 

Emphasis perceptions between the Administrative Teams and Faculties, there were no 

significant differences between the School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS) scores 

on any of the components at any school level. This indicated to the researcher that there 

was congruency of perception. Administrators could have been correct in their practice of 

detecting the undercurrents and cues in their building, and therefore demonstrate the 

presence of situational awareness. Being on the same page as the faculty could allow 

school leaders to be more efficient in making school improvement decisions. 

In examining the results of the Pearson correlations among student achievement 

and the levels of Academic Optimism, significant relationships were found throughout 

the areas evaluated. While there were not significant relationships found at all three 

school levels and in each area, there were clusters of significant relationships throughout. 

There were 19 significant relationships with faculty perception and 13 significant 

relationships with administrative perception. Though this may initially appear that the 

faculty members' perceptions were more closely related with student achievement, it is 

important to note that inverse correlations as well correlations with small effect sizes 
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were reported. While there were significant relationships found for both economically 

disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged students, there were more positive 

correlations found with economically disadvantaged student achievement and the 

components of Academic Optimism. There were more significant relationships indicated 

at the elementary and middle school levels. The researcher speculates that the selection of 

a particular standardized test, the Georgia High School Graduation Test, may have 

impacted the findings. Discussion of these findings and the degree of their significance is 

discussed in the following sections of this chapter. 

Analysis and Discussion of the Research Findings 

Research Question One 

Is there a statistically significant difference between administrative teams' and 

faculty's perceptions of the characteristics of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

For research question one, Independent /-tests were conducted between the academic 

teams and faculties at each school level for each characteristic of Academic Optimism -

Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis. The alpha level was set at 

.05. For each school level the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis and concluded 

that there was no statistically significant difference between the reported perceptions of 

the administrative team and faculty for the characteristics of Academic Optimism. Of all 

of the school levels examined - elementary, middle, and high, there were no significant 

differences. 
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Research Question Two 

Is there a relationship between non- economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

For research question two, at p<.05, the researcher rejected the three related null 

hypotheses addressing Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis based 

on statistically significant correlations in all three areas. 

Collective Efficacy was reported to have significant relationships with grade 5 

Reading at r(32) = .261, p<.01, grade 8 Math at r(107) = .525, pc.Ol, and the Social 

Studies portion of the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) at r(130) = 

,332,p<.01. Of these, all were positive correlations. 

Faculty Trust was reported to have significant relationships with grade 3 ELA at 

r(192) = -.162, p<.05, grade 5 Reading at r(192) = -.154, p<.05, and the Math portion of 

the GHSGT at r(130) = -.220, p<.05. Interestingly, all these were inverse relationships, 

meaning that when the reported level of faculty trust was higher, the performance on the 

assessments was lower. This is contradictory to the research about Faculty Trust reported 

in chapter two. As will be reported later in this chapter, there were significant and 

positive relationships with Faculty Trust and Economically Disadvantaged students. The 

researcher presumes that the presence of Faculty Trust could have more impact on these 

students because of less experience with it or a greater need for it. 

Academic Emphasis was reported to have significant relationships with grade 5 ELA 

and Math, both of which were positive at r(32) = .268, p<.01 and r(32) = .311, p<.01 
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respectively. There was an inverse correlation on the Math portion of the GHSGT at 

r(128) = -.299, /K.001 and a positive correlation on the Science portion of the GHSGT at 

r(128) = .332, pc.Ol. 

Despite some inverse correlations, the researcher was able to determine that the 

different characteristics of Academic Optimism did have statistically significant 

relationship with various areas of the CRCT and GHSGT performance at all three levels 

- elementary, middle, and high school. 

Research Question Three 

Is there a relationship between non-economically disadvantaged student 

achievement and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective 

Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

For research question three, at /?<.05, the researcher rejected the three related null 

hypotheses addressing Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis based 

on statistically significant correlations in all three areas. 

Collective Efficacy was reported to have significant relationships with grade 8 

English Language Arts (ELA) at r(20) = .588,/?<.01 and grade 8 Math at r(20) = .607, 

/?<0.01. There were no significant relationships at the high school level. It is important to 

note that Collective Efficacy beliefs are about a group's capabilities, not necessarily an 

accurate assessment of its capabilities. It is important to note that the Georgia High 

School Graduation Test is designed to be given to 11th grade students and is made up of 

sections that assess curriculum that has been taught over a period of years. It is possible 

that an assessment that measures learning over a period of time may not have a strong 
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correlation due to inconsistency in the levels of Academic Optimism by various 

instructors throughout the high school career as well as student transiency. 

Faculty Trust was reported to have significant correlation with grade 5 Reading at 

r(32) = .430, p<.05 and grade 5 Math at (32) = .345, p<.05. There were no significant 

relationships identified at the middle or high school levels. While the lack of correlation 

at all three school levels may seem contradictory to the findings of other studies where 

the greater the trust was reported the higher the level of student achievement in reading 

and math (Goddard et al., 2001), it is important to note two things. The test scores of the 

targeted district were high and did not have great variance and this could have narrowed 

the potential for statistically significant findings. The researcher recommends future 

studies be expanded to include more districts. Academic Optimism is a construct of three 

characteristics and these three work in relationship with one another. Tschannen-Moran 

(2004) states, "the level of trust is related to the Collective Efficacy of the faculty" 

thereby reminding that the relationship between characteristics of Academic Optimism 

may be more dependent on one factor more than another (p. 136). It is interesting that in 

the case of Non-Economically Disadvantaged students, the administrative team 

perceptions are not statistically significant for Collective Efficacy or Faculty Trust. 

Academic Emphasis was found to have a significant correlation only in the areas 

of high school Math and Social Studies at r(35) = .350, p<.Q5 and r(35) = .361, p<.Q5 

respectively. Numerous studies have been conducted about Academic Emphasis and 

researchers have reported that it is directly and positively related to student achievement 

(Goddard et al., 2000; Hoy et al., 1990; Hoy et al., 1991; Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Hoy & 
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Sabo, 1998) at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. As mentioned before the 

test scores in the school district are already high; therefore, there may not be enough 

variance in the data to indicate a correlation or perhaps the high test scores are an 

indicator that Academic Emphasis has already impacted the district in a positive manner. 

Correlation does not imply causation in non experimental studies (Warner, 2008). The 

purpose of the study was to determine if relationships existed, not to predict if one caused 

the other. 

Research Question Four 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student achievement 

and faculty perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and 

Academic Emphasis? 

For research question 4, at /?<.05, the researcher rejected the three related null hypotheses 

addressing Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis based on 

statistically significant correlations in all three areas. 

Collective Efficacy was significantly correlated with the percentage of students 

passing state assessments at the middle school level. All three subject areas had positive 

relationships with r( 109) = .252,p<.01 for grade 8 Reading; r(109) = .344, ^<.01 for 

grade 8 English Language Arts (ELA); and r(109) = .448, p<.0 1 for grade 8 Math. The 

researcher decided to use one district in an effort to control effects between district such 

as variations in strategic planning implementation, school improvement initiatives, and 

professional learning programs. In the case of Collective Efficacy, the researcher 

speculates that the district's comprehensive professional learning programs and teacher 
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growth plan initiatives may have influenced the reported levels of Collective Efficacy on 

the survey instrument. It is for this reason that the researcher recommends that more 

districts be studied for comparison purposes. 

Faculty Trust had significant correlations at the elementary level only at r(192) = 

.186, pc.Olfor grade 3 Reading and r(192) = .169, p<.05 for grade 3 Math. As faculty 

trust and Collective Efficacy are closely linked (2004) and there were eight significant 

correlations for Collective Efficacy, the researcher was perplexed about the small number 

of correlations reported for faculty trust. 

Academic Emphasis had significant correlations at the elementary and high 

school levels but not at the middle school level. Significant relationships were found at: 

r(192) = .307, pc.Olfor grade 3 Reading and r(192) = .172, p<.05 for grade 3 English 

Language Arts. At the high school level, only one significant correlation was reported at 

r(130) = -.369, p<.01 for the English Language Arts portion of the Georgia High School 

Graduation Test. Interestingly, Academic Emphasis was not reported with a significant 

correlation with any research question for the middle school level. 

Research Question Five 

Is there a relationship between economically disadvantaged student achievement 

and administrative teams' perceptions of Academic Optimism - Collective Efficacy, 

Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis? 

For research question 5, at p<.05, the researcher rejected the three related null hypotheses 

addressing Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis based on 

statistically significant correlations in all three areas. 
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Collective Efficacy was reported to have significant relationships with grade 3 

Reading at r(32) = .348,p<.05, grade 3 English Language Arts (ELA) at r(32) = .627, 

p<.01, grade 3 Math at r(32) = .440, pc.Ol, grade 8 ELA at r(20) = .642, p<.01, and grade 

8 Math at r(32) = .648, pc.01. At the elementary and middle school levels, the 

correlations were mostly significant at the p<.01 level and the highest correlation of the 

entire study was reported at .648 for grade 8 Math. There were more statistically 

significant relationships found in the current study with Collective Efficacy and 

Economically Disadvantaged student performance than any other characteristic of 

Academic Optimism. As with the other research questions, there are more significant 

correlations found in the group of economically disadvantaged students. There could be 

two explanations for this. The district's high level of students identified as being from 

low socio-economic households (61% in the year of the data collection) may have an 

impact. The other possibility is the success as a district to prepare schools to assist 

students considered economically disadvantaged. It is interesting to note that the highest 

correlations in the study are between administrators and students economically 

disadvantaged households. This could be that the administrative teams have an accurate 

perception of the actual level of Collective Efficacy in a school, perhaps through the use 

of situational awareness. Another possibility is that students from economically 

disadvantaged backgrounds may be more susceptible to the influence of the 

characteristics of Academic Optimism. 

Faculty Trust had a significant correlation at the middle school level only with 

r(20) = .437, p<.05 for grade 8 Math. As with research question 3, the researcher was 
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perplexed by the low number of significant relationships since Collective Efficacy had 

many correlations. The middle school faculty members' perceptions of Faculty Trust had 

a stronger relationship than those of the middle school administrative teams'. 

Academic Emphasis also had only one significant relationship with r(32) = .476, 

/K.01 for grade 3 English Language Arts. Like the Faculty Trust correlations, it is 

apparent that the faculty perceptions' of Academic Emphasis have more significant 

relationships with student performance than that of Administrative Teams. 

Conclusions 

This study addressed five research questions. Independent /-tests were used for 

the first question to determine if statistically significant differences were present between 

the faculty and administrative teams' perceptions of the three characteristics of Academic 

Optimism - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis. For research 

questions two through five, Pearson correlations were used to determine the relationships 

between the Academic Optimism levels reported by the administrative teams and faculty 

members and the percentage of students passing sections of the state's standardized 

testing instruments - the Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT) and the Georgia 

High School Graduation Test (GHSGT). With the alpha level set at .05, the null 

hypotheses were tested and analyzed. 

The researcher failed to reject the three null hypotheses associated with research 

question number one as there were no statistically significant differences between the 

reported perceptions of the faculties and administrative teams in regard to the 

characteristics of Academic Optimism. The researcher rejected the related null 
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hypotheses for research questions two, three, four, and five as statistically significant 

relationships were reported for the percentage of student, both economically 

disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged, passing the appropriate state 

assessment and the reported perception of Academic Optimism by the faculties and 

Administrative teams of the elementary, middle, and high schools for the targeted district. 

While all of the null hypotheses were rejected for Pearson correlations conducted, the 

Academic Optimism characteristic most often shown to have a statistically significant 

relationship was Collective Efficacy. The literature supports the results that all three 

characteristics of Academic Optimism have an impact on student performance; however, 

the inverse relationships reported seem to contradict the literature. There are no plausible 

explanations for these results from the literature. 

As there were some inverse correlations reported, the researcher revisited the data 

from both the survey participants as well as the student test data collected. Within one of 

the high schools, it was determined that there had been change in the leadership structure 

of the building during the year that student data was collected. This school had the 

highest percentage of students passing the GHSGT yet had lower scores on the School 

Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS) instrument. The researcher speculated that this 

restructuring could have possibly disrupted the established climate among some of the 

faculty and existing administrative team, thus affecting the SAOS results. It is for this 

reason that the researcher recommends that the use of the GHSGT be reconsidered. The 

GHSGT is a cumulative assessment of three years of coursework. Student test scores 

reported for the 2008-2009 school year encompassed learning experiences that began, on 
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average, three years prior to the test. The School Academic Optimism Survey was not 

given during those years. Use of an End of Course Test (EOCT), which measures student 

mastery of a one year course, may have provided a better assessment of student 

achievement for this type of study. 

Implications 

As the accountability measures required by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

Act continue to increase in required scores, school leaders still search for factors in their 

control to positively impact student achievement. Academic Optimism, though relatively 

new at the time of this study, has been reported by researchers to have a positive 

relationship with student achievement - including students identified as being from low 

socio-economic backgrounds. As economically disadvantaged students comprise a 

separate sub-group for NCLB purposes, it behooves leaders to seek practices that they 

can guide or implement to increase student learning and assessment measures. 

Examining the properties of Academic Optimism and how it is perceived and 

reported by school administrative team and faculty members allows schools to evaluate 

what practices may be necessary to increase the levels of Collective Efficacy, Faculty 

Trust, and Academic Emphasis therein. It can be enlightening for leaders to compare 

their perceptions with others in their building to determine if there is agreement or if 

there are particular areas that need to be addressed to bring congruence to the perception 

of the building's members and to identify areas that should be improved. 

This study is important to educational leadership because it provides 

further information about Academic Optimism and the relationship that it has with 
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student achievement. The researcher recommends further study on the topic of Academic 

Optimism with a qualitative component to better describe what its characteristics look 

like in action. Expanding the population is highly recommended in order to ensure a 

larger variance in test score data than the one district used in this study. A larger 

population may allow the next researcher to ascertain if any differences between the 

school level - elementary, middle, or high school - may impact which Academic 

Optimism characteristic has the greatest impact on student achievement at each level. The 

development of a measure of School Academic Optimism as reported by students and 

parents could provide information for school leaders. Identification of students receiving 

gifted and special education services in schools in relation to the reported level of 

Academic Optimism may also contribute to the body of research and literature. 

Summary 

As poverty continues to ravage the potential success of many students, schools are 

held to increasingly stringent accountability standards required by state and federal 

guidelines. School leaders are seeking ways, both direct and indirect, to impact the levels 

of performance for students, particularly those in the economically disadvantaged 

subgroup, under their direction. This study focused on the reported perceptions of 

administrative teams and faculties on the levels of Academic Optimism's three 

characteristics - Collective Efficacy, Faculty Trust, and Academic Emphasis at the 

elementary, middle, and high school levels. While there were significant relationships 

between the three Academic Optimism characteristics and student achievement, 

Collective Efficacy was the most reported significant relationship in the study. The study 
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also sought to determine if there were statistically significant differences in the 

perceptions of administrators and faculty - there were not. This finding may be 

reassuring to school leaders in congruency between the two groups could make moving 

forward with improvement measures an easier and more manageable task. 
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Ms. Miki S. Edwards 
Mercer University 
Tift College of Education 
Educational Leadership Program 
3001 Mercer University Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30341 

RE: The Relationship Between Administrator and Teacher Perceptions of Academic Optimism 
and Scholastic Achievement of 
Children from Poverty (H1001016) 

Dear Ms. Edwards: 
Your application entitled: "The Relationship Between Administrator and Teacher Perceptions of 
Academic Optimism and Scholastic Achievement of Children from Poverty" (H1001016) was 
reviewed by this Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research in accordance with 
Federal Regulations 21 CFR 56.110(b) and 45 CFR 46.110(b) (for expedited review) and was 
approved under Category 7 per 63 FR 60364. 

Your application was approved for one year of study on 10-Feb-2010. The protocol expires 10-
Feb-2011. If the study continues beyond one year, it must be re-evaluated by the IRB 
Committee. 

Please complete the survey for the IRB and the Office of Research Compliance. To access the 
survey, click on the following link:http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/?p=WEB227URK2RB6Q 
It has been a pleasure to work with you and much success with your project!! 

If you need any further assistance, please feel free to contact our office. 
Mercer University IRB & Office of Research Compliance 
Phone (478) 301-4101 
Fax (478) 301-2329 
PRC Mercer@Mercer.Edu 

Respectfully, 

Ajuania G. White, MPH, CHES, CIM 
Member 
Institutional Review Board 

AGW/acr 

http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/?p=WEB227URK2RB6Q
mailto:Mercer@Mercer.Edu
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Miki S. Edwards 
Doctoral Candidate 
Educational Leadership 
Mercer University 

Dear Dr. Brundage, 

1 am writing to request your assistance and permission in collecting information for my doctoral 
dissertation. My study is entitled, The Relationship between Administrator and Teacher Perceptions of 
Academic Optimism and Scholastic Achievement of Children from Poverty. As you are aware, many 
studies have been published regarding the impact of low socio-economic status on student 
achievement. A recent construct, developed by Dr. Wayne Hoy of Ohio State University, called 
Academic Optimism has been reported in recent research to have an impact on student achievement. 
As a part of my dissertation research at Mercer University, 1 am studying the relationships between 
the levels of academic optimism as reported by the faculty and administrative teams of a school and 
the relationship with s tudent achievement - paying particular attention to the achievement of 
s tudents identified as coming from low socio-economic status households. 

I am requesting that the certified employees at all eleven elementary schools, all four middle schools, 
and the three high schools be allowed to participate in my study. I have enclosed the actual survey 
instrument to be distributed that has been submitted to the Institutional Review Board of Mercer 
University. The surveys should take no more than 15-30 minutes for faculty members to complete 
and they will be offered in both an electronic and paper format to allow for ease of distribution for 
each school. The surveys are confidential. Neither participants' personal information nor the school 
district's identity will be identified in the study. Participation in the study is completely voluntary. 
All faculty members will be provided with a copy of the Informed Consent Form to read and review 
prior to completing the survey. The informed consent letter is enclosed for your review. Faculty 
members will not receive monetary compensation for completion of the survey. 

Once the data collection and analysis is completed, 1 will provide the district with an overview of the 
study's results in the form of a summary report . It is my hope to distribute the surveys in early 
February and have data collection complete by the end of February. 

As previously stated, I need your permission to survey the faculty members of the schools. You can 
email me at miki.edwards@student.mercer.edu granting me permission or I can be contacted at 770-
823-8019. Dr. Olivia Boggs, my dissertation chairperson, can be contacted at 678-753-4061 or 
boggs om(Smercer.edu if you require verification or have fur ther questions. Thank you for 
consideration of my request. 

Sincerely, 

Miki S. Edwards 
Doctoral Candidate 

mailto:miki.edwards@student.mercer.edu
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January 28, 2010 

Ms. Miki Edwards 
RCA 

Conyers, GA 30094 

Dear Ms. Edwards: 

I have reviewed your research proposal, The Relationship between Administrator and 
Teacher Perceptions of Academic Optimism and Scholastic Achievement of Children 
from Poverty. I am approving your request with the following conditions: 

• You must secure permission from the principal of the participating elementary, 
middle and high school. This letter is approving the design of your study which 
allows you to conduct the research in Rockdale Public Schools pending approval 
of the principal. 

• Participation must be voluntary. 
• Results must be reported in a confidential manner so that the anonymity of 

participant is protected. 

I wish you every success as you begin this very important project. I would appreciate a 
copy of the final report along with any recommendations that your research may offer 
the Rockdale County Public Schools. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

/wg 

Sincerely, 

Garrett Brundage, Ed.D 
Executive Director Office of Support Services 

cc: Elementary School Principals 
Middle School Principals 

High School Principals 
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Dear Educator, 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Before you give your consent to volunteer, it 
is important that you read the following information and ask as many questions as necessary to be 
sure you unders tand what you will be asked to do. 

Purpose of the Research 
The purpose of the study is to examine the propert ies of academic optimism and how they are 
perceived by the faculty of a school. These findings may offer insight to school leaders seeking to 
improve the achievement of all students, particularly those identified as living in low socioeconomic 
families. The study will focus on a specific school characteristic called academic optimism, which is a 
construct of the school characteristics of academic emphasis, collective efficacy and trust. 

Procedures 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a 30 item survey called the 
School Academic Optimism Scale. You will also be asked to identify your job role, as well as years of 
service in your current school. Your participation by completing the survey instrument will take 
approximately 15 minutes. 

There are no foreseeable risks associated with your participation in this study. While there are no 
benefits to individuals by participating in the study, the information gained from the study will 
benefit the field of educational leadership. 

Confidentiality 
Confidentiality of all participants will be maintained as the only information collected about 
participants will be job type, years of service, and school assignment. The survey information will be 
collected, stored, and analyzed by the researcher only. The only persons having access to the data 
will be the researcher and her Mercer University advisor. Data will be stored by Mercer University 
for a period of 3 years after completion of the study. 

Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. As a participant you may refuse to participate 
at any time. 

Questions 
If you have any questions about the research, please contact Miki Edwards at 770-823-8019 or 
miki.edwards(a)student.mercer.edu or Dr. Olivia Boggs at 678-753-4061 or boggs_om@mercer.edu. 

Investigator: 
Miki S. Edwards, M.Ed. 
Doctoral student, Educational Leadership 
Mercer University 
This project has been reviewed and approved by Mercer University's IRB. If you believe there is any 
infringement upon your rights as a research subject, you may contact the IRB Chair, at (478) 301-
4101. 

You have been given the opportunity to ask questions and these have been answered to your 
satisfaction. Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate in this research 
study. 

Signature of Research Participant Date 

mailto:boggs_om@mercer.edu
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Dear Educator, 

You are being asked to participate in a research study using an electronic survey. Before you give 
your consent to volunteer, it is important that you read the following information and ask as many 
questions as necessary to be sure you unders tand what you will be asked to do. 

Purpose of the Research 
The purpose of the study is to examine the properties of academic optimism and how they are 
perceived by the faculty of a school. These findings may offer insight to school leaders seeking to 
improve the achievement of all students, particularly those identified as living in low socioeconomic 
families. The study will focus on a specific school characteristic called academic optimism, which is a 
construct of the school characterisitics academic emphasis, collective efficacy and trust. 

Procedures 
If you volunteer to participate in this sutdy, you will be asked to complete a 30 item survey called the 
School Academic Optimism Scale. You will also be asked to identify your job role, as well as years of 
service in your current school. Your participation by completing the survey instrument will take 
approximately 15 minutes. 

There are no foreseeable risks associated with your participation in this study. While there are no 
benefits to individuals by participating in the study, the information gained from the study will 
benefit the field of educational leadership. 

Confidentiality 
Confidentiality of all participants will be maintained as the only information collected about 
participants will be job type, years of service, and school assignment. The survey information will be 
collected, stored, and analyzed by the researcher only. The only persons having access to the data 
will be the researcher and her Mercer University advisor. Data will be stored by Mercer University 
for a period of 3 years after completion of the study. 

Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. As a participant you may refuse to participate 
at any time. 

Questions 
If you have any questions about the research, please contact Miki Edwards at 770-823-8019 or 
miki.edwards(a)student.mercer.edu or Dr. Olivia Boggs at 678-753-4061 or boggs_om@mercer.edu. 

Investigator: 
Miki S. Edwards, M.Ed. 
Doctoral student, Educational Leadership 
Mercer University 

This project has been reviewed and approved by Mercer University's IRB. If you believe there is any 
infringement upon your rights as a research subject, you may contact the IRB Chair, at (478) 301-
4101. 

If you agree to participate in this study please click on the arrow that reads "start the survey" If you 
do not wish to participate please click on the ar row that reads "stop survey". 

mailto:boggs_om@mercer.edu
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