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ABSTRACT 

 

            The 40 Developmental Assets program’s mission is to develop relationships and 

opportunities along with personal qualities in adolescents.  The purpose of the study was to 

examine the impact of the Assets on science, mathematics, and reading achievement of 8 th 

grade students.  The study was guided by the Ecology of Human Development theory. 

The study was an ex-post facto inquiry, using a causal-comparative design, and 

delimited to Hispanic 8th grade students.  The characteristic-present groups consisted of non-

probability samples of 145, 113, and 145 students in science, mathematics, and reading, 

respectively, who had incorporated the Assets program in their daily school-related activities 

over a four year period.  The comparison group included 149, 137, and 154 students in 

science, mathematics, and reading, respectively, who had not been introduced to the Assets 

program.  The State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) was used to 

obtain the outcome measures and the Texas Education Agency provided the existing data.  

Due to non-experimental nature of the study, no causal inferences were drawn. 

            It had been hypothesized that the students in the Assets program would outperform 

the students in the non-Assets program on the basis of academic achievement in science, 

mathematics, and reading.  Results showed that the Assets group outperformed the 

comparison group on all four science categories, namely, 1) Matter and Energy, 2) Force, 

Motion, and Energy, 3) Earth and Space, and 4) Organisms and Environments); one of the 

four mathematics categories (Computations and Algebraic Relationships), and all three 

reading categories: 1) Understanding/Analysis Across Genres, 2) Understanding/Analysis of 

Literary Texts, and 3) Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts.    
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The results supported all hypotheses and it was concluded that Assets program has the 

potential to impact academic achievement.  Initially, the Assets program should be presented 

to the administrators and staff of all elementary, middle, and high schools as a tool to support 

the academic life of students.  For successful implementation, training for the program 

should be two-fold: training for the administration/teachers and training for the 

parents/guardians.  The implementation of the Assets would benefit greatly from parental 

support, or at minimal, the parental knowledge of the program.  Recommended future 

research would include: (1) replication of the study in other school districts in Texas; (2) 

replication of the study in other grade levels; (3) replication of the study in other academic 

achievement subjects; (4) replication of the study to examine graduation rates; (5) further 

exploration of the 8th grade STAAR mathematics achievement and the Assets; (6) qualitative 

research to understand the impact of the Assets on individuals; (7) a longitudinal study to 

examine the graduation rates of the school who participated in the Assets; and (8) replication 

of the study for multiple years of STAAR testing to assess consistency.     
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

 As the saying goes, “It takes a village to raise a child,” so too it takes a team to 

educate a student.  The government, administrators, teachers, parents, and staff share the 

same goal of preparing the student for success in the classroom as well as success in life.  

The students, themselves, are also required to invest their time, energy, and thought into their 

success.  Sadly, even with so many invested groups and individuals working together for the 

success of our future, many students are still lacking the basic fundamental skills that lead to 

success.  

According to Dianda (2008), “each group of 18-year-olds who fail to graduate forfeits 

$156 billion in lifetime earnings and costs the nation $58 billion in lost income tax revenue” 

(p. 27).    In 2002, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act designated $125,000,000 to 

decrease the high school drop-out rate by adopting proven programs that increase student 

retention.  Proven programs such as the Perry Preschool Program, First Things First, and 

Talent Show have been heavily researched and shown to reduce the high school drop-out rate 

and increase student success (Dianda, 2008).  Yet, even with this investment, the National 

Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2016) suggested that the high school drop-out rate 

remained at 7% nationwide, a 3% increase since 2003.   

 In addition to the billions of dollars spent on the improvement of education 

nationwide, the competitiveness of the global economy remains steady.  In order for the 

United States to keep its competitive edge, it needs to continue to recruit top students and 

prepare them for the workforce in addition to graduating well-qualified and prepared 
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employees.  Senator Enzi offered the following thoughts regarding the role of education in a 

global society: “We do have a unique opportunity to strengthen and focus our education 

training to ensure that as individuals, and as a Nation, we have the knowledge and skills that 

we need.  We must ensure that America’s students are the best in the world, that they speak 

the language of success, and that as a country we get more than a passing grade” (Committee 

on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions, 2006, p. 1).  Suggesting that a need for a well-

educated and skilled workforce is evident, he also remarked that, 

Without an educated workforce, we are certain to lose our preeminence in the world 

to developing nations that are quickly growing and innovating at a much faster rate 

than we are.  If our students and workers are to have the best chance to succeed in 

life, we need to focus all of our Federal education and training programs from pre-

kindergarten through postsecondary education to on-the-job training and continuing 

education.  To be competitive in a global economy, we must ensure coordination and 

accountability in our education and workforce programs across all agencies, 

departments, and levels of Government.  To stay in the competitiveness race, and to 

win it, we must ensure that school is never out and learning is never over (Committee 

on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions, 2006, pp. 1-2).   

Ranking 18 in graduation rates among developing countries, it remains imperative 

that the United States continues to keep its competitive edge (Dianda, 2008).  Assisting in 

this mission is the U.S. Department of Education, which exists to “promote student 

achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by fostering educational excellence 

and ensuring equal access” (U.S. Department of Education, 2016a).  Leading the effort of 

fostering educational excellence, President Barack Obama has emphasized a focus on 
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Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) subjects, as these are the 

subjects that are strengthening and increasing in the workforce (U. S. Department of 

Education, 2016a).  To this end, government, school districts, and all stakeholders are called 

to invest in, continue to provide top quality educational programs for the academic success of 

students and our future workforce, and understand the causes that decrease student 

achievement (Dianda, 2008; Lynch, 2013; U.S. Department of Education, 2012).  

 One such program meant to encourage personal and academic success has been 

dubbed by the Search Institute as the 40 Developmental Assets, hereafter referred to as the 

Assets. The Search Institute was founded in 1958 by Dr. Merton P. Strommen with the hopes 

of understanding the lives, beliefs, and values of young people through social sciences. The 

Institute’s underlying approach in developing communities, relationships, and assets are 

building on young people’s strengths, shedding light on issues, challenges , and opportunities, 

and emphasizing the possibilities that bring us together across differences.  Particularly, the 

Assets program focuses on developing relationships and opportunities along with personal 

qualities and offers 40 developmental assets that can increase the latter in adolescents (12- to 

18-year olds).   

Statement of the Problem 

 An urban school district in South Texas, hereafter referred to as the District, has 

implemented the Assets district-wide for the past four years.  Many of the schools in the 

District promote the Assets and are free to creatively pursue different avenues of 

implementation.  The desired end result is to increase Assets awareness and development 

among the students in an attempt to increase academic success.  The effectiveness of the 

Assets implementation in the District has not been systematically investigated.  
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Theoretical Framework 

 The Assets owe a great deal of their conceptual framework on the theoretical 

framework of Bronfenbrenner (Scales, Benson, Leffert, & Blyth, 2000).  Bronfenbrenner’s 

(1977) Ecology of Human Development (EHD) “is the scientific study of the progressive, 

mutual accommodation, throughout the life span, between a growing human organism and 

the changing immediate environments in which it lives, as this process is affected by 

relations obtaining within and between these immediate settings, as well as the larger social 

contexts, both formal and informal, in which the settings are embedded” (p. 514 ). 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of the study was to examine the impact of the Assets on science, 

mathematics, and reading achievement of 8th grade students.  The 8th grade was chosen for 

two reasons.  First, the existing data show a decline in academic achievement scores of 

middle school students and the need for an intervention has become apparent in both science 

and mathematics as well as reading.  Second, in order to maintain a competitive edge in the 

global economy, the U.S. must increase studies in the STEM subjects.   The study was 

guided by the following research questions: 

1. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in science among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school district? 

2. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in mathematics among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school 

district?  

3. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in reading among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school district?  
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Operational Definitions 

 The State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) provides the 

academic measurements for science, mathematics, and reading (Texas Education Agency, 

2013a).  The four reporting categories for the 8th grade science STAAR are (1) Matter and 

Energy, (2) Force, Motion, and Energy, (3) Earth and Space, and (4) Organisms and 

Environments.  The five reporting categories for the 8 th grade mathematics STAAR are (1) 

Numbers, Operations, and Quantitative Reasoning, (2) Patterns, Relationships, and Algebraic 

Reasoning, (3) Geometry and Spatial Reasoning, (4) Measurement, and (5) Probability and 

Statistics.  The three reporting categories for the 8 th grade reading STAAR are (1) 

Understanding/Analysis Across Genres, (2) Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts, and 

(3) Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts.    

Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions 

 The study was delimited to one urban school district in South Texas, the outcome 

measures of academic achievement in science, mathematics, and reading, and the 

independent variable of the Assets program.  Due to non-probability nature of the sampling 

technique, external validity was limited to the study participants.  Due to non-experimental 

nature of the study, no causal inferences were drawn.  The study used existing data provided 

by the TEA, which were assumed to be accurately measured.  It was assumed that the 

participating middle schools had implemented the Assets program correctly. Finally, it was 

assumed that the researcher remained objective throughout the conduct of the study.   

Significance of the Study 

 School administration, communities, government, and all stakeholders that have an 

investment in the future of the community and economy must always strive to offer the best 
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possible programs for the personal and academic success of all students.  While researchers 

continue to theorize and conceptualize the best way to improve student success, school 

districts are doing the same.  In the end, the entire community benefits from having 

personally and academically well-rounded citizens, who not only enjoy a good quality of life 

themselves, but also can increase it for those they influence.  

Studies on the Assets have shown, on numerous occasions, the academic benefits of 

students with 31-40 assets under their belt (Benson, Scales, Roehlkepartain, & Leffert, 

2011).  Yet, a systematic research has not been pursued in the District in order to conclude 

that future resources, time, training, and energy should be offered for this program. Not only 

is the nation at risk but the local community as well as the global economy will be affected if 

our students are not well-prepared to take on the global scene.  Finances, training, energy, 

and time are invested in the implementation of the Assets program in the District, which are 

the resources that can be used elsewhere if the Assets are not producing viable results (i.e. 

higher scores, fewer delinquencies).  Results of the study showed that the Assets program has 

the potential to positively impact academic achievement in science, mathematics, and 

reading.      
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Chapter II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Mainline educational research shows an emphasis on science, mathematics, and 

reading literacy with the hopes of impacting policy.  The latest Program for International 

Student Assessment (PISA) results from 2012 indicated that the United States was below 

average in mathematics, and at average in science and reading (OECD, 2014).  According to 

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), although eighth grade 

achievement in mathematics has been steadily declining since 1995 in the US, Korea, 

Singapore, and Chinese Taipei excelled in this area (Mullis, Martin, Foy, & Arora, 2012).  

Additionally, TIMSS and Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) found a 

relationship between reading literacy and its positive impact on science and mathematics 

achievement among early learners.  With the link between the future economy and modern 

education as strong as ever (Schleicher, 2013), it remains vital for the United States to 

increase its literacy and graduation rates to catch up with countries such as South Korea, 

Japan, and Singapore who are the top three in education attainment (Pearson, 2014).       

Chapter Two provides a review of literature and research related to student success 

and the 40 Developmental Assets.  The review of literature is organized in five sections: (1) 

A Brief History of the United States Education Acts, (2) Standardized Testing and 

Accountability, (3) 40 Developmental Assets, (4) Theoretical Framework, and (5) Summary.  

In reviewing the literature, the following databases, facilities, and search engines were used: 

EBSCO’s Discovery Service, the Bell Library at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi, 

Google Scholar, and Google.    
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A Brief History of the United States Education Acts 

As a result of the Second World War, the Cold War precipitated an emphasis on 

education by the federal government.  Although the Space Race and the launch of Sputnik 

was a far cry from a focus on education, it spurred the United States to revisit the strengths 

of its educational programs for the purpose of global competitiveness and national security.  

In order to establish and maintain global competitiveness, the National Defense Education 

Act (NDEA) was enacted by the Congress.  The NDEA offered a wide range of educational 

support which at its core had a strong desire to strengthen mathematics and science 

initiatives.  With the backdrop set and the War on Poverty in full force, President Johnson 

enacted the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) that changed the course of 

history in education.  With two reauthorizations in the 21 st century in the form of the No 

Child Left Behind Act and the Every Student Succeeds Act, the United States has continued to 

keep education in the forefront of policy for her economic welfare and stake in the game of 

global competitiveness.   

National Defense Education Act (NDEA) 

Flemming (1960), former U.S. Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

characterized the NDEA as an opportunity to increase interest in science and technology 

while growing an informed American citizenry who was its “most precious resource” (p. 

132).  While the launch of Sputnik was seen grossly as an act of superiority and a deep blow 

to the pride of the United States, it offered an opportunity for America to continue offering 

federal aid to the states’ educational systems without dominating them.  During this time, the 

federal-state relationship seemed unbreakable.  For example, college land endowments 

helped each state build a college, federal aid was given to strengthen vocational training, and 
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the GI bill continued to offer tuition assistance to veterans; all without federal domination of 

state education (Flemming, 1960).       

To the typical citizen, the NDEA provided clear and beneficial assistance to the 

state’s educational programs.  But, careful examination of the bill wou ld expose what some 

would consider an infringement against academic freedom due to the required allegiance any 

loan-bearer would have to give to the United States (Maher, 2016).  At any rate, the NDEA 

offered federal investment in state educational programs with a focus on science and 

allegiance to the United States of America.  After all, the security of the United States and its 

defense was at the forefront of educational policy whether American citizens realized it or 

not.     

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

 As part of Lyndon B. Johnson’s War on Poverty, the ESEA was passed to assist 

primary and secondary schools with high-poverty rates (Gross & Hill, 2016).  Schools with 

high poverty rates received federal funding and initial use of this funding was state-

maintained.  Soon after, state and local education agencies had to meet certain federally-

mandated criteria in order to continue receiving federal funds.   

 In 2015, the ESEA celebrated 50 years and some questions of its success and/or 

failure ensued.  Of notable acclaim, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibited discrimination 

from any organization that received federal funding.  Civil rights scholar, Crystal R. Sanders 

(2016), suggested an if-then approach for those territories resisting desegregation in schools, 

which the ESEA had sought to abolish.  If, for example, Mississippi, expected to receive 

federal funding, then the state had two years after the ESEA was enacted to desegregate its 

school systems (Nelson, 2016).  It would seem that in this case, the ESEA was successful as 
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a practical application of the Civil Rights Act.  On the other hand, a look back to 1965 would 

suggest that “the same injustices that President Johnson aspired to address with a $1 billion 

investment in low-income schools almost 50 years ago” remain present today (Thomas & 

Brady, as cited in Bishop & Jackson, 2015, p. 3).  While the NDEA maintained the states’ 

authority over their school systems, the ESEA opened the doors for federal involvement.    

A Nation at Risk 

 In the spring of 1983, A Nation at Risk brought the educational system into the 

spotlight once more with the goal of highlighting the necessity of educational reform.  

Responding to the commission of the Secretary of Education, T. H. Bell, it suggested that the 

mediocrity of society regarding education was a threat to the wellbeing of individuals as well 

as the continued success of the nation.  The United States of America, once a nation which 

found great pride in its educational system, now found itself against fierce competition from 

other nations (NCEE, 1983). 

 In its opening paragraphs, A Nation at Risk presented the declining state of education 

and the nation’s lack of engagement during this decline.  After an 18-month study, the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) shared its frustration with the 

current state of American education: “.... if an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to 

impose on America the mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might well 

have viewed it as an act of war.  As it stands, we have allowed this to happen to ourselves” 

(NCEE, 1983, p. 1).  Some educational scholars considered the nation to be at risk with no 

improvement to the nation’s educational system, 30 years after the birth of A Nation at Risk 

(Sack-Min, 2008).  In addition to educational mediocrity in the states, the NCEE highlighted 

the stagnation of the current system: “In a knowledge-based, global economy, where 
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education is more important than ever before, both the individual success and collective 

prosperity, our students are basically losing ground. We’re running in place, as other high -

performing countries start to lap us” (U.S. Department of Education, 2013, p.1).   

 The highlights of the document were indeed quite telling.  Of notable concern, the 

standardized achievement scores of high school students were “lower than 26 years ago when 

Sputnik was launched” (NCEE, 1983, p. 1).  According to the National Center for Education 

Statistics (NCES, 2016), and over 30 years after A Nation at Risk had been published, only 

36% of 4th grade students, 34% of 8th grade students, and 37% of 12th grade students scored 

at or above proficient on their 2015 standardized tests for reading, with a 2% decline among 

8th graders over two years.  Regarding mathematics performance on 2015 standardized tests, 

research indicated 40%, 33% and 25% of 4th, 8th, and 12th graders, respectively, scored at or 

above proficient with a decline in 4th and 8th grades from the 2013 testing year.  With $620 

billion invested on education in the U.S. and an 82% high school graduation rate, the 18% of 

non-graduates were still at risk (NCES, 2016).           

Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) 

 During this time of accountability, the fields of Science, Technology, Engineering, 

and Mathematics (STEM) have dominated the global workforce scene.  While an increase in 

STEM careers builds globally, access to qualified STEM teachers, student interest in STEM 

fields remains the same (U.S. Department of Education, 2016a).  According to the U.S. 

Department of Labor (2015), over the next decade, one million STEM professionals would 

be needed.  Will the United States be able to keep up with the economic demands in the 

STEM fields?  Will the teaching professionals be trained in these fields in order to get 

students excited about science, technology, engineering, and mathematics?  According to 
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Baker, Smith, and Swanson (2005), “If America is to sustain its international 

competitiveness, its national security, and the quality of life of its citizens, then it must move 

quickly to achieve significant improvements in the participation of all students in 

mathematics and science” (p. 1).           

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 

 A more recent solution to the woes that A Nation at Risk suggested was the No Child 

Left Behind Act (NCLB), proposed by the U.S. Department of Education.  Its goal was to 

close the achievement gap with “accountability, flexibility, and choice so that no ch ild is left 

behind” (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001, p. 1).  Aske, Connolly, and Corman (2013) 

summarized the NCLB Act as “the assessment of student achievement through standardized 

testing (assessment); the provision of information regarding student/school performance 

(accountability); and introduction of legislation that provides parents with options regarding 

which school their child may attend” (p. 110).  In other words, as a result of school 

accountability, through assessments which categorize the competing schools as better 

performing, families had the opportunity to choose the school they would like their children 

to attend.   

Between the ESEA and NCLB acts, the educational system found itself transitioning 

two educational bills wrought with change, implementation, and hope in offering a solid 

education for children (U.S. Department of Education, 2015).  The NCLB established 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) standards and assessments, transparency on teacher quality 

and school performance, and student grade assessments amongst other amendments that 

meant to hold schools accountable for their success or failure (No Child Left Behind Act, 

2001).  Overall, the NCLB called for students, teachers, administrations, and Local 
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Educational Agencies (LEA) to be held accountable to government standards if the LEA 

desired to receive federal funds.                    

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 

The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) is a reauthorization by the Obama 

administration of the ESEA (Darrow, 2016).  The ESSA bill, which garnered solid bipartisan 

support, continues allowing federal aid and places more power in the hands of state and local 

education agencies, lessening centralized federalism.  According to Fleischman, Scott, and 

Sargrad (2016), there will be a shift away from federal mandates toward greater state and 

local authority and the emphasis on evidence-based school improvement practices.  While 

maintaining some of the original efforts of the NCLB act, it was noted that the ESSA offers a 

primary focus on college and career readiness via evidence-based programs.  Additionally, 

the ESSA uses a tier system to determine the strength of evidence-based practices that have 

been proven to provide success while allowing state and local education agencies use up  to 

7% of Title I funds for school improvement (Fleischman, Scott, & Sargrad, 2016).  

The ESSA differs vastly from the NCLB Act regarding accountability.  According to 

the ESSA Progress Report (U. S. Department of Education, 2015), states are able to target 

specific school improvement resources, focusing on the lowest-performing five percent of 

schools, reduce the high school drop-out rates, and work on academic success with struggling 

subgroups, all according to their own accountability measures, as opposed to the NCLB’s.  

This puts more power, flexibility, and ownership in the hands of the states allowing them to 

be the responsible party for their own schools’ systems.   

College and career readiness is another strong point of the ESSA.  According to the 

U. S. Department of Education (2015), about a third of students entering college must take 
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remedial classes.  Additionally, the United States, once a top academic nation, now ranks 

12th in college graduation rates.  Xiaoying and Yur-Austin (2016) observed a decline in 

college graduation rates during the mid-2007 recession.  Kahn (2010) noted a drop in the 

earning potential of college graduates during the recession while Bozick (2009) suggested 

the warehouse hypothesis where students intentionally delay their graduation due to the low 

employment rates.  While the NCLB Act failed to focus on the immediate needs of a 

declining economy, which draws its labor from educated college-graduates, the ESSA made 

it a point to focus on college and career readiness. 

Summary 

Four major acts highlight the significance of education in the late 20 th and early 21st 

centuries.  The National Education Defense Act aimed at educating citizens to increase its 

odds in the Space Race.  The Elementary and Secondary Education Act offered hope to many 

struggling schools that needed federal assistance to maintain themselves.  A Nation at Risk 

reminded us of the nation’s education-related troubles. The No Child Left Behind Act was 

introduced to fix these challenges.  Finally, the Every Student Success Act focused on finding 

a balance between college and career readiness.                                    

Standardized Testing and Accountability 

Standards-based reform and accountability have their roots in the social-efficiency 

movement of the 20th century (Waldow, 2015; Franklin, 1982).  With the intention of 

providing scientifically-based curricula that would benefit the vocations needed in the 

economy, scholars of the social-efficiency movement valued honing the talents of students 

according to their adult trade (Null, 1999).  Of major note, university professor  Franklin 

Bobbitt, in his work The Curriculum (1918), posited the need to train students “by way of 



15 

 

developing abilities to do things well and make up the affairs of adult life” (1918, p. 42).  

While Bobbitt could not foresee the need for a more diverse workforce that some of his 

critics would suggest (Ravitch, 2000), his thought refined educational curricula based on 

scientific standards that could be measured by productivity.  Changing his views in later life, 

Bobbitt’s original contributions to curriculum theory and development had a great influence 

on standard-based curricula reform as it is seen today in the NCLB Act.             

Going further into educational history, the Revised Code of 1862, devised by Great 

Britain, suggested a quid pro quo relationship between the government and schools.  This 

transactional relationship would be comparable to American centralized federalism, where 

greater power lies in the hands of the government with the expectation of state and local 

agencies implementing the policies.  In other words, federal government would take the 

leading role in items of import with expectations and support from state and local authorities.  

Such is the Revised Code of 1862, which offered grants to educational institutions based on 

accountability to the government (Revised Code, 1862).        

No Child Left Behind 

 The NCLB Act is the epitome of accountability when it comes to the late 20 th/early 

21st century national education acts.  According to the U. S. Department of Education (2003), 

“under the act’s accountability provisions, states must describe how they will close the 

achievement gap and make sure all students including those who are disadvantaged, achieve 

academic proficiency” (p. 1).  Additionally, annual report cards allow transparency on school 

success or progress and based on the amount of progress needed, supplemental opportunities 

for an increase in student success becomes mandatory if federal funding is desired.  

According to Groen (2012), the social efficiency ideologies of the late 20 th century are 
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silently, if not inherently, imbedded in the accountability requirements of the NCLB, which 

call for state accountability to federal policy.   

 In order to meet the federal accountability NCLB’s mandates, states adopted a 

standardized testing format.  Although students, at least by high school, anticipated some sort 

of standardized test in order to apply for college, high-stakes testing brought a whole new 

dimension to these tests.  According to Solorzano (2008), high-stakes testing has an impact 

on “student placement, graduation, and promotion” (p. 260).  Additionally, schools receive a 

passing or failing grade based on their students’ testing scores (Meyers & Murphy, 2007).  

Finally, educators are held responsible and are a reflection of their students’ ability to pass 

the consequential testing that the NCLB requires and are also called to obtain a government 

defined highly-qualified designation (U. S. Department of Education, 2003).     

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) 

 As a result of the bi-partisan bill, the NCLB, accountability for schools is currently 

expressed in the form of standardized testing.  The states are able to determine their 

particular achievement standards with a desire to have increased test scores in each grade 

level yearly.  Currently, in Texas, the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness 

(STAAR) test meets the accountability needs of the NCLB (Texas Education Agency, 2016).   

 Its predecessor, TAKS (Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills) only provided a 

minimum, or baseline, of what students should learn as a product of the country’s 

educational system; with the realization that minimal knowledge would not increase the U. S. 

economy or increase its educational rank amongst her global competitors, the STAAR’s 

focus was on higher reasoning skills with higher reasoning becoming the hallmark of what it 

meant to be exemplary (Roberson, 2014).  



17 

 

Proponents and Critics of Standardized Testing 

 As with many political issues, there are proponents and critics.  While many critics of 

standardized testing are heard more often, there is a large number of proponents advocating 

for this type of testing.   

 Phelps (2011) reviewed hundreds of studies that overwhelmingly suggested a positive 

impact of standardized testing.  Similarly, Yeh (2005) interviewed over 60 teachers and 

administrators in many Minnesota school districts who highly supported high stakes testing 

and suggested they represented well-aligned curriculum that steered away from rote 

memorization and included testing that required critical thinking skills.  According to the 

U.S. Department of Education (2003), teaching to the test is not necessary if teachers are 

teaching the state’s academic standards that the curriculum represents.      

 Educational Historian, Diane Ravitch (2010), spoke about her roundabout change 

regarding school reform.  After decades of being a champion for national reform, she 

suggested that there exists no one path for school success and stated, “Over the years, I have 

consistently warned against the lure of ‘the royal road to learning,’ the no tion that some 

savant or organization has found an easy solution to the problems of American Education” 

(Ravitch, 2010, p. 2).  She suggested that many, including policymakers and business 

leaders, have offered solutions that would solve the nation’s educa tion crisis, a type of cure-

all.  She acknowledged weaknesses in school accountability and choice, and suggested 

evidence to its corruptibility.  

 Roberson (2014) presented a mechanistic view of education, where students enter 

school in an assembly-like manner to come out on the other end as systematic, robotic 

individuals that can regurgitate what it takes to be a good test taker.  He stated, “A machine -
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defined, assembly line structured educational environment and process cannot achieve 

excellence because uniformity and standardization are the norm.  Uniqueness and 

individuality are anomalies.  Likewise, a teacher-driven educational philosophy focused on 

mastering “the basics” in which “transfer” is the preferred educational process will not 

achieve excellence because “transferring” knowledge is not the same as “transforming” 

students through generative learning environments or processes (Roberson, 2014, p. 348).  

Ultimately, the STAAR testing, in its design to test higher order thinking, has failed to 

consider the multiplicity of the human individual and its many ways of learning (Roberson, 

2014). 

 While no one authority, poll, educational historian, or government representative can 

guarantee that their view on standardized testing is the right one, their arguments for or 

against standardized testing add to the wealth of literature in educational policy and reform 

and guide current educational thought.   

Summary 

A Nation at Risk gave America an inside look at the state of its education in the 20 th 

century and provided a foundation for the NCLB.  While the ESEA provided a focus on 

disadvantaged children, the NCLB was wrought with buzz words, such as accountability and 

standardized testing.   Though controversy ensued over the logic behind high-stakes testing, 

federally-funded schools had no choice but to continue applying for federal funds in order to 

keep their school afloat.  With a slew of critics arguing against standardized testing, research 

on student success flourished.  One major research organization, the Search Institute, 

provided numerous research articles, books, briefs, and reports, suggesting a link between 

assets and social and educational success.   



19 

 

40 Developmental Assets 

Schools, whether they are primary, secondary, or higher education, are constantly 

looking for ways to improve the success rates for their students.  Programs are established, 

sometimes with federal funding to develop the student academically and/or personally.  The 

desired outcome is for the student to strive within and outside of his/her school and to one 

day be a productive and contributing citizen of the community.  Policymakers and 

researchers have dedicated their time, energy, and resources for the latter.  Attempts have 

been made to uncover multiple ways of achieving student success (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2016b), such as developing character-building programs and promoting positive 

youth development research.  

The Developmental Assets 

 One such organization, the Search Institute, was founded in 1958 by Dr. Merton P. 

Strommen, with the goal of using the social sciences to research the lives, beliefs, and values 

of young people (Search Institute, 2013b).  In The Troubled Journey, Benson (1993), the 

second president of the Search Institute, highlighted the Assets and provided an impetus to 

continue research on the development of Assets in adolescents.  Benson’s focus highlighted 

opportunities, experiences, and resources that enhance educational, socioemotional, and 

health outcomes, as well as community development, community building, and healthy 

communities, with the sole purpose of increasing success in children and adolescents 

(Benson & Scales, 2011).       

 Mannes (2006) summarized the Assets as a model that “is based on a set of theoretical 

hypotheses and empirical evidence that helping youth experience healthy development 

resources and opportunities, and helping them to successfully achieve development tasks is 
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one of the best ways to prevent negative behaviors and outcomes to promote positive 

behavior and outcomes” (p. 273).  The 40 Developmental Assets are designed to provide 

building blocks in order to aid in the development of adolescents in three areas, namely, (1) 

thriving behaviors, such as school success, (2) the prevention of high-risk behaviors, such as 

substance abuse, and (3) the ability to function appropriately in the face of adversity 

(Mannes, 2006).  The Assets are 40 research-based, positive qualities that influence young 

people’s development by assisting them in becoming caring, responsible, and productive 

adults, which are depicted in Figure 1 (Search Institute, 2013a). 

Scales, Benson, Leffert, and Blyth (2000) studied the contribution of developmental 

assets among 6,000 6th to 12th graders.  Results suggested “that the higher the number of 

positive developmental factors that a young person is exposed to, the more likely he or she 

will be to also report thriving outcomes such as school success, leadership, helping others, 

maintenance of physical health, delay of gratification, valuing diversity, and overcoming 

adversity” (p. 41).  A similar study conducted in 1999 suggested that adolescents with higher 

amounts of developmental assets are less likely to participate in risky behavior such as drug 

or alcohol abuse or sexual intercourse (Benson, Scales, Leffert & Roehlkepartain, 1999). 
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Figure 1 

The 40 Development Assets 
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Scales, Roehlkepartain, and Fraher (2012) suggested four criteria that support the 

developmental assets: (1) strong research support, (2) an inclusive approach that relates to all 

youth, (3) the focus on relationships and environments, and (4) the power to mobilize.  With 

a strong foundation, Scales, Sesma, and Bolstrom (2004) proposed five action strategies  that 

are supported by the Assets that can change communities and, in turn, foster positive child 

development; they are: (1) engaging adults, (2) mobilizing young people, (3) activating 

community sectors, (4) invigorating programs accessible to youth, and (5) influencing civic 

decisions.    

 The Assets are separated into two sections with four subsections in each.  The 

external assets are the positive developmental experiences that families, schools, 

neighborhoods, community groups, and other youth and family-serving organizations 

provide for young people.  These positive experiences are reinforced and supported by the 

broader efforts of society through government policy, health care providers, law enforcement 

agencies, civic foundations, and other community institutions (Search Institute, 2012, p . 9).  

 The external assets include the subsections of (1) support, (2) empowerment, (3) 

boundaries and expectations, and (4) constructive use of time.  The external asset of support 

is further divided into six areas: (1) family support, (2) positive family communication, (3) 

non-parental adult relationships, (4) caring neighborhood, (5) caring school climate, and (6) 

parent involvement in schooling.  The external asset of empowerment is further divided into 

the four areas where the youth are valuable to the community, given useful roles in the 

community, serve the community, and feel safe within their environment.  The external asset 

of boundaries and expectations is further divided into six areas which include (1) family 

boundaries, (2) school boundaries, (3) neighborhood boundaries, (4) adult role models, (5) 
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positive peer influence, and (6) high expectations. The final external asset is the constructive 

use of time, which is further divided into four areas, (1) creative activities, (2) youth 

programs, (3) religious communities, and (4) time at home (Search Institute, 2012, pp.1-3). 

 The four internal assets include (1) commitment to learning, (2) positive values, (3) 

social competencies, and (4) positive identity.  “Internal assets are the positive commitments, 

skills, and values that form a young person’s inner guidance system. Youth make personal 

choices and actions based upon the degree to which their internal assets are developed” 

(Search Institute, 2012, p. 10).  The internal asset commitment to learning is further divided 

into five areas, namely, (1) achievement motivation, (2) school engagement, (3) homework, 

(4) bonding to school, and (5) reading for pleasure.  The internal asset positive values are 

further divided into six areas: (1) caring, (2) equality and social justice, (3) integrity, (4) 

honesty, (5) responsibility, and (6) restraint. The internal asset of social competencies 

includes (1) planning and decision making, (2) interpersonal competence, (3) cultural 

competence, (4) resistance skills, and (5) peaceful conflict resolution.  Finally, the internal 

asset of positive identity is further divided into (1) personal power,  (2) self-esteem, (3) sense 

of purpose, and (4) positive view of a personal future (Search Institute, 2012, pp. 1-3).  

Impact of Developmental Assets - The Research 

 Benson (1993) spoke of an updated understanding and approach to modern education.  

He suggested a great worry about the health and vitality of young people; for example, 

anxious images, the forgotten half, the hurried child, at-risk, the school dropout, and the 

teenage parent.  He spoke of prevention and intervention, school reform, proper parenting, 

effective schools, caring communities, and supportive families.  With the goal of providing 
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positive educational change amongst youth, the Search Institute decided to take research in 

adolescent growth by the helm and shed a positive light on their development.    

 A longitudinal study from 1997 to 2001 in St. Louis Park showed a positive impact of 

the Assets among youth and up to three years later showed that “those [students] who have 

more assets are much more likely to do well in school, avoid high-risk behaviors, and engage 

in positive, thriving behaviors” (Roehlkepartain, Benson, & Sesma, 2003).  Additionally, 

Scales and Roehlkerpartain (2003) connected higher amounts of assets to better GPAs and 

higher standardized test scores.  An international study, which included Bangladesh, 

Rwanda, Jordan, and Honduras, also suggested that the more developmental assets 

adolescents had, the better well-being these youths would be (Scales, Roehlkepartain & 

Fraher, 2012).  Regarding youth of color, the Search Institute surveyed over 200,000 youth 

of color and discovered that the more assets these adolescents had (23-24), the less high-risk 

behavior they would engage in; additionally, the more developmental assets these youth of 

color had, the better they would do at maintaining healthy living and succeeding in school 

(Roehlkepartain, Benson, & Sesma, 2003).  Overall, the research has highly and consistently 

suggested that the more developmental assets an adolescent has obtained, the more likely 

they are to participate in thriving behaviors and less likely to participate in risky behaviors.    

Summary 

 As the United States continues to seek ways to increase student learning and increase 

her global academic standing, concerned individuals and organizations continue to develop 

ways to improve personal and academic success of adolescents.  The Search Institute has 

spent many decades developing the 40 Developmental Assets and conducting various studies 

to show the more developmental assets an adolescent has, the more likely s/he is to 
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participate in thriving behaviors, particularly behaviors that increase personal and academic 

success.   

Theoretical Framework       

Ecology of Human Development (EHD) 

In the Ecology of Human Development (EHD), Bronfenbrenner (1979) posited that 

the “Species Homo sapiens appears to be unique in its capacity to adapt to, tolerate, and 

especially to create the ecologies in which it lives and grows.  Seen in different contexts, 

human nature, which I had once thought of as a singular noun, turns out to be pluralistic; 

different environments produce discernible differences, not only across but within societies, 

in talent, temperament, human relations, and particularly in the ways in which each culture 

and subculture brings up the next generation” (p. xiii).  Having realized the importance and 

impact of family systems in particular, Bronfenbrenner’s work heavily influenced the 

creation of the federally-funded Head Start program in America for children from low-

income families (Cornell Chronicle, 2005).  With a desire to provide ongoing support to 

children, as the benefits received from early intervention programs, such as Head Start, fade 

out, Bronfenbrenner’s human development theory emphasized continuous parental 

involvement and support of children at different ages, stages, and transitions in their lives 

(Zigler & Muenchow, 1992), and in an attempt to influence youth research and progress, the 

EHD was prompted by the ecological laboratories in which young people lived and 

interacted.  Ultimately, “when the ecology is in balance, children live in harmony with self 

and other.  But if the ecology is disrupted or in tension, the child experiences conflict and 

maladjustment” (Brendtro, 2006, p. 165).  Ultimately, for Bronfenbrenner, his modus -
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operandi can be summarized as “every child needs at least one adult who is irrationally crazy 

about him or her” (Bronfenbrenner cited in Brendtro, 2006, p. 2).           

 The EHD, a bio-ecological model of adolescent growth (Bronfenbrenner, 2005), 

suggests five structures, which are contained within each other, as depicted in Figure 2.  

Microsystem is a complex set of relations between the developing person and environment in 

an immediate setting containing that person.  Mesosystem comprises the interrelations 

among major settings, containing the developing person at a particular point in his or her life.  

Exosystem is the extension of the mesosystem, embracing other specific social structures, 

both formal and informal, that do not themselves contain the developing persons but impinge 

upon or encompass the immediate settings in which that person is found, and thereby 

influence, delimit, or even determine what goes on there.  Macrosystem is the overarching 

institutional patterns of the culture or subculture where micro-, meso-, and exo-systems are 

the concrete manifestations.  Chronosystem includes all other systems during major life 

transitions (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  The Assets rely profoundly on the EHD framework due 

to their heavy reliance on ecological influences and/or the environments in which humans 

live. 

 The scientific study of adolescent development emerged from Hall (1904), who, 

according to the National Institutes of Health (2003) sought to study ages 10 to 19 from an 

ecological perspective.  According to Hall (1904), “Old moorings are constantly broken; 

adaptive plasticity to new environments-somatic, economic, industrial, social, moral, and 

religious-was never so great…[and] all this suggest that man is not a permanent type but an 

organism in a very active stage of evolution…” (p. vii).  Adolescent growth for Hall (1904) 

was a time of “storm and stress” (Hall cited by Arnett, 1999), where “adolescence [was] 



27 

 

preeminently the criminal age…and most vicious careers [were] begun” (p. 325).  Studying 

adolescents from a deficit or at-risk point of view was the norm although not all scholars 

embraced Hall’s viewpoint on youth (Lerner, 2005). 

Figure 2 

The Ecology of Human Development Constructs 
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specifics of the physical and social cultural conditions that exists at a particular moment in 

history” (p. 13).  Damon (2004) suggested a strength-based approach to understanding and 

researching youth, as opposed to an approach that focuses on what is lacking.  With no one 

definition encompassing all that PYD describes (Benson et al., 2006), consensus amongst 

scholars suggest that youth should be studied within their environment as evolutionary 

organisms that change with experience and maturity (Lerner, 2005).         

According to Zarrett and Lerner (2008), PYD encompasses 5 Cs: competence, 

confidence, connection, character, and caring/compassion.  As a result of obtaining the 5 Cs, 

a sixth C - contribution is usually exhibited (Zarrett & Lerner, 2008).  These identifiers of 

youth development are suggestive of a thriving internal and external interaction where 

strengths ‘in’ the person, such as social competencies or positive identity, work together with 

developmental strengths ‘outside’ the person in her or his various contexts in an attempt to 

promote development, well-being, and thriving (Benson et al., 2006).   

There are several examples of the application of the Ecology of Human Development.  

Two are briefly presented. 

Extended Learning Opportunities 

 Extended Learning Opportunities (ELOs) allow young people to engage in programs 

outside of school; before and after-school programs along with summer programs offer 

students who would normally not have access to co-curricula the option to benefit from 

tailor-made academic and social activities (National Education Agency, 2008).  The ELOs, 

such as mentoring, tutoring, or participation in extended day activities, keep young people 

from engaging in risky behaviors.  The ELOs are also available as a global experience 

(Mahler & Niedzielski-Eichner, 2012).  The National Education Association noted that 
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“minority student enrollment in public schools rose to 43 percent…-up from 35 percent a 

decade earlier” (2010, p. 2), which makes it essential for young students to engage in 

successful global interactions.  While the ELOs are based on a deficit model of youth 

behavior, for example, youth pregnancy and drug abuse (Balter & Tamis-LeMonda, 2006), 

their foundation relies heavily on Bronfenbrenner’s Ecology of Human Development (Rew, 

2004).     

4-H Programs 

   The 4-H programs stem from a desire to connect youth with activities that will 

positively benefit their growth outside the classroom.  Represented by a 4-leaf clover that 

stands for the Head, Heart, Hands, and Health, the foci of the 4-H is to provide leadership 

skills to youth determined by the needs of the community (National 4-H Council, 2016).  

With six million youth members across the United States and hailed as the largest youth 

organization across the nation, youth that participate in 4-H programs are four times more 

likely to make contributions to their communities, two times more likely to be civically 

active, and two times more likely to make healthier choices (National 4-H Council, 2013).   

The 4-H programs operate worldwide and nationwide and contribute to the plasticity of the 

human being and their environment (Balter & Tamis-LeMonda, 2006).     

Summary 

The EHD, which frames itself nicely within PYD, suggests that adolescents should be 

studied within their environment in order to obtain full knowledge of their experiences.  In 

observing the adolescents and their environments, researchers can suggest whether or not the 

environment is conducive to the growth and development of the individual and manipulate it 

as needed (Benson et al., 2006).  Bronfenbrenner developed the Ecology of Human 
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Development based on the interaction between an individual and his/her environment at 

different ages, stages, and transitions of life (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  Extended Learning 

Opportunities and participation in 4-H programs allow young people to participate in an 

environment that can be instrumental for their success.      

Summary of Literature Review 

 The education acts of the late 20th century put education at the forefront of national 

policy.  Left behind in the Space Race, A Nation at Risk provided a foundation for the No 

Child Left Behind Act, which was committed to the educational growth of each student in the 

nation.  The STAAR testing became the epitome of accountability in schools, while critics 

determined that not all students were created to fit the mold of a perfect test -taker and 

proponents suggested that standardized testing gave accountability to schools. With the 

determination to improve student success, while showing the fluidity of the learner, the 

Search Institute initiated the 40 Developmental Assets, within the theoretical framework of 

Bronfenbrenner’s Ecology of Human Development.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



31 

 

Chapter III 

METHOD 

Introduction 

 The purpose of the study was to examine the impact of the Assets on science, 

mathematics, and reading achievement of 8th grade students.  It was hypothesized the 8th 

graders in the Assets program would outperform the 8 th graders who did not experience the 

Assets on the basis of academic achievement in science, mathematics, and reading.  The 

study was guided by the following research questions: 

1. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on student 

achievement in science among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school district? 

2. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on student 

academic achievement in mathematics among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas 

school district? 

3. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on student 

academic achievement in reading among 8 th grade students in an urban South Texas school 

district? 

Research Design 

 The study utilized an ex post facto, causal-comparative research design. Causal-

comparative studies are used to determine differences among groups based on the outcome 

variables. With causal-comparative research, no attempt is made to draw causality due to the 

absence of the independent variable being manipulated. There defining characteristics of the 

causal-comparative design are the independent variable(s) that are categorical and not 

experimentally manipulated (Schenker & Rumrill, 2004).  In the study, the independent 

variable was the 40 Developmental Assets program with two levels: 1) utilizing the Assets 



32 

 

and 2) not utilizing the Assets. The outcome measures were the State of Texas Assessments 

of Academic Readiness (STAAR) science, mathematics, and reading achievement scores.  

Due to non-experimental nature of the study, no causal inferences were drawn. 

Intervention 

 Four external assets, which rely heavily on involvement from ecological 

communities, are (1) focus on support, (2) empowerment, (3) boundaries, and (4) 

expectations and constructive use of time.  The four internal assets, which focus on personal 

achievement, include (1) commitment to learning, (2) positive values, (3) social 

competencies, and (4) positive identity.  In short, “each of the 40 developmental assets…is a 

characteristic of the individual (internal assets) or his/her ecological settings (external assets) 

that is related to the increased probability of positive outcomes to include the prevention of 

high risk behaviors and the enhancement of thriving behaviors” (Benson & Scales, 2011, p. 

667).   

 The school that had participated in the Assets program offered opportunities for 

parental involvement (support), leadership roles in scholarly clubs and sports 

(empowerment), adult role models (boundaries and expectations), and opportunities to 

participate in extracurricular activities (constructive use of time), which must have 

contributed to the external assets.  Internal assets in the areas of commitment to learning, 

building positive values, social competencies, and promoting positive identity had been 

highly encouraged.   

Subject Selection 

 The subjects for the study were from two middle schools in the same school district in 

South Texas with similarities in ethnicity and economic status.  The study was delimited to 
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Hispanics because very few 8th graders of other ethnicities were in the two schools.  The 

sample sizes varied for each of the outcome measures.  The characteristic-present groups 

consisted of a non-probability sample of 145, 113, and 145 students in science, mathematics 

and reading, respectively, who had incorporated the Assets program in their daily school-

related activities.  There were 149, 137, and 154 students in science, mathematics, and 

reading comparison groups, respectively, who had not been introduced to the Assets 

program.  Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board 

at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi (Appendix A).  

Instrumentation 

 Prior to 2011-2012, the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) was the 

standardized testing assessment for schools.  In 2011-2012, the State of Texas Assessments 

of Academic Readiness (STAAR) replaced this test with more rigorous questions and an 

implemented time limit (Texas Education Agency, 2013a).  Grades 3-12 are tested and the 

tests are designed to prepare the students for college entrance and their careers.  For the 

purpose of the study, the 2014-2015 STAAR scores in science, mathematics, and reading for 

8th grade students were used. The proportion of correct answers to the total number of items 

in each STAAR Reporting Category operationalized the outcome measures. 

 When implementing a new test design, it is important to determine the validity of the 

instrument.  In the case of the STAAR, the Standard Setting Policy Committee was 

established to include a panel of experts that recommended performance categories, labels, 

and policy definitions.  This committee, convened by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB), developed grade and course 

specific performance level descriptors (PLDs) and described a reasonable progression of 
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skills within each content area.  Once completed, the TEA reviewed the suggestions from the 

panel of experts and approved the performance standards, followed by its implementation 

(Texas Education Agency, 2013b).   

 Achievement in STAAR grade eight science was measured by four (4) categories. 

Reporting Category one (1) covered matter and energy with 14 assessment items.  Reporting 

Category two (2) with a focus on force, motion, and energy had a total of 12 assessment 

items. Reporting Category three (3) focused on earth and space with a total of 14 assessment 

items.  Finally, Reporting Category four (4) had 14 assessment items, which covered 

organisms and environments.  

Achievement in STAAR grade eight mathematics was measured by four (4) Reporting 

Categories and a total of 56 test items.  Reporting Category one (1) assessed numerical 

representations and relationships with five items.  Reporting Category two (2) consisted of 

22 assessment items that targeted computations and algebraic relationships.  Reporting 

Category three (3) had a total of 20 assessment items related to geometry and measurement.  

Finally, Reporting Category four (4) had nine items that tested data analysis and personal 

financial literacy. 

 Achievement in STAAR grade eight reading was measured by three (3) categories.  

Reporting Category one (1) covered understanding/analysis across genres with 10 assessment 

items.  Reporting Category two (2) covered understanding/analysis of literary texts with 22 

assessment items.  Finally, Reporting Category three (3) covered understanding/analysis of 

informational texts with 20 assessment items.  
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Data Collection 

 The raw data were obtained from the Texas Education Agency, using the Public 

Information Request (Appendix B).  The STAAR data included raw scale scores (the total 

number of correct responses) for each of the categories in science, mathematics, and reading.  

Data on gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status were the only demographic data that 

were provided to the researcher, which used to describe the two samples.   

Data Analysis 

 The raw data were exported into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS), which was used for the purpose of data analysis.  Descriptive statistics were used to 

summarize and organize the data, which included measures of central tendency and 

variability as well as frequency and percentage tables.   

A series of Chi-Square Test of Independence (Field, 2013) was performed to compare 

the characteristic-present and comparisons groups on the basis of categorical variables of 

gender and socioeconomic status.   

The proportion of the total number of test questions answered correctly to the total 

number of questions was used to measure academic achievement in science, mathematics, 

and reading in each of the STAAR categories.  A series of multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) was performed to test whether there were statistically significant differences 

between the Assets and non-Assets groups on the basis of the outcome measures.  There is a 

mathematical expression called a vector, which represents each subject's score on more than 

one outcome measure.  The mean of the vectors for each group is called a centroid.  The 

MANOVA is used to compare groups on the basis of centroids (Field, 2013).  The equality 

of covariance matrices assumption was examined, using Box’M.  Levene’s F was used to test 
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the homogeneity of variances of assumption.  A series of univariate F-test was performed for 

the purpose of post hoc analysis.   

The analysis of the data also included a series of multivariate analysis of co-variate 

(MANCOVA) to examine the group differences, adjusted for socioeconomic status, which 

was treated as a potential confounding variable.  The overall MANOVA and MANCOVA 

results were the same. 

The mean difference effect size, Cohen’s d, was used to examine the practical 

significance of the findings.  Specifically, it was computed by dividing the mean difference 

by the pooled standard deviation and characterized as 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium 

effect, and 0.80 = large effect (Cohen, 1988).  
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Chapter IV 

RESULTS 

 The purpose of the causal-comparative study was to examine the impact of the 40 

Developmental Assets on science, mathematics, and reading achievement of 8 th grade 

students in an urban school district.  The study was delimited to Hispanic 8 th graders.  The 

setting was two middle schools in south Texas.  The achievement scores were measured by 

the STAAR.  The study’s hypotheses were that the students who had used the 40 

Developmental Assets would score higher on the eighth grade standardized science, 

mathematics, and reading achievement than did the students who had not used the 40 

Developmental Assets. The study was guided by the following research questions:  

1. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in science among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school district? 

2. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in mathematics among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school 

district?  

3. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in reading among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school district?  

Science Results 

A Profile of Subjects 

 The 40 Developmental Assets and comparison groups consisted of 145 and 149 

Hispanic 8th graders, respectively.  In the Assets group, there were more males (51.70%, n = 

75) than females (48.30%, n = 70), while in the comparison group, there were more females 

(55.00%, n = 82) than males (45.00%, n = 67).  The group differences on the basis of gender 
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were not statistically significant, X2(1, N = 294) = 1.09, p = 0.30.  The overwhelming 

majority of the students in both the Assets (73.80%) and the comparison (95.90%) groups 

were economically disadvantaged and the difference was statistically significant, X2(1, N = 

294) = 26.69, p < 0.01. Results are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 

A Profile of Subjects, Science 

      Assets Group   Comparison Group 

      (n=145)   (n=149) 

 

Demographic Characteristic   f %   f % 

Gender 

 Female    70 48.30%  82 55.00% 

 Male     75 51.70%  67 45.00% 

 

Socio-economic Status     

 Economically Disadvantaged 107 73.80%  143 95.90% 

 Not Economically Disadvantaged 38 26.20%  6 4.00% 

 

Ethnicity 

 Hispanic    145 100.00%  149 100.00% 

 

 The outcome measures were the four STAAR Reporting Categories, namely, 

Category 1: Matter and Energy (14 questions), Category 2: Force, Motion, and Energy (12 

questions), Category 3: Earth and Space, Category 4: Organisms and Environments (14 

questions).  Academic achievement in science was measured by the proportion of correct 

answers to the total number of questions in each of the four Reporting Categories. The means 

and standard deviations for the science category scores are shown in Table 2.  
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Table 2 

STAAR Science Achievement Measures 

     Assets Group    Comparison Group 

     (n=145)     (n=149) 

 

STAAR Reporting Category  M*  SD   M*  SD 

Science Category 1   0.68  0.22   0.44  0.21 

Science Category 2   0.57  0.18   0.49  0.17  

Science Category 3   0.63  0.20   0.49  0.19 

Science Category 4   0.59  0.18   0.46  0.20 

*Proportion of Correct Answers, theoretical range: 0.00 to 1.00 

Note: Science Category 1:  Matter and Energy 

 Science Category 2:  Force, Motion, and Energy 

 Science Category 3:  Earth and Space 

 Science Category 4:  Organisms and Environments 
  

The equality of covariance matrices assumption was met, Box’M = 10.64, p = 0.40.  

The homogeneity of variances of assumption, as tested by the Leven’s F test, was met for all 

outcome measures.  Results are summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3 

 

Homogeneity of Variances Assumption, STAAR Science Achievement Measures 

STAAR Science Categories  df1  df2  Levene’s F  P 

Science Category 1   1  292  2.54   0.11 

Science Category 2   1  292  2.63   0.11 

Science Category 3   1  292  2.36   0.13 

Science Category 4   1  292  1.63   0.20 

Note: Science Category 1:  Matter and Energy 

 Science Category 2:  Force, Motion, and Energy 

 Science Category 3:  Earth and Space 

 Science Category 4: Organisms and Environments 

  

The four science test scores were correlated with each other.  All associations were 

statistically significant at the 0.01 level.  Results are shown in Table 4.  
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Table 4 

 

Correlation Matrix for STAAR Science Category Scores 

             Science Score1  Science Score 2 Science Score 3        Science 

Score 4 

Science Score 1  1.00 

Science Score 2  0.56*   1.00 

Science Score 3  0.69*   0.55*   1.00 

Science Score 4  0.68*   0.50*   0.66*  1.00 

*p<.01 
 

 Since the science achievement scores were correlated with each other, a MANOVA 

was used to compare the Assets and comparison groups on the basis of the group centroids.  

The MANOVA showed that the group differences were statistically significant, favoring the 

Assets group, Wilks’ Lamda = 0.07, F(4, 289) = 908.32, p < 0.01. The post hoc analysis 

showed that the Assets group outperformed the comparison group on the basis of all science 

test scores.  Results are summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5 

 

Post Hoc Analysis, STAAR Science Achievement Measures 

STAAR Reporting Category SS  df  MS  F 

Science 1   4.19  1  4.19  90.65* 

Science 2   0.52  1  0.52  17.34* 

Science 3   1.41  1  1.41  37.72* 

Science 4   1.28  1  1.28  34.67* 

*p < 0.01 

Note: Science Category 1:  Matter and Energy 

 Science Category 2:  Force, Motion, and Energy 

 Science Category 3:  Earth and Space 

 Science Category 4: Organisms and Environments 
 

Mean difference effect sizes, as computed by Cohen’s d, were used to examine the 

practical significance of the findings.  The effect sizes range from 0.49 to 1.11 in favor of the 

Assets group.  Results are summarized in Table 6.  
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Table 6 

 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, STAAR Science Achievement Measures 

STAAR Reporting Category Mean Difference  p  Effect Size* 

Science 1   0.24    < 0.01  1.11 

Science 2   0.08    < 0.01  0.49 

Science 3   0.14    < 0.01  0.72 

Science4    0.13    < 0.01  0.69 

*0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, >0.80 = large effect 

Note: Science Category 1:  Matter and Energy 

 Science Category 2:  Force, Motion, and Energy 

 Science Category 3:  Earth and Space 

 Science Category 4: Organisms and Environments 

 

Mathematics Results 

A Profile of Subjects 

 The 40 Developmental Assets and comparison groups consisted of 113 and 137 

Hispanic 8th graders, respectively.  On the basis of gender, the Assets group was evenly 

represented by females (50.40%, n = 57) and males (49.60%, n = 56), while in the 

comparison group, there were more females (51.8%, n = 71) than males (48.20%, n = 66).  

The group differences on the basis of gender were not statistically significant, X2(1, N = 250) 

= 0.01, p = 0.93.  The majority of the students in both the Assets (78.80%) and the 

comparison (96.40%) groups were economically disadvantaged and the difference was 

statistically significant, X2(1, N = 250) = 17.00, p < 0.01.  Results are summarized in Table 7. 
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Table 7 

A Profile of Subjects, Mathematics 

      Assets Group   Comparison Group 

      (n=113)   (n=137) 

 

Demographic Characteristic   f %   f % 

Gender 

 Female    57 50.40%  71       51.80% 

 Male     56 49.60%  66 48.20% 

 

Socio-economic Status     

 Economically Disadvantaged 89 78.80%  132 96.40% 

 Not Economically Disadvantaged 24 21.20%  5 03.60% 

 

Ethnicity 

 Hispanic    113 100.00%  137 100.00% 

 

 The outcome measures were the four STAAR Reporting Categories for Mathematics, 

namely, Category 1: Numerical Representations and Relationships (5 questions), Category 2: 

Computations and Algebraic Relationships (22 questions), Category 3: Geometry and 

Measurement (20 questions), and Category 4: Data Analysis and Personal Financial Literacy 

(9 questions).  

 Academic achievement in mathematics was measured by the proportion of correct 

answers to the total number of questions in each of the four Reporting Categories. The means 

and standard deviations for the mathematics category scores are shown in Table 8.  
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Table 8 

STAAR Mathematics Achievement Measures 

     Assets Group    Comparison Group 

     (n=113)    (n=137) 

 

STAAR Reporting Category  M*  SD   M*  SD 

Mathematics Category 1  0.54  0.27   0.47  0.29 

Mathematics Category 2  0.48  0.17   0.40  0.15  

Mathematics Category 3  0.40  0.17   0.37  0.16 

Mathematics Category 4  0.46  0.22   0.43  0.19 

*Proportion of Correct Answers, theoretical range: 0.00 to 1.00 

Note: Mathematics Category 1:  Numerical Representations and Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 2:  Computations and Algebraic Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 3:  Geometry and Measurement 

 Mathematics Category 4:  Data Analysis and Personal Financial Literacy 

  

The equality of covariance matrices assumption was met, Box’M = 11.32, p = 0.35.  

The homogeneity of variances of assumption, as tested by the Leven’s F test, was met for all 

outcome measures.  Results are summarized in Table 9. 

Table 9 

 

Homogeneity of Variances Assumption, STAAR Mathematics Achievement Measures 

 

STAAR Mathematics Categories df1  df2  Levene’s F  P 

Mathematics Category 1  1  248  1.52   0.22 

Mathematics Category 2  1  248  3.30   0.07 

Mathematics Category 3  1  248  0.63   0.43 

Mathematics Category 4  1  248  2.46   0.12 

Note: Mathematics Category 1:  Numerical Representations and Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 2:  Computations and Algebraic Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 3:  Geometry and Measurement 

 Mathematics Category 4:  Data Analysis and Personal Financial Literacy 

The four mathematics test scores were correlated with each other. All associations 

were statistically significant at the 0.01 level.  Results are shown in Table 10.  
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Table 10 

 

Correlation Matrix for STAAR Mathematics Category Scores 

                 Math1  Math2  Math3  Math4 

Mathematics Score 1  1.00 

Mathematics Score 2  0.51*  1.00 

Mathematics Score 3  0.49*  0.63*  1.00 

Mathematics Score 4  0.42*  0.48*  0.51*  1.00 

*p < 0.01 

 

 The mathematics achievement scores were correlated with each other.  A MANOVA 

was used to compare the Assets and comparison groups on the basis of the group centroids.  

The MANOVA showed that the group differences were statistically significant, favoring the 

Assets group, Wilks’ Lamba = 0.10, F(4, 245) = 527.08, p < 0.01.  The post hoc analysis 

showed that the Assets group outperformed the comparison group on the basis of 

Mathematics Category 2, Computations and Algebraic Relationships.  Results are 

summarized in Table 11. 

Table 11 

 

Post Hoc Analysis, STAAR Mathematics Achievement Measures 

 

Mathematics Reporting Category SS  df  MS  F 

Mathematics 1   0.31  1  0.31  3.88 

Mathematics 2   0.40  1  0.40  15.22* 

Mathematics 3   0.06  1  0.06  2.17 

Mathematics 4   0.07  1  0.07  1.60 

*p < 0.01 

Note: Mathematics Category 1:  Numerical Representations and Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 2:  Computations and Algebraic Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 3:  Geometry and Measurement 

 Mathematics Category 4:  Data Analysis and Personal Financial Literacy 
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Mean difference effect sizes, as computed by Cohen’s d, were used to examine the 

practical significance of the findings.  The effect sizes range from 0.16 to 0.50 in favor of the 

Assets group.  Results are summarized in Table 12.  

Table 12 

 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, STAAR Mathematics Achievement Measures 

 

STAAR Reporting Category  Mean Difference  p  Effect Size* 

Mathematics 1   0.07    0.05  0.25 

Mathematics 2   0.08    0.01  0.50 

Mathematics 3   0.03    0.14  0.19 

Mathematics 4    0.03    0.21  0.16 

*0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, > 0.80 = large effect 

Note: Mathematics Category 1:  Numerical Representations and Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 2:  Computations and Algebraic Relationships 

 Mathematics Category 3:  Geometry and Measurement 

 Mathematics Category 4:  Data Analysis and Personal Financial Literacy 

 

Reading Results 

A Profile of Subjects 

 The 40 Developmental Assets and comparison groups consisted of 145 and 154 

Hispanic 8th graders, respectively.  In the Assets group, there were more males (51.70%, n = 

75) than females (48.30%, n = 70), while in the comparison group, there were more females 

(55.20%, n = 85) than males (44.80%, n = 69).  The group differences on the basis of gender 

were not statistically significant, X2(1, N = 299) = 1.17, p = 0.28.  The majority of the 

students in both the Assets (73.80%) and the comparison (96.10%) groups were 

economically disadvantaged and the difference was statistically significant, X2(1, N = 299) = 

27.87, p < 0.01. Results are summarized in Table 13. 

 

 

  



46 

 

Table 13 

A Profile of Subjects, Reading 

      Assets Group   Comparison Group 

      (n=145)   (n=154) 

 

Demographic Characteristic   f %   f % 

Gender 

 Female    70 48.30%  85 55.00% 

 Male     75 51.70%  69 45.00% 

 

Socio-economic Status     

 Economically Disadvantaged 107 73.80%  148 96.10% 

 Not Economically Disadvantaged 38 26.20%  6 03.90% 

 

Ethnicity 

 Hispanic    145 100.00%  154 100.00% 

 

 The outcome measures were the three STAAR Reporting Categories, namely, 

Category 1: Understanding/Analysis Across Genres (10 questions), Category 2: 

Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts (22 questions), Category 3: 

Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts.  Academic achievement was measured by 

the proportion of correct answers to the total number of questions in each of the three 

Reporting Categories. The means and standard deviations for the reading category scores are 

shown in Table 14.  
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Table 14 

STAAR Reading Achievement Measures 

     Assets Group    Comparison Group 

     (n=145)    (n=154) 

 

STAAR Reporting Category  M*  SD   M*  SD 

Reading Category 1   0.64  0.25   0.53  0.23 

Reading Category 2   0.60  0.20   0.51  0.20  

Reading Category 3   0.62  0.21   0.54  0.19 

*Proportion of Correct Answers, theoretical range: 0.00 to 1.00 

Note: Reading Category 1:  Understanding/Analysis Across Genres 

 Reading Category 2:  Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts 

 Reading Category 3:  Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts 

  
  

The equality of covariance matrices assumption was met, Box’M = 07.43, p = 0.29.  

The homogeneity of variances of assumption, as tested by the Leven’s F test, was met for all 

outcome measures.  Results are summarized in Table 15. 

Table 15 

 

Homogeneity of Variances Assumption, STAAR Reading Achievement Measures 

STAAR Science Categories  df1  df2  Levene’s F  P 

Reading Category 1   1  297  1.67   0.20 

Reading Category 2   1  297  0.30   0.59 

Reading Category 3   1  297  2.30   0.13 

Note: Reading Category 1:  Understanding/Analysis Across Genres 

 Reading Category 2:  Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts 

 Reading Category 3:  Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts 

  

The three reading test scores were correlated with each other.  All associations were 

statistically significant at the 0.01 level.  Results are shown in Table 16.  
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Table 16 

 

Correlation Matrix for STAAR Reading Category Scores 

                  Reading Score1 Reading Score 2 Reading Score 3         

Reading Score 1  1.00 

Reading Score 2  0.68*   1.00 

Reading Score 3  0.71*   0.74*   1.00 

*p<.01 
 

 A MANOVA was used to compare the Assets and comparison groups on the basis of 

the group centroid and showed that the group differences were statistically significant, 

favoring the Assets group, Wilks’ Lamda = 0.10, F(3, 295) = 919.30, p < 0.01. The post hoc 

analysis showed that the Assets group outperformed the comparison group on the basis of all 

reading test scores.  Results are summarized in Table 17. 

Table 17 

 

Post Hoc Analysis, STAAR Reading Achievement Measures 

STAAR Reporting Category  SS  df  MS  F 

Reading 1    0.92  1  0.92  15.75* 

Reading 2    0.53  1  0.53  13.27* 

Reading 3    0.52  1  0.52  12.75* 

*p < 0.01 

Note: Reading Category 1:  Understanding/Analysis Across Genres 

 Reading Category 2:  Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts 

 Reading Category 3:  Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts 
 

Mean difference effect sizes, as computed by Cohen’s d, were used to examine the 

practical significance of the findings.  The effect sizes range from 0.41 to 0.46 in favor of the 

Assets group.  Results are summarized in Table 6.  
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Table 18 

 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, STAAR Reading Achievement Measures 

STAAR Reporting Category  Mean Difference  p  Effect Size* 

Reading 1    0.11    < 0.01  0.46 

Reading 2    0.08    < 0.01  0.42 

Reading 3    0.08    < 0.01  0.41 

*0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, > 0.80 = large effect 

Note: Reading Category 1:  Understanding/Analysis Across Genres 

 Reading Category 2:  Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts 

 Reading Category 3:  Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts 

 

Covariate Analysis 

 

 As noted earlier, group differences on the basis of socioeconomic status were 

statistically significant in all analyses.  A series of Multivariate Analysis of Co-variance 

(MANCOVA), with socioeconomic status as the covariate, was performed.  Results did not 

change.  In science, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.32, F(4, 288) = 154.18, p < 0.01.  In mathematics, 

Wilks’ Lambda = 0.48, F(4, 244) = 66.64, p < 0.01.  In reading, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.98, F(3, 

294) = 3.56, p < 0.05. 

Summary 

 It had been hypothesized that the Hispanic 8th grade students in the Assets program 

would outperform the Hispanic 8th grade students in the non-Assets program on the basis of 

academic achievement in science, mathematics, and reading, as measured by the 2015 

STAAR test data.  Results supported the three hypotheses.  After adjusting the outcome 

measures on the basis of socioeconomic status of the participants, results remained the same.  

Post hoc analyses showed that the Assets group outperformed the comparison group on all 

four science categories, one of the four mathematics categories, and all three reading 

categories.  
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 The Assets were created and presented by Peter Benson (1993) in his book entitled, 

The Troubled Journey: A Portrait of 6th thru 12th Grade Youth.  In this journey, Benson 

(1993) posited that the more assets an adolescent incurred, the better they would do 

academically.  Assets range from internal assets, such as educational commitment and 

positive values, to external assets that focus on items such as support and structured use of 

time (Benson, 1993).  After twenty-six years of published research, the Search Institute 

found itself with compelling evidence that the more assets an adolescent had, the better they 

would do socially and academically (Scales, Sesma, & Bolstrom, 2004).   

 Over the last fifty years, educational reform has come in the form of many federal 

acts; for example, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), and Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA).  President 

Johnson, a former teacher, noted the correlation between poverty and academic achievement 

and enacted ESEA in order to fund schools whose enrollment included 40% of low-income 

students.  President Bush’s NCLB held schools accountable to the federal government and 

high-stakes testing became a requirement to receive Title I funding.  President Obama’s 

ESSA, enacted in December of 2010, has a notable focus on college and career readiness, 

something ESEA and NCLB lacked.  With educational reform getting recent federal 

attention, policymakers and stakeholders should expect a wave of change in the American 

educational system with ramifications on the workforce and global economy.  
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 The purpose of the study was to examine the impact of the Assets on science, 

mathematics, and reading achievement, as measured by the STAAR assessment of 8 th grade 

students in an urban school district.  The study was guided by the following research 

questions:  

1. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic  

achievement in science among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school district? 

2. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in mathematics among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school 

district?  

3. What is the impact of the 40 Developmental Assets program on academic 

achievement in reading among 8th grade students in an urban South Texas school district?  

Summary of the Results 

 After adjusting for socioeconomic status, analysis of the data showed that the Assets 

students performed at a higher academic achievement level on both the science and reading 

outcome measures and two out of the four mathematics outcome measures than did the non-

Assets students.   

 With respect to achievement in science, the Assets group outperformed the non-

Assets group on the basis of all measures, namely, Category 1: Matter and Energy, Category 

2: Force, Motion, and Energy, Category 3: Earth and Space, Category 4: Organisms and 

Environments.  The mean difference effect sizes ranged from 0.49 to 1.11. 

 With respect to achievement in mathematics, the Assets group outperformed the non-

Assets group on the bases of one measure, namely, Category 2: Computations and Algebraic 

Relationships.  The mean difference effect size was 0.50. 
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 With respect to achievement in reading, the Assets group outperformed the non-

Assets group on the bases of all measures, namely, Category 1: Understanding/Analysis 

Across Genres, Category 2:  Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts, and Category 3:  

Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts.  The mean difference effect sizes ranged 

from 0.41 to 0.46.  

Conclusions 

 The researcher had hypothesized that 8th grade students in the Assets program would 

outperform the 8th grade students in the non-Assets program on the basis of academic 

achievement in science, mathematics, and reading, as measured by the 2015 STAAR test 

results.  The results supported all hypotheses and it was concluded that Assets program has 

the potential to impact academic achievement.  Due to non-experimental nature of the study, 

no causal inferences were drawn and the external validity was limited to the study’s 

participants due to non-probability nature of sampling. 

Discussion 

 The study used an ex post facto, causal-comparative research design to examine the 

impact of the Assets on academic achievement.  The study was conducted in a South Texas 

school district, where the Assets had been used in an attempt to increase academic 

achievement on the state’s accountability test, the STAAR.  During the four years of utilizing 

the Assets, no studies had been conducted to systematically evaluate its effectiveness.  This 

study is the first in the district and showed that the Assets did have an impact on science, 

mathematics, and reading test scores.   

 The review of the literature provided a historical perspective on education reform in 

the 20th and 21st century.  No Child Left Behind, wrought with this reform, led the nation 
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down the road of high stakes testing as the accountability measure for learning.  With 

accountability stakes as high as ever, various programs such as Project-based Learning (PBL) 

and the 40 Developmental Assets have allowed schools to shift from the tradit ional learning 

techniques and interventions to processes that have proven academic success (Bell, 2010; 

Benson et al., 2011).  With Obama’s Every Student Succeeds Act and its emphasis on 

evidence-based school improvement programs, the Assets are a prime example of a 

successful academic intervention program, as noted in the research (Araque, 2005; Scales et 

al., 2000; Scales & Roehlkepartain, 2003).    

The 40 Developmental Assets became a little known intervention method until 

Positive Youth Development (PYD) was noted by Stanford’s William Damon, a leading 

scholar in human development who identified the Assets as a “sea change” to the world of 

education.  As such, they became the subject of more intense research, utilizing data from 

five million children who had participated in various studies (Benson et al., 2006).           

  The Ecology of Human Development (EHD) provided the theoretical framework for 

this study, as it provided evidence for a strong connection between environments and their 

ecological impact on human beings (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  With a focus on microsystems, 

as defined by Bronfenbrenner (1994), the EHD required study of the developing human 

within its “immediate family, such as school and family” (p. 1).  Applied Developmental 

Science (ADS) provided an umbrella for EHD and became a mecca for the study of 

adolescents within their environment (Lerner, Fisher, & Weinberg, 2000).  Contemporary 

developmental theory also stressed relationships between “multiple levels of organization 

involved in human life” and suggested observation across this ontogeny (p. 1).         
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 With concurrent and longitudinal studies in tow, research showed that the more 

developmental assets youth had, the better they would do academically (Scales & 

Roehlkerpartain, 2003).  With the academic norm being standardized testing, studying assets 

in light of the accountability measure of the nation became prudent.  With federal funding 

linked to accountability, it remains essential that school districts use their time, funding, and 

training efficiently to provide intervention programs to at-risk students.  In this study, 

students who participated in the Assets program outperformed nonparticipants in science, 

mathematics, and reading.   

Academic achievement was measured by STAAR science, mathematics, and reading 

scores.  The proportion of correct answers was used to measure each STAAR Reporting 

Category.  Students in the Assets group outperformed the non-Assets group in all science 

Reporting Categories.  In mathematics, the Assets group outperformed the non-Assets group 

in one out of four sections, Reporting Category 2: Computations and Algebraic 

Relationships.  Finally, the Assets group outperformed the non-Assets group in all reading 

Reporting Categories.  While other factors might have had an influence on the student’s 

performance in the mathematics Reporting Categories 1, 3, and 4, a continued emphasis on 

increasing developmental assets can only prove beneficial.  

Between global competitiveness, federal funding linked to high-stakes accountability 

testing, and the economic future of the nation, it remains vital to stay at the forefront of 

student success.  Districts relying on federal funding for their existence must engage students 

with assets that promote external (environmental) and internal (personal) growth.  The link 

between academic success and a stronger workforce must remain robust in order to maintain 

or strengthen global economic competitiveness.        
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Implications 

 The implementation of the Assets was utilized for the last four years in the district.  

Its’ impact on academic achievement had not been systematically studied in the district nor 

in the South Texas area which allowed for the possibility of conducting the study.  The 

literature review showed multiple studies that suggested an impact of the Assets on academic 

achievement.  In other words, the higher the Assets the better students performed 

academically.   

 With federal funding linked to student success, as measured by standardized testing, 

the District should consider the continuation of the Assets program.  Expansion to all schools 

in the District would be a move to increase academic success.   

Initially, the Assets program should be presented to the administration and staff of all 

elementary, middle, and high schools as a tool to support the academic life of students.  For 

successful implementation, training for the program should be two-fold: training for the 

administration and training for the parents/guardians.  The implementation of the assets 

would benefit greatly from parental support or at minimal, the parental knowledge of the 

program.  Ideological and/or monetary support from the District should continue and be 

requested on a regular basis.  Close attention should be made of the assets that could be 

implemented on school grounds and that relate directly to academics.  Assets that can be 

developed within the local community should be shared with local leaders.  Constant 

evaluation of the success of the program would allow for the realignment of goals and 

assessment of academic achievement as it relates to the assets.  A marketing schema of 

posters, flyers, brochures, a Facebook page, Twitter account, and website references to the 

assets would allow for more familiarity of the program and easy access to its tenants.  An 
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accountability plan to determine if the assets are used successfully must be implemented.   

Finally, national support from the Search Institute in the form of training and/or national 

recognition could increase the buy-in from administrators and educators.       

Recommendations for Further Research 

 The study’s delimitations, limitations, and assumptions offer opportunities for further 

research: (1) due to the non-probability nature of sampling, external validity was limited to 

study participants; (2) the study was delimited to one school district in South Texas; (3) the 

study was delimited to one grade level and two middle schools; (4) the study was delimited 

to the outcome measures of academic achievement in science, mathematics, and reading 

based on the STAAR standardized test; (5) it was assumed that the existing data used had 

accurately measured the criteria; and (6) it was assumed that the participating Assets school 

followed the curricula accordingly.  To enhance the generalization of the results, the 

researcher recommends the: (1) replication of the study in other school districts in Texas; (2) 

replication of the study in other grade levels; (3) replication of the study in other academic 

achievement subjects; (4) replication of the study to examine graduation rates; (5) further 

exploration of the 8th grade STAAR mathematics achievement and the Assets; (6) qualitative 

research to understand the impact of the Assets on individuals; (7) a longitudinal study to 

examine the graduation rates of the school who participated in the Assets; and (8) replication 

of the study for multiple years of STAAR testing to assess consistency.     
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