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ABSTRACT

by
Robert Baranoski, Ed.D.
Olivet Nazarene University
May 2011

Major Area: Public Education, Purpose and Perfoimea Number of Words: 83

In this dissertation, | inquired into the relatibisof shared purpose and
academic excellence. Beginning with an understandind investigation into the
axiology of shared purpose and academic performaheeesearch reviewed and
synthesized scholarly literature for contextuatdad-ollowing analyses, a
guantitative explanatory method was undertakendasure correlation of the
variables. An examination of the findings suppartelationship between shared
purpose and academic excellence. More importamtields further

investigation into purpose as a linchpin to perfance in public education.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
INTRODUCGCTION L.uiiiiiiiii ittt e e e e e e e e eeeeeaeeees 1
Statement of the Problem ... 4
BaCKGrOUNG ... e 6
Research QUESLIONS ............uuuui i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e bt eee e 17
DeSCription Of TEIMS ...coiiiiiii oottt eee s mnanneesee e 18
Significance of the STUAY ..........uuiiiiitceeeeeiiiiie e 19
Process to ACCOMPLISN .......oooiiiiiiiiiii e 20
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ...ttt 23
INEFOAUCTION ...ttt e e e e e e e e e eee e 23
Topical Subheading Shared PUIPOSE ... 24
Topical Subheading Academic EXCellENCe....ccccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 37
Conclusion

METHODOLOGY .ottt ettt s e e s et e e ee s e e s eaa e e e e ssnmnneeeees 44
INEFOAUCTION ...ttt e e e e e e e e e eee e 44
RESEAICH DESIGN....uuiiiiiiiii et aaa e 45
0] o101 F= 1T o PP 47
Data COlECHION .......ueiiiiiiiiiie e eeeeme e e e e e 48
Analytical MethOdS .......coviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 49
LIMITALIONS ..t e e e e e e e st e e e e eeeeeas 51



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ... 52
INTFOAUCTIONS ...t e e 52
10T 1T T RS UPRUUUS 53
CONCIUSIONS ...ttt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e 61
Implications and RecommendationsS...........couevveeieiiiiieieieeee e 66
REFERENCES ... ..ottt e e e eneeaeeens 68



LIST OF TABLES

Table

1. Descriptive Statistics Variables Collected for St&hmples as Relates to Schools’
Shared PUIMPOSE.......coiiiiiiiiii ettt eeeeeee e e e snrens e 55

2. Results of Post-Hoc Results of Significant ANOVAdiings for
Shared PUIMPOSE.......ooiiiiiiiiiiiieiie et eeeeeee e s e e s seees e nannans 60

3. Crosstabulation for Hypothesis 2: AYP Status V&ar8d Purpose Status................. 64

LIST OF FIGURES

1. Mean ACT Scores According to Shared Purpose Clea8dn..................cccoeeeeeee. 61
2. Plot of Classification of Shared Purpose and Nunab&chools
ACCOrdiNg t0 AYP SEALUS ... ..o ettt ettt et ebb s e nnneeeeeeeeees 63



CHAPTER |
Introduction

The really fundamental questions of our schoolshatejuestions of test scores or
finance, but an inquiry into purpose, value, andeience. In the early part of the'™0
century, John Dewey argued for the education ofuHele” person (Dewey, 1916, p.
234); some decades later, George W. Bush, tfeP4&sident of the United States,
pledged to support increased funds for purposéfatacter instruction as a result of the
study on public education (“No Child Left BehindtAR2002). Quality education
became the focus of a great deal of attention lig&drs, ultimately the result of
recognition of a decline in the performance of pubtucation (Lickona, 1992) and the
urging of former Secretary of Education William Bextt (1993) and former Secretary of
Education Richard Riley (2000). This study consedewo important attributes of
guality education; shared purpose and academidlerce (Lickona & Davidson, 2005).

For some time, there has been a growing awarerielss fact that for many
students, the school system may be the only plaszerpurpose and ethical values such
as respect, fairness, and caring are experierfeedthose students in particular, as well
as the rest, school is where students learn regplitystrustworthiness and citizenship
along with literacy and numeracy. However, overe the efforts of educating have
been confronted by an unhappy paradox. The pregdgéndencies of schools to develop
the scholar may have indeed fragmented or redueeflihctional rationality of shared,

purposeful education programming. For educatodsti@ children they serve, the single



determinant of a school’s genuine value has bedesiescores (Stiggins, 2005). As
suitable exemplars, schools find themselves olddyad cultivate virtuous persons while
simultaneously accomplishing academic objectiv@fien, the harmonious coexistence

is not possible. Test scores are objective anehéisg extremely useful in defining a

level of performance. Shared purpose is subjeetnteessential, establishing standards
and expectations for all members. Paradoxicallyppseful character and academics are
not exclusive of each other. They are complemgnpaoviding worth and responsibility
to the very system they represent.

Davidson and Lickona (2005) published a repo#t kbd to a proposed paradigm
shift in the way researchers think about purposeestucation. Realizing that character
is predominantly important to conduct; it's alsmabexcellence and effort in all
endeavors, the study redefined the fundamentalbarfacter to include both purpose and
performance as agents of quality improvement. &son, Lickona and Khmelkov
(2007) determined that education has two componpatformance, consisting of
gualities that enable us to achieve to our highettntial in any performance
environment, and purpose, consisting of qualities €énable us to be our ethical best in
relationships and roles (Davidson, Lickona & Khnostk2007).

Meaning and goals are central and crucial fonvatihg a commitment to the
value and purpose of schooling. Axiological thetsriclaim that there is a conceptual
connection between values and obligation (Findl&,0). Fundamentally, axiologists
would pose the question, “What kind of school sdoué strive to be?” The intent of the
current study was to examine evidence of the aelahip of shared purpose to a school’s

goal of academic achievement. Academic excellbasemeaning when the stakeholders



in a learning community have a purpose that jestitheir strivings. Purpose is critical to
excellence. Senge (1990) stated that shared purp@splace where stakeholders
continually expand their capacity to create resihiéy truly desire (p. 241). Establishing
shared purpose in schools establishes focus anst go@pose builds a collective
standard and creates a sense of stability in amysthere knowledge is temporary and
changing (Dietz, 2002). If acquisition of knowledgnd reason are the goals of
schooling, then the accountability and responsybdf purpose can be a frame for the
process and relevance of the achievement.

Educators recognize the interdependence of puguodgerformance in the
development of the taxonomy of educational objestivin developing the taxonomy of
the affective domain, Bloom and Krathwohl triegfito understand the process involved
in the acquisition and internalization of attitudederests, and preferences (Lee, 1999).
Social contexts and relationships are essentighamotivation and talent development
of students (Csiskszentmihalyi, Ratunde, & Whal&¥93). The variation in student
achievement may appear to derive from a senserpbpa. Through a deliberate and
systematic focus on high academic achievement aoatnuously practiced galvanized
vision of achievement objectives; shared purposeiges a pathway to performance.
Purpose, shared and identified cultivates persatti@butes that are linked to
performance (Damon, Menon, & Bronk, 2003).

The distinction between purpose, vision, and parémce does not imply what is
distinguished is thereby separated. Purpose i®threlation of excellence, performance
is the goal and vision is the force (Goodpaste®420 He further stated that the value of

each is found in the associated worth held by theg In this study, the group is



identified as staff, students, and teachers. Rhendistinctive commitment to purpose
come the core values of the group. One such valaeademic excellence. Academics
may be the most significant function of schoolirgis the one value that reflects and
encompasses the full range of skills and capadslitf the group.

Using the character attribute of shared purposelfechool activities, a clarity
and lack of ambiguity is established. The purpoften identified in a school’s mission
statement, creates meaning and motivation by estatd a desired degree of
performance. Shared purpose and commitment, eailyrreinforced, will create a
culture of achievement in schools (Doherty, 2003).

Statement of the Problem

The problem is essentially axiological, focusedlmrelative values of a school
system. As the study sought evidence of the oglakiip of shared purpose on academic
excellence; research discovered much dissensioowsuting the direction of educational
practice and the demands of academic accountabiixgraordinary focus on ACT/SAT
scores and AYP has not been the solution for fagichools. Wagner and Benavente-
McEnery (2006) found that the misunderstood pur@oekfailed solutions of educators
resulted from the lost sense of general agreemeptaresses and practices. The
solution to achieving pragmatically issued goalghsas high ACT/SAT scores or
positive AYP status, involves stakeholders agreemgnatters of purpose to provide
significance to whatever the stakeholder does.

Together with recognizable goals, purpose providese than a starting point.
Purpose is the cartography of practice, establishieaning to help navigate the process.

Researchers have already linked the importanckastd purpose to improving school



behaviors. Less delinquency, less violence, Ibssraeeism, and less substance abuse,
are goals met by school systems due in part taactereducation that guides with shared
purpose. Resnick et al. (1997) found that schonhections, that fully supports all
stakeholders, improves behavior and reduces riskgviors. By attending to a shared
purpose and identity, commitment and assurancenbedondamental to the values of
the stakeholder (Davidson, Lickona & Khmelkov, 2D07

When stakeholders see that regardless of theirichahl talents, they can actively
make a contribution to the whole system, learnedstaachers become charged with
inspiration and passion. One must consider tlebthicome of academic performance is
inextricably bound to the values of each and eweeynber. Learning is knowing with a
purpose. The systematic study of acquired faciscsntral part of the educational
agenda. The quality of learning, in light of recemdency, is measured almost
exclusively on educational outcomes (Biesta, 2009t, schools can produce quality
work only to the degree that they simultaneouskoenage the development of shared
purpose among their members (Torbert, 1978).

Ultimately, it is not so much that shared purpisseot attended to, but rather that
is not being recognized as an inspiring force imdaenic performance. If recognized,
through a continuous and systematic focus on ts#ige character attribute, shared

purpose may create a whole-school effort that tesuldesired academic excellence.



Background

Historically, in cultures around the world, educathad two great goals: helping
students become smart and helping students becoote(Bavidson, Lickona &
Khmelkov, 2007). To this day, considerable contrey surrounds the impact of
character on schools. While character-relatedehgéds, such as behavior infractions
and peer cruelty exist as influencing factors angbhool culture, the influence of
character on academic achievement seems less tWarhaven't made a strong case for
the relevance of character education to all phagsshool life, including academic
learning” (Davidson, Lickona, & Khmelkov, p. 31).

Factors that influence academic excellence aredand wide. Positive self-
concept and general competence are correlatecoeitar grades and test scores (Sapp,
1990). A strong sense of belonging to their sclid@han & Johnson, 1983) and
participation in school activities are seen as heia¢to academic performance.
Behavior problems such as absences and discigfeeaals effect academic achievement
(Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack, & Rock, 1986). Evenlpeons with relationships may cause
academic problems in adolescence (Lambert, 1988).

An important development in recent years is tharawess that effective learning
involves participation and sharing by both teacet student. Highly involved students
(National Commission on Children, 1991) increasexivialue of learning and provided
an environment of rich stimulus. Students who reseess to a wide variety of
resources, opportunities to participate in tharéng, and who are advocates for the

school’'s mission expanded the educational procegsral the traditional classroom.



Examining the various aspects of how a schoohdsfthe role of learners, the
relationship between purpose and achievement ekiyuand consistently apparent. For
instance, a school atmosphere of disruption armutdigs negatively impacts learning
(National Commission on Children, 1991). Furtlecording to this commission, a
school that lacks leadership and direction can ehpad detour academic achievement.
Learner interests, expectations, and performaregensonal and pertain to the character
of the individual; yet, it is the companionship gndpose of schooling that provides the
identity and meaning for the individual.

In discussing the principles of learning, psyclgits and educators give great
importance to the concept of goals as a link tostgaeificance of a task. Individual goals
that are linked to ultimate goals give importanc&hatever a person does
(Csiskszentmihalyi, 1990). There is a consenstis spect to learner participation and
unity of purpose (Collins, 1998). Goal directedi@ts that provide meaning actively
move individuals from singular task involvement&eper levels of participation
(Allport, 1955). “The most important law of leangj, is a case for interest, being the
strongest of all. Interest is participation witle tdeepest level of motivation” (Allport,
1961, p. 106). The coherent, focused construshafed purpose helps all members of
the school to experience excellence at the sanet lev

One particularly important function of schoolirggto form the intentions and
goals that give purpose to one’s life. This didtiively human characteristic of goal
setting first begins in adolescence. “Propriateisig,” strictly speaking, is giving
purpose to the goals one sets (Allport, 1955, p. 25 adolescent appreciation for

academic excellence may not be a character tigtigiwell developed or expressed. Not



surprisingly, society has seen fit to compel schdolbecome the guide to purpose and
success. Unfortunately, the power to purpose amtivation has become the growing
dependence on test scores (Stiggins, 2005).

Axiologically speaking to the value as well as #teeptance of a system
(Findlay, 1970), purpose has been heavily infludroethe fundamental policy choices
of schools and their respective districts. Théwisand purpose of schooling has often
been reduced to a series of standardized testgradd point averages. The character of
education is as relevant as the data used to fgené performance of each student.
Axiologically, the empirical work of this analysis a preliminary investigation into the
very complex relation of shared purpose on the deisy@a academic achievement. The
many commonly held perspectives that schools de havinfluence on individual
student achievement (Weisher & Peng, 1993) ramsesus attention to the value of a
central position on purpose.

Clearly, formative assessment is here to stajlastbecome the gold standard and
evidence of each student’s mastery of learning¢8ts, 2005). Ideally, if the purpose
and goals of the school could become the commaathand greatest common factor to
student achievement; the variance of achievemeéhtrmand across schools may lessen.
The value in assessment may be seen simply afagato excellence and not a
benchmark, test scores may become an antecedeeat tiaéan an outcome. The
taxonomy of educational production and achievemeyt include a new measure of
broader effects, one beyond the influence of s¢oessilting from the common

interpretation of the mission statement.



A variety of school values have been used as ebeampf educational quality,
but not necessarily in an effort to promote acadeanhievement. Throughout the
centuries, character education can be traced batletvery beginning of our nation’s
history. During the 1600s educators supportedttoadl teaching skills that focused on
reading, writing, and arithmetic. In addition,ditéonalism reflected on the importance
and necessity of character values (Vardin, 2008) si$ respect, loyalty, and
responsibility. By the 1880s new challenges ofawing nation crept into the halls of
education. Increasing enrollment, a more indusinaiety, and the influence of a public
school education would prompt educators to devetaes of conduct and the
preliminary designs of a character education con@épClellan, 1999).

The approach to social development became moréatard essential to a
growing population in the late Nineteenth and e&ientieth Centuries. Besides
teaching for knowledge and skills, educators bégamderstand that their role and
responsibility evolved beyond curriculum and intiizenship. Duties, rights, and
privileges shaped the body of knowledge for théurally and socially literate. In this
era of Essentialism, educators stressed the modahéellectual values necessary to
becoming model citizens (Bagley & Keith 1934). é&dsalist teachers promoted students
only if they demonstrated mastery of all the reggiskills, believing that test results
provided the benchmarks for process and knowledge.

Perhaps Ryan and Cooper (2004) best articulateBgbentialist purpose:

The ability to think straight, some knowledge o fast, some vision of the

future, some skill to do useful service, some uogkt that service into the well-



being of the community—these are the most vitalghieducation must try to

produce. (p. 276)

The next movement in educational policy sharedlaiities with Essentialism,
but expressed the need to develop the intelldetimers. Perennialism’s focus on
cultivating rationality and reason reflected thalgaf educators in the 1920s. During this
time period, character education’s purpose tookdhma of codes of conduct. Schools
took a major interest in the role of character fation (Field & Nickell, 2000). The
Perennialist claim that human nature is univers#ksi essential characteristics provided
educators with a basis for their character educatistruction. The basic characteristics
appear and reappear generation after generatiothangdh cultural particulars exist, our
values derive from our rationality and reason. ultieation of fundamental skills and an
understanding of the great works of civilizatioe #ne essential goals and purpose of
education (Hutchins, 1936).

Along with the intellectual values of Perennialjstharacter education made a
very significant impact. “Educators expected ma@des to prompt teachers to attend to
the development of character and to provide thdorasstruction” (McClellan, 1999, p.
51). Perennialists’ conceptual style of instrustguided teaching was well linked to the
approaches and attitudes of the early charactera¢gida curriculum. While looking into
the educational values of this period, an axiolaggnalysis would require one to ask
what a school system would regard as worthwhilegangoseful. The Perennialist
would answer that the purpose of schooling woultbbeultivate rational behaviors and

academic excellence (Pazmio, 1997). A genuinegsgrgan only be realized when a

10



person leads a moral life and actualizes theirrgiztethrough reason (Morris & Pai,
1976).

Purposeful education, at this time, was more abbatacter development and
less about the principles of moral behavior. Thsotutes of what is right or wrong
behavior began to give way to shaping the willtaflents. This approach was the early
foundation of contemporary quality education progsaas Progressivism of the early
20" century took hold. This educational philosoplykéd to Dewey, was first
introduced in the 1920s, and focused on the indalidtudent and an emphasis on
academic and social awareness. Progressivism tbokaa view of education and shared
development. In addition to curriculum, schooltat¢ and school traditions began to
overlap into character education approaches (Wr@®n).

Progressivists were very cognizant of needs okthdent. Schools became more
child-centered and instruction was provided with arner in mind. Dewey (1938) and
other educators wished to engage the critical aigenbligated intelligence of
individuals actively. The concept of Progressidaation began to undergo a decline in
favor, most notably during the late 1940s and theearly 1950s. The anxiety regarding
the cold war and a turn to cultural conservatisgoenaged educators to reflect on
character education once again. To utilize thdipgbhool system to reflect on moral
purpose and values was indeed to recognize thedbEcmoment of this time in history.

As time transitioned the ever changing needs oéAcan society, one thing was
becoming more evident to educators: school is antagf society. The specialized
function of educating is uniquely woven into thepgmse and interests of the society it

represents. To help students understand and agier&temselves depends on the ability
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to cultivate skills and methods that will help th&arinteract successfully with their
environment (Knight, 1982). To educate a usefdl @mpetent person to society was a
grand approach to learning, but the recognitiothefpractical aspects of schooling could
not be neglected. There was the matter of cuurmawdnd subject understanding.

The broad framework of the Progressive movemesuded on the student as the
learner rather than on the subject matter. Agsribund fault in a system that paid too
much attention to the learner and not what wastteérned, a more structured
behaviorist dimension was evident. The accourtgliovement took root in the late
1960s and began to operate fully in school sysiartiee 1970s. As parents and
communities began to appreciate the role of edmean terms of successful lives for
their children, policy makers began to develop waysvaluate successful educational
achievements (Paris, 1995).

As Progressivism’s influence was to “lift the hgdnand of traditionalism and
role mastery from public schools and to turn thsiless of learning into a more lifelike,
meaningful activity on the part of teacher and shuti(Morris, 1961, p. 339), the
Behaviorist philosophy of education focused on oledgde measures of mastery. The
Behaviorist movement reaffirmed the Essentialist§raditionalists, so dominant in the
early American educational systems, by focusinghemeed to build basic knowledge
that is fundamental to each and every Americantyoiihis focus became the claim for a
return to basic education.

Over time, character education gradually contintetble of shaping and
influencing the educational process by considetfiegtotality of values that best

improves the school’s condition. “The consciousrapt to help others acquire the

12



knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values that ¢bate to more personally satisfying and
socially constructive lives” (Kirschenbaum, 199514), provided the aims and ideals for
action. Through significance and action, academnckcharacter shared a link,
regardless of philosophies or ideals. Axiologigdtioth impacted the course of
educating students by providing fundamental dinmersdf value.

During the latter half of the Twentieth CenturypAricans began demanding
schools that emphasized high-level academics aguwitoce skills, often at the expense
of character education resources (McClellan, 19%2&) American society was in the
midst of cultural upheaval, so too were culturdbea also in flux. Many educators
treated character education with caution or ambrgurhe emphasis on moral
development as a component of curriculum was clyefamined by character
education opponents. A more complex and relatersgective about values was taking
place in American’s schools.

With commitment to values clarification, there vaasemphasis on the reflective,
intrinsic approach to character education (Vesd€88). While values clarification
referenced the mood of the 1960s and 1970s, ditex investigation by educational
professionals. The early public school systenyimglprimarily on the codes of civic
values, fueled criticisms of values clarificatiofalues clarification makes no
distinction between what you might want to do aratwou ought to do” (Lickona,
1992, p. 11). The standards and virtues of a camityyueadily agreed upon, constitute
the curriculum of shared purpose (Bennett, 1993).

Even during an era when the concept of charadigcagion and shared purpose

appeared under attack by a society’s changing sathe role of educating its children
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was seriously and responsibly evident. Learnirdjiatellectual development were often
the focus of policy makers and politicians. Pearfance-indicator systems were
introduced to confirm students’ learning outcomespigically. Institutional expenditures
were correlated to documented gains in studemileg(Ram, 2004) and school-based
assessments became vital to school improvementifiron Educational Accountability,
2007).

Standardized tests became the primary qualityrasse benchmarks of
educational accountability in recent years. Torionp the academic performance of its
schools, states and school districts were encodriagestablish improvement goals that
could be empirically determined. The notion ofdead assistance and sanctions aligned
with test scores affected the existing reform é$f¢Forum on Educational
Accountability, 2007). Students, teachers, adrtraisrs, local and state communities
and the federal government continued to view testes as evidence that a school system
was meeting criteria concerning its quality. Samgcs of testing charged that a test’s
evaluative criteria fails to relate the many accbsmments of students who do not
perform well and, for the most part, makes litte@mmodation for disadvantaged
learners. Despite opponents’ pleas, public confideand professional practice appears
rather comfortable with the assumptions surrounthgyempirical measurement.

Though evidence of academic excellence must reljany measures of
achievement, the educational quality as measureipjrically-supported guidelines in
standardized testing provides the current reseaitththe reliability and validity criteria
necessary for a plausible correlational study afetl vision and academic excellence.

Researchers do caution those who use test resulectde on benchmarks for excellence

14



that other school characteristics may have anteffieacademic outcomes (Stiggins,
2005). Student achievement may be the result ofyroanditions and resources. Society
cannot abandon the notion that the quality of @sthystem hinges on the fundamental
commitments and obligations of its stakeholders.

With the resurgence of quality, character educativie mostly to reactions to
school violence, truancy, and dropouts, schoolesgstare once again correcting moral
purpose in the development of students (Was, W&l@2rew, 2006). In their critique on
existing research, Was et al. stated:

Although character education in schools throughloetU.S. has been a point of
contention and debate for many decades, charatiileaon is making a strong
comeback in response to these figures. Currantbpe U.S. there is a push for character
education at the level of primary and secondaryation. During the fiscal years if
1995-2001, 45 states had grants from the U.S. &dewernment under the Character
Education Pilot Project Grand Program (United St&tepartment of Education, 2006).
Character education was included as a featureedNthChild Left Behind Act (United
States Department of Education, 2006), leadingdormapulsory agenda to develop
character education curricula. (p. 150)

Assuming what has been stated is true, that ctearaducation is once again a
course of action for school systems, and that tlsgnless of schools remains to educate,
an inquisitive mind might wonder, does shared psepan attribute of character
education, subsequently impact learning? Is isids to analyze the value of purpose
and vision as a quantifiable benefit to academaekence? The clarity of a school

system’s purpose and outcomes is often identifiitié mission statement that express a

15



pledge to high expectations for both learners aadlters (Lickona & Davidson, 2005).
Although mission statements appear to be populanasiage of quality and institutional
prestige, can we assume they are valuable to dtielening and academic achievement?
It is this relation between shared purpose andeanadexcellence that provides the
framework for research.

Factors that influence learning outcomes are daiel numerous, but perhaps the
most pertinent functions are those that directly significantly express purpose.
Character education and the distinctive moral ¢jeslfeatured have been at the core of
schooling, as is evident in schools’ oldest misstatements (Schaeffer, 1999). School
systems perform under the burden and totality bfesacreated by the communities they
represent. Strong collaborative character educaifforts provide a guide to students
through inspiration and encouragement (Beachum &igm 2001).

The influence of community values, presumably egped in the mission
statement of its school systems, is fundamenttleéoelations between purpose and
achievement. Excellence is the resulting by-prod@imaintaining a link between
shared purpose and academic achievement. Allp®85) clearly defined aim and duty
to stipulate specified action, “When the individistlominated by segmental drives, by
compulsion, or by winds of circumstances, he hastlee integrity that comes only from
maintaining major directions of striving” (p. 50).

Purpose, like knowledge, is fundamental to scimgplit is in the value of purpose
that both individual learners and the communitjeafners can achieve the goals and
objectives of each. It is this collaborative colien that provides the conditions for

excellence. The notions of shared purpose anccatad have each played a part in
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educating students, but mostly in an unrelatedidashLearning is crucial to educating,
but what would the experience be like for teaclaeid students if shared purpose was a
prompt? Could more effective learning be simplg paradoxically a comprehensive
purpose that links well-designed instruction witblidesigned meaning? As already
mentioned, an axiological analysis devotes itgethplaining the world by values, both
practical and theoretical. It is emerging and siggant to research the represented value
of purpose and academics. More significantly, ppshis how important it is to
understand the unique elements of how the valupsigiose and excellence are
instrumental to the systematized practice of qualtucation.
Hypothesis

This study was inclined to adopt an empirical apgh: that our knowledge of
things derives basically from our experiences. itlea that shared purpose correlates to
academic excellence is perhaps pure conjectunet ibutright rubbish. From a
gualitative point of view, we may agree that cheeaqualities such as purpose could
indeed relate to academic performance, yet thidystiessentially quantitative. Instead
of seeing in terms of qualities, this research eaglucted in terms of measurement.
Undeniably theoretical, the researcher chose todote an element of clarity by stating
a null hypothesis. The hypothesis statements are:

Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant relasbip between shared purpose
and ACT Assessment Scores.

Alternative Hypothesis 1: There is significant telaship between shared
purpose and ACT Assessment scores.

Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relasbip between shared purpose
and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.
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Alternative Hypothesis 2: There is significant telaship between shared
purpose and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Shared purpose, as an antecedent to academicregcmay simply
contribute and be understood as elemental to drdyacter education.
However, as speculative as the relationship issquel reflection of one’s
own accomplishments may lead to an appreciatiaoldctive purpose.
Inasmuch as education prepares each person fera kxcellence it leads as
well to a better shared community of responsib{Wagner & Benavente-
McEnery, 2006, p. 10).

Data shows a remarkable emphasis on the measurefregtucational
performance, mostly intended to identify achievsighool systems. Without the
springboard of collective purpose to inspire andivate stakeholders, would significant
performance accomplishments be evident? Quanttatudies in the field of character
education have related the significance of shatedgse on improved school behaviors;
evidence of these studies may bode well for theréuinvestigations of shared purpose
and improved school academics (Lickona & David2@Q5).

Description of Terms
Academic Achievement.Student achievement encompasses student ability and
performance; it is multidimensional; it is intriest related to human growth and
cognitive, emotional, social, and physical develeptnit reflects the whole child; it is
not related to a single instance, but occurs adnmesand levels, through a student’s life
in public school.” (Steinberger, 1993, p. 12). dagermine achievement educators,
students, and parents have turned to diagnosbeniation provided by standardized

tests. (Wolf, Bixby, Glenn, & Gardener, 1991).
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Axiology. Axiology is the conscious quest for values and psiye actions (Hart, 1971).
Axiology in education encompasses a range of agfilbat attempts to understand how,
why, and to what degree of importance are certetiors, intentions, and deeds. This
research is concerned with values that are sharéasebcommunity and fundamental to
the goals of academic excellence.
Shared PurposeShared purpose is the “social cohesion,” thahis,common beliefs,
shared activities, and caring relations that ayletty aligned toward achievement goals
(Shouse, 1996).

Significance of Study

It can reasonably be argued, from an axiologioahtpof view, that there is value
to purpose. Similarly, from an axiological poiritweew, it is reasonable to recognize the
value of excellence in what we do. School systarasconcerned with and value
academic performance. This is evident in the diygyg of standardized testing and
ranking; also in tandem with state mandated anyeglly progress reporting.

School systems are also grounded in ideals anst @nd they often appear in
places like mission statements or standards. @ftshool system distinguishes itself by
its all embracing purpose or theism, | currenttgad such a school. School systems that
ascribe performance on standards based on shamealspland vision, are sanctioned or
reputable based on regional accreditation;. lendly sit on a quality assurance team that
ranks the shared purpose and vision of school mgster the intent of accreditation.

The question arises, of course, is there a negessdation between purpose and
excellence. The background research has already tiwat value does exist in both

purpose and excellence, expressed in the evaluattieach. This study calls attention to
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the operative unity of shared purpose and acadexaellence; therein lies the
significance, a synthesis of intention and perfaraga

Recently, principals once again called attentethe qualities central to
educating children. Standardized testing was etetlas a meaningful benchmark of
yearly academic progress; but other qualities siscmotivation, confidence, “ and
responsibility were defined as purposive and valyetinot assessed via testing (Hoerr,
2009). As Torbert (1978) contends “to educate tovehared purpose and quality work
is simultaneously educative and productive” (p.)113

Significance differs in how central or peripheralues are with respect to a
system. One midwestern Christian University, agther school systems, academics and
teaching are framed within the first sentence efrtlission statement, “Education with a
Christian Purpose.” This univerity proudly statieis is more than a motto, but a
mission, that is at the heart of superior academitss shared purpose has bonded
20,000 graduates into a community of scholars| lqatze come to understand that
statements and policy do not account for succeanyaegree. This research will
discover what some imply we already know--the catina is suggestive and perhaps
compelling but not evident.

Process to Accomplish

The goal of the study was to analyze two setsatd 8y developing and
employing a hypothesis pertaining to shared purposeacademic excellence in lllinois
public high schools. The process used North CeAssociation Commission on
Accreditation and School Improvement rubric to nueawision and shared purpose and

ACT school average/Adequate Yearly Progress stepts from the lllinois School
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Report Card to measure academic performance.elstthuly, the null hypothesis
indicated there was no significant relationshipatestn the characterized shared purpose
and academic excellence. The result of the stadpled the researcher to either: 1)
reject the null hypothesis, or 2) fail to reject thull hypothesis.

To be considered for the study, the followingemid and indicators identified the
constructs: 1) the public high school was listethie published educational directory for
the state of lllinois; 2) the school sought ancereed regional accrediting approval from
North Central Association Commission on Accreditatand School Improvement; 3) the
school published and provided guidelines that attarzed why they exist and how they
engaged in creating a future of excellence; 4sttiwol released as required by state and
federal laws, a report card with published acadgrarformance averages from ACT
assessment testing; and 5) the adequate Yearlyd3sogtatus report from the lllinois
School Report Card documenting academic growthestimg/exceeding standards was
released.

The sampling procedure involved sample selecti@very public high school in
the state of lllinois. The only limits on the pitids inclusion in the study were not being
accredited by North Central or not publishing dimdis School Report Card. Simple
random sampling was selected to reduce the biaswid a deliberate selection of
schools that would confirm the hypothesis. Attihee of the study, standards
assessment on vision and purpose and ACT/AYP asses®n academic performance
were the known and recognized sources of informdto measurement and evaluation.

Analysis of variance, ANOVA, was used to provideasures of the correlation

between a school’s purpose and vision and ACT assad scores. A one-way, between
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groups ANOVA measured the dependent variable (DMg@me of ACT performance
and the independent variable (V) quality of theau’s shared purpose categorized into
four independent nominal groups. The North Cem{sslociation Commission on
Accreditation and School Improvement (NCA CASI)igators rubric indentified and
categorized shared purpose into four groups obp@idnce. The four independent
variables for comparison were: 1) not evidentstigrurpose, 2) emerging shared
purpose, 3) operational shared purpose, and 4)yhigihctional shared purpose.

The second selection of correlation was sharepgqagrand Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) status as reported by the Statéiradis School Report Card. A one-
way, between groups ANOVA was used to measuredpertient variable (DV)
outcome of AYP status. The independent variabM@ \flas the four independent
nominal groups, as identified by NCA CASI standafds shared purpose.

Summary descriptions are presented in tables ppenaixes in the methodology
and findings chapters. Further descriptive infaramg including a narrative of
methodological and contextual analysis is discussadell. ANOVA statistical analysis

was performed by SPSS software.
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CHAPTER Il
THE REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

“Coming together is a beginning. Keeping togetbgrogress. Working
together is success.” Henry Ford (as cited in &dWdurphy, 2006, p. 11).

Purpose, a function we most often attribute taviddals, actually can represent
the quality mark of educational systems (Doherf03). Educational systems do not
exist in a vacuum, nor do they depend on a simglevidual. Gardner, Csikszentmihglyi
and Damon (2001) found that quality school systehwse with a long, distinguished
legacy of academic excellence, depend on the demtdaperipheral priorities of the
community. In 1971, Commoner published a clasgpression of some surprising
consequences of multiple, interconnected systeatsritany correlated system,
everything is basically connected to everythingn&hy (1991) presented the notion that
human beings are the most valued quality of an slessem and it is the value-based
ideals of user participation that should guidedbgvities and process. To ensure
participation of benefactors and beneficiariestipalar purpose is a construct that
supports and enables the participation of indiMslirathe context of an entire system
(Jenlick, 2004). By creating a collective worldvief shared meaning, we intentionally
invest each member in the educational system thrauthentic engagement and
function of common thinking (Benathy, 1992).

The realization of how important shared purpoderschool systems was

suggested by the data collected in the works dédna and Davidson (20050. Their

23



research, especially on shared purpose, commuditi@igenew paradigm for quality and
excellence in school systems. “The developmeshafed purpose and identity is the
first and arguably most important learning commypitiinciple” (Lickona & Davidson,
p. 65). Additionally, data from Ingels, Pratt, Rog, Siegel and Stutts, (2004) showed
that the most effective schools have a strong sehaeademic purpose that binds and
defines stakeholders. From a student perspe®ammon (2002) has analyzed the
development of purpose during high school adoleszand discovered the potentially
unified effect of immersion into a defined goalhe€lgoals we pursue are not determined
in advance or built into our makeup, they are disced in the extension of our skills and
the purpose of our strivings (Csikszentmihalyi, @9

The difficulty, of course, with shared purposé¢his set of theoretical issues that
surround it. The goal of a school system is edagatDeveloping a quality school
system requires a strongly practical emphasis amileg. What is especially significant
about purpose is that it does not discount theevafieducating. The seeming emphasis
on shared purpose prioritizes intrinsic motivateord helps all stakeholders to become
more engaged in the learning system. In systenesendn sense of direction needs to
overshadow the day-in-and-out of distractions asdadisfactions, shared purpose can
help connect understanding and relevance to treujisr Anderson (1988), wrote, “If
the Why is big enough, the How will show up.” (1)1

One of the concepts that Anderson and Cox (198@)ighted focuses on the
theme of collaboration and inclusion of all stakeleos. They said that school systems
rely too heavily on an infrastructure that is towér, top-down and too numerously

goaled. The first strategy that all participariteldd outline is a shared purpose and
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vision that will create a climate of singular effand accountability. Anderson and Cox
suggested the entire school system: student$)degqarents, and administrators, need
to establish a moderating and centering consthattwill shape their worldview.

Senge (1990) provided his particular slant orttipéc of shared purpose and
learning communities, stating that continual imgnaoxents in school systems evolve
through establishing shared purpose, focus, anld.g&enge defined learning
communities as places where “groups of individgalsie together with a shared purpose
and agree to construct new understandings” (p..2B&jthermore, he suggested that
when specific focus is nurtured and collectivelgised to, a higher, sustained standard of
excellence is possible in most systems.

If we are to understand the complexity of any stlsgstem and the systemic
forces that act upon such a system, we need toiegdhe interdependent and mutually
influencing stakeholders. Torbert (1978) illustdhthe critical implications of
stakeholders in a school system from the perspeofiquality performance. Inside
almost every school system we can find individusigh as students, teachers, staff, and
administrators, who meet challenges with a highrelegf self-directed excellence. If
this direction was simultaneously developed anderaged through the shared purpose
of all members of the school system, Tolbert suggkethat educational objective(s)
would increasingly be met.

The system dynamics of a learning community isoggss not led by individual
purpose, but derived from the collaborative, cailecpurpose of all (DuFour, 2004).
DuFour stated that when a school system develgpssensus of purpose, a powerful

process of participation, responsibility, and agbiaent results. Additionally, when
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stakeholders in the school system focus their &ffon a single, crucial goal, they begin
to shift their attention froometowe Students, teachers, staff, and administratogs st
working in isolation and hoarding ideas, materiatyj strategies and begins to work
together to meet the needs of each other (DuFour).

In developing or transforming a school system \itinpose as the foundation and
performance as the outcome, one must refer togbenéal research of Dietz (2001).
Dietz’'s model of a school’s performance systemiifies the system-wide flow of
information that forms and informs the relationshgd stakeholders. The balance
between order and chaos is managed by shared puapdsa clear goal. Purpose sets the
stage for each essential attribute of a healthgdctystem.

In the purpose phase, school stakeholders detim@pe in relation to their
personal goals. Next, stakeholders define thedshpurpose. It is the relationship
between personal and system-wide values that edtablshared purpose (Dietz, 2001).
In the focus phase, administrators, teachers, tm@its establish goals that are
determined by their shared purpose. The outcoraseis determined by the school
system’s efforts to achieve the goal.

Within the last few years, more research was coteduand general agreement
now exists for the increasingly broader acceptarfigrirpose and performance. School
systems are generally more effective when persimadlopment is generated, owned,
and supported by the whole community of teachéuglesits, and parents. Identifying a
distinctive mission involves critical dialogue wigi members of the school system as
they uncover, discover, and recover the notiorxoelbence. Moreover, agreement on

matters of purpose is a useful foundation for aelivg standards of achievement. With
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one flag to salute, people in educational systeansbetter position the organization to
strategize on those tactics most likely to achitseecommon pragmatic goal (Wagner &
Benavente-McEnery, 2006).

Whichever starting point a school system usessystematic development and
influence of shared purpose and identity are egddatthe system’s mission (Lickona &
Davidson, 2005). Using data and information fréwa Lickona and Davidson study
(2005), researchers discovered most high schot@msgshave a published mission
statement, but a much smaller percentage of schawis a clear and understood
relevance to purpose. The fundamental affairb@fstystem are not in and of themselves
things stakeholders learn; rather they are thegthatakeholders know. Pattengale (2009)
argued that a sense of purpose is the relevankehstigers, in a school system,
characterized as the most dominant character guallielp overcome challenges.

As Covey (2004) stated, a clear understandinggct¥ely nurtured, visibly
inspires personal commitment and continuous devedop on the part of all members in
a system. The mission of the school is conceivéldeapoint of our own consciousness
and determination of what educators regard as gerptn this sense, thoughts, beliefs
and values make up the mental representationsrpbpe.

Every member of the school system must find a tedulfill and realize they are
a part of the central mission, which should reftbet basic purpose and character of the
school (Lickona & Davidson, 2005). Every schodtsyn should prescribe standards of
performance, some permanent, some changing thahit@tudents, teachers, parents,

staff, and administrators to the pursuit of excelee Though purpose often reflects a
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holistic sense of identity, an individual stakelesld values and convictions are still a
central element of what matters most.

Each person’s identity is crucial to the schoghomunity. As the stakeholder’s
identity is shaped by an amalgam of forces, inclgddeological beliefs and
idiosyncratic individual experiences, membershighien school community emerges as a
psychological stimulus. In the best of circumsemcommunity membership can
integrate a sense of identity into one coherertitpe attitude that celebrates the
system’s purpose and progress (Damon, 2002). Hjerpoint, that the social influence
of the system, enlisted and supported by the ityeotithe shared purpose, seems
relatively simple and proper. Purpose is the paihte identity, this is true for any
system as it is for a person (Damon).

The relevance of shared purpose and explored onth wf and importance of this
notion as it impacts a school system has beenmexte What overshadows and
challenges this approach is found in the complekamtradictory aspects of purpose
and its proven importance in the system’s outcolnest expressed in performance
benchmarks. The culminating value of shared puw patentially needs to be concerned
with the formal users of the system (Jenlink, 200#)the case of a school system,
students, teachers, and administrators need tramieed.

The value of something, in any system, encompassasge and degree of
influence. This investigation and analysis soughinderstand how, why, and to what
outcome does shared purpose potentially contritoutiee school system. In systems
thinking the component parts of a system can besinolerstood in the context of

relationships with each other and with other systeifthe only way to fully appreciate
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the value of a person, idea, object, or anythisg & to understand the part in relation to
the whole (Benathy, 1992). By examining the cotinecand function of shared purpose
in a school system, one should be oriented topbkeific pragmatic goals of the school
system.

Beginning with the end in mind (Covey, 2004), eatocs should take into
account quantifiable variables that are constaeiV@y, 1941). Next, one should
consider the general task of the school systent,umekerstood and distinguished in the
context of intrinsic value to the system. Dewetestl that the value we place on an
outcome is purposive and the continuous valuinyictan be enduring. Anticipated
academic performance, conceptualized by ACT testscand Annual Yearly Progress
(AYP), often expresses the basic outcomes of acddystem.

Conceptually, the tangible and intangible elemehtse school system are found
in the relationships and experiences of its stakigns. The outcome, academic
performance, is less random and meaningless aghambackdrop of objective and
appreciated evaluation (Dewey, 1941). Yet, theldtle empirical support for a
predictive model of academic achievement basedoialssupport of a school system
(Ray & Elliott, 2006). School systems that arev@iily seeking to improve performance
outcomes rarely recognize shared purpose as tiverdelink for ensuring the acquisition
of academic skills. With no broad evidence oflatrenship between purpose and
academic performance, the current study soughbjectvely compare the relationship
from the dimensions of mutually influenced interacs.

Benathy (1991) suggested educators need to pertteandscape of learning

through the lens of reality and not the design bygone era. A new mindset, a new way
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of thinking, is increasingly important in the corap] crisis mode of modern day school
systems. Ensuring the acquisition of necessaejléttual tools is the defining purpose
of a school system (Hirsch, 1999). The degreegaradity rests in purpose.

If we address and recognize the associated limisibf shared purpose within a
relevant system, we can still realize the degreebfe within the larger whole. The
challenge for stakeholders in a school system cseate and develop a system
framework that considers the effectiveness of psepwhile emphasizing the critical
outcomes of the system (Andreadis, 2009). Chanatits of quality academic
programs, particularly programs with high performamdicators, attribute shared
purpose, as an essential ingredient in the estahéiat of excellence (Banta & Borden,
1994).

Embedded in the school system is an interconndetework of parts. In the
traditional perspective of unidirectional cause effdct, interactive relationships were
linear and detached. We now know such systemsyatéesized, multiple interactive
and nondeterministic. Though still goal-drivenlésirner outcomes, purpose is the
emerging view of disciplined inquiry, where detemmm was defined as a part of the
system’s framework, purpose is the interactiorhefgystem. Benathy (1992) further
stated that purpose establishes a grand alliaatéeidds us to aspire to understand in a
mutually affective worldview.

One of the most significant reasons that schostiesys do not immediately
respond to the call of purpose as a componenteo$yktem itself is due to factors of
educational outcomes. Leming (2006) stated gasonably promising to practitioners to

see the value of purpose and, in theory, a systdesgn that integrates academic
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excellence and character traits such as purposgose and its dimensions extend to the
total learning system a relevant guide for stakedrsl, yet it is not clear how purpose can
be more than a support in the system’s design.

In a comprehensive system of educational praatidecators focus on the tasks
with the widest use and greatest impact (Dewey9)19t the designing and developing
of effective educational programs, Dewey descriledorocess as engineering an
overreaching framework of ideas and values necgé$saeffective learning. At the
center of this cluster of ideas and values, brggdi@ability is essential.

According to Damon (2002), a crucial componengdiication is engagement.
Damon viewed mechanisms that promote, but not tijreonnected to students’
academic performance, are inspiring and meaningfbk academic excellence of a
school system may not depend primarily on explileissroom instruction. Pivotal in the
academic instructional processes are recognizetlslev stakeholder ownership.
Academic performance, to the extent that learnsngdeed the consequence of
instruction, is of its own systematic design (Vis&eVisser, 2000). Visser and Visser
suggested that the more educators are convincibe @onnection between instruction
and learning, the more they lost sight of the fadeted nature of the school system. So
fundamental is the perspective of what schoolingdsicators often do not comprehend
the comprehensive vision of schooling. The notlat a school system prepares its
stakeholders for life has become obsolete, excephé sense: the significance of
learning and its relevance to all our lives (Vis&eYisser).

According to Jenlick (2004), educational systegfkect the critical consciousness

of the individual and the social self. Within smiatontexts of an educational system, the
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users of that system have the privilege and redpiiisof shaping that system. In the
case of educational systems, stakeholders who dimestly experience the consequences
of the school system should have a primary rolgeitermining the core values. Different
groups of people within the school system may looldrioritize different values. Such
values inform or guide the school’s activities tosvgoals or outcomes. Values explicit
in the statement of purpose are the ideal sod&aic that must be woven throughout
the system (Benathy, 1992). Valuing statementsgtio the foreground all conceptions
and actions, that provide multiple opportunitiestfee diverse stakeholders (Jenlick).

Shared purpose creates a community of inclusidreguality. A shared
consciousness is both emancipating and self-detergh(Shapcott, 2002). Unlike the
constraints of imperatives, which are bonds anlizezhlimits of exclusive categories,
the contributory good of a purposive activity igrimsically valued when it is a part of the
whole (Dewey, 1939). To strive either for acadeaxcellence, or to give up in
hopelessness, is not a celebration of achieverbahgn artificial scarcity of success. If
cooperation and collaboration was the driving fasteonfidence, optimism and
persistence for all; this unity of character maytinade greater effort and thus more
learning (Stiggins, 2005).

Benathy (1992) stated that the viability and ralee of an educational system
will be judged on the extent to which the systeam$forms learning and development for
future generations of learners. In developingreetsystem one must think of the
functional context and the purposive design thapisropriate and understood between
stakeholders. The existing design should be alestea model or stage for future

stakeholders (Benathy, 1996). Good schools buildieed school culture around
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excellence by developing and expressing their shpuepose and identify over
generations (Lickona & Davidson, 2005).

Research has presented that academic excelleposiively related to academic
goals over time (Benninga, Berkowitz, Kuehn, & SmR003). By valuing purpose and
fostering the self, the school system can createp kand propagate essential
characteristics that provide some contributory gmothe wider system. As the
individual stakeholders become increasingly infeshby the attitudes, traits, and trends
of the whole school system, a nexus of patternonyyerges (Allport, 1955). DiPerna
and Elliott (2002) included a student’s aptitudeamtent areas as predictive of academic
performance, but categorized academic enablerk,atiattitudes and interpersonal
behaviors, as significantly contributing to theaao achievement.

This investigation considered a unique attempintderstand the educational
system from a generally axiological relationship.the system model, relationships are
ontologically different from represented elemen@ten, a relationship in a system has
an emergent property as a whole. Thus, the sagmficharacteristic of a system is not
found in the elements, but in the whole (Laszlo2)9 Therefore, the value is
formulated within the concentrated expression efdbtcomes. If shared purpose is an
elemental component of the school system, its veduebe best stated in the measures of
academic excellence. How fundamental the influericthared purpose on academic
performance or academic excellence is the empinosgk of the investigation. How
valued is shared purpose as an elemental compoh#re school system appears in the

aims and ideals for action.
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When investigating and assessing the justifigbditshared purpose, with regard
to a school system, one must appeal to thingghleaichool systems have reason to
want. There are many accomplishments that scheats and there are many
circumstances that contribute to the well-beingtafients, teachers, parents, and
administrators. A researcher cannot delimit threyesof considerations that figure in
justification of academic excellence by defining thoundaries of excellence too
narrowly. However, educators would argue that intuitively understood that
academics is a main rational aim of most schodkesys.

Additionally, the shared purpose of any given sth® quite indeterminate until
we know what the aim of the school system migheedibe. For the researcher, this
means that an abstract notion of shared purpaset iget defined until a rational aim is in
place to provide an opportunity of content. Desgike ongoing efforts of educators and
communities to improve their schools, prioritiesl @oals set by educators have, at times,
not achieved excellence. Since the publicatioA dlation at Riskn 1983 and more
recently, theNo Child Left Behindegislation, school systems are seriously lookong
state assessments as true measures of acadenliereaeéDaggett, 2005). Additionally,
compliance with the AYP provision &fo Child Left Behingets minimum proficiency
levels of academic performance. As excellence iesca goal of opportunity and
advancement for all stakeholders in the schooksysa critical juncture of purpose
emerges.

From a stakeholder’s point of view, the condititimst contribute to one’s own
purpose are obviously important, dramatically legsg the significance of a shared

purpose. However, extensive research conducteshdrthe country shows that by
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consistently applying guiding actions that reqairgense of obligation, learners can
produce impressive gains in student achievemeiaickB& Wiliam, 1998). Additionally,
the importance of shared purpose may especiallydignificance for struggling learners
by presenting expectations they may not have iated due to lack of academic
success (Stiggins, 2007).

As distinctive perspectives and concerns provigeféatures of importance, a
rigorous and relevant education becomes the litkdsen purpose and excellence
(Daggett, 2005). Purpose is best understood witt@rframework of the successful
pursuit of worthwhile goals. What makes an agfiwbrthwhile is its contribution to the
well-being of others (Scanlon, 1998). Mill (19&Iated that nothing is desired for its
own sake unless it is desired as part of a whiflthe school system values something
that can contribute to the excellence of each si@lker, a consuming interest of activity
may be considered. Moreover, attitudes of diffeeecould conceivably be reduced by
the importance of cooperative aims.

In the preceding pages, evidence was presengidda@ clearer picture of shared
purpose from the perspective and lens of the schmiém and its stakeholders. This
attempt lay behind a version of pragmatism and BDreweéhemes that the one distinction
of shared purpose may be the aim of improving ohosls in such a way that trust and
cooperation are the most plausible starting pahexcellence. To work together, to
improve our futures, and to create favorable cirstamces for administrators, students,
teachers, staff, and parents entails that evergraahd belief is as good as another
(Rorty, 1999). Dewey (1982) spoke on purpose ardrtherited incompatibilities that

result when we are not enabled to realize the liogtecomes from social cooperation.
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The idea of improving schools by developing shamegbose may be more deeply
embedded in school systems than previously undetsto
Hypothesis

When practitioners think about a school systerfiris to foster academic
excellence, a synthesis of standards and expetsgti@sent itself in purpose and
function. The mission of a school system is nditoply ensure that students are taught,
but to ensure they learn (DuFour, 2004). This ustdading has profound implications
for a school system, because learning can be mehsumodels or schemata of
performance (Perkins, 1996). As stated in Chaptes, this study set forth to explain a
conjectural relation between shared purpose artkaua excellence. The formation of
sufficient evidence for proof was introduced inwl nypothesis, stated as:

(1) There is no significant relationship betweearsd purpose and ACT

assessment scores.

(2) There is no significant relationship betweearsk purpose and Adequate

Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Educational learning begins when stakeholderseshehnievement targets with
students (Stiggins, 2007). By presenting schodevéxpectations to students and staff, a
complex notion of achievement and assessment chalaeced and understood through
a descriptive view of purpose. School missionestegnts literally and straightforwardly
characterize the focus of learning into a commadaiative (DuFour, 2009). Moreover,
investigation into the differences of effective andffective high schools suggest that
clear academic goals and focus facilitate learn@sglting in consistently higher

dimensions of effectiveness (Teddlie, Kirby, & 8giield, 1989).
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Central to each hypothesis is the assumptionaitedemic excellence, as
measured by standardized testing, is a significftection of academic purpose. While
having all students in a school system achieveanadexcellence is a worthy goal, it is
only a starting point. The finish line, and perha@pmore true indication of a student’s
ability to apply knowledge, has become state assass (Daggert, 2005). Further, the
new accountability and key components of fteeChild Left Behind AGINLCB) (2001)
clearly mandates both assessments and adequatepyegress (AYP) for schools as
indicators of academic performance (Dworkin, 200be expressed purpose of
establishing central components of accountab#itipiraise student achievement, and
more generally, improve the quality of schoolingf@y, Elmore, & Siskin, 2003).

Most high schools are established institutionfairly standard curriculum,
standardized textbooks, graded classes, and astathlivays of doing things. Often,
however, high schools vary in their approachessessment, accountability, and
performance. Additionally, common shared educatiguirpose often reflects only the
policies and goals of each particular school. Tikesature review examined the
intersection of purpose and performance, in pddrcas a determinant of academic
excellence. Though seemingly incompatible, higtkeas accountability may tend to
align schools around clearly defined goals and gsegCarney, ElImore, & Siskin, 2003).

Critics of accountability systems that involve ivigtakes testing have contended
that emphasis on single factor indicators of acad@nogress discriminates against
students who have trouble with multiple-choicedestd harm mostly poor, minority
group members, perhaps even increasing their dtoptei(Heubert & Hauser, 1999).

Nevertheless, other studies have suggested that@tability systems that use high-
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stakes testing such as the ACT, could be respasibiarrowing gaps of academic
achievement and forcing school systems to addnessducation of the entire student
population (Toenjes & Dworkin, 2002). Educatorstiaue to criticize testing as invalid
to its intended purpose, contending high-stakdstgactually misplaces focus on test
taking, ignoring the quality of teaching as the kagtor to academic excellence (Hillard,
2000).

The National Center for Fair and Open Testing 8)3fublished a study
downgrading the importance of ACT scores and SaticlAssessment Test (SAT)
scores as reliant measures for screening applitantsllege; yet, in the same study,
acknowledged that high-stakes test scores arddhdads most universities and colleges
use in selecting their most academically qualitaddidates (Rooney & Schaeffer,
1998). In two studies of academic achievers i lsichools, investigators recognized
scores of high-stakes testing as characteristies@ademically talented students, ranking
these scores equally important as career inteaaestgroup membership relevant to
academic achievers (Kerr, 1992).

Despite concerns surrounding high-stakes testidgest scores, there are
supporters who insist that both are legitimate messsof achievement. ACT and SAT
tests can be invaluable, trustworthy tools in heddo design quality education programs
(Carpenter, 2001). Eva L. Baker, Co-Director & National Center for Research on
Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing, tedttfiat high-stakes test scores
scientifically validate and measure academic domaimd that designing and
implementing large scale testing could systemayicadprove and prepare students to

succeed academically (as cited in Carpenter, 20Bdjthermore, studies indicated the
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effects of high-stakes testing and annual yeadgass reporting has had a huge impact
on all stakeholders and their practices (Merrov@130

In the summer of 1989, the top corporate and lessiCEOSs in this country,
along with public school administrators, agreedntark on an educational reform
agenda. This agenda included a promotion of higkes testing as a benchmark of
academic standards (Emery, 2007). As stakehofd®rsbusiness and the community
served as a new unified voice in endorsing academaigress in America’s high schools,
state legislatures adopted state standards andedpearly progress reports. Concerned
public school educators, along with school stakedrs, recognized the need to establish
key issues of academic achievement and to devetepse of purpose (Anyon, 2005).
Emery (2007) documented high expectations, promihexigh purpose and goals, and
not increased funding or smaller class size, waké#y to academic achievement.

Cited as proof of the positive effects of stakeleolaccountability, outcomes of
standardized testing resulted in more standardimeiculum and school-wide common
goal(s), designed primarily to at least adjust arginize the school into one coherent
gauge of assessment (Brown, Galassi & Akos, 20Bdlitionally, school counselors
and teaches responded that clarification and @tiéin of teaching instruction has a
positive impact on a student’s progress, gaineshgcores, and accountability policies.
School counselors and staff also noted that a stsdeonfidence toward learning
improve when they feel less isolated and alien&tad the school system (Thorn &
Muluenon, 2002). True excellence and accountglabies not exacerbate the
inequalities that exist in school systems. Raithisrthe collaboration within the system

that supports the stakeholders’ efforts. Learfiegins when educators share
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achievement targets with students, then frequesthgss performance for evidence of
achievement (Stiggins, 2007).

Although research has linked educational excedlénaneeting standards, there is
tremendous variability and intellectual debate lenftamework of such standards. In
determining equity and quality academics, authestdadards-based reform, and not
high-stakes testing, is currently challenging ttaus quo (Thompson, 2001). The
justification and rationalization that standardizests truly indicate or reflect academic
excellence is adequate to accomplish a purposendiwtecisive, stated Kohn (2000). To
manifest excellence, teachers, principals, and comitynstakeholders need to know that
strong partnerships in the school community areialtio improving student learning
(Brabeck & Shirley, 2003).

Conclusion

As implied by the title of the study, the researeported on various studies that
point to academic excellence and shared purpoke.silidy reviewed and synthesized
the data and scholarly literature on the qualitieafning and teaching in lllinois’ high
schools, with special concern for the experiencehafed purpose and academic
achievement. At the heart of the project is tHeebthat learning and teaching are
complex, valued, and shared endeavors that regaiexamination of not only the
process of learning, but the reasons of learning.

To study a representative sampling of excellemceaghievement, with particular
reference to the impact of purpose, high schogjarms were assessed in ways shared
purpose fostered excellence both conceptually aactipally. Two hypotheses were set

forth to guide the investigation:
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There is no significant relationship between shaneghose and ACT assessment

scores.

(2) There is no significant relationship betweearsld purpose and Adequate

Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Much can be said for the impressive body of lite@ supporting and featuring
vision and purpose as the illuminating light of @ohsystems. Likewise, to an extent
that was not anticipated, various studies idemtifiandardized tests and school progress
reporting as factors in promoting achievement. géeeral research findings suggested a
potential effect of well-designed educational sysewhich focus attention on
motivating both students and educators, and festdrdevelop achievement within the
recognized limits and promise of high-stakes tgséind accountability (Goertz & Duffy,
2003). This practical recommendation for actiobéaaken by educators, school boards,
and parents has already been adopted by 49 stakethevexpressed shared purpose to
raise student achievement through some form oflatals-based reform (Goertz, &

Duffy, 2001).

As organizational theorists suggested, deep astdised system change must
begin with humanistic matters of purpose, follovbgdoperational and productive
measures (Dixon, 1994). Much of the literaturedioccessfully navigating a strategic
response to testing and reporting emerged fromiegithemes of action supporting a
shared response. “By developing, articulating, iam@lementing a vision of learning that
is shared and supported by the community, we dene@ning” (Council of Chief State
School Officers, 1996, p. 10). To create a sefpersonal relevance for each member

of the school community, mixed interests asideglege explicitly evident of support of
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one another evolved from mission statements, adimaor portfolios, and action
projects.

Murphy, Beck, Crawford, Hodges, and McGaughy (9G0uind the key to ensure
that schools made continuous and substantial acageogress was the creation of a
school mission that reflected high and appropséedards of learning with a clearly
defined purpose. Besides ambitious goals, a wdiikdd accountability system was
needed to create incentives for school distrie@chers, and students for achieving
objectives as specified (Goertz & Duffy, 2001). plarticular, school systems needed to
make certain that assessment data was relateddenstiearning and the information
pertaining to student achievement would be beradfioithe development of on-going
mission statements (Murphy, Beck, Crawford, HodggddcGaughy, 2001).

Successful high schools have at their core arvisiamission that allows the
school to achieve academic excellence for its stisd@urphy & Hallinger, 1988).
Critical to academic outcomes is the school systeafforts to establish a common set of
academic goals that are partially focused on staisd&laser & Siler, 1994). By
identifying absolute targets of performance, codpléth aligned assessments, the school
community develops a covenant of purpose to guedéstns and operations (Ogden &
Germinario, 1995). It is at the presence of shategose where goals are articulated,
that a common academic course is put in place “iddiools to be effective must have a
sense of purpose, with teachers, students, adnaittist, and parents sharing a vision of
what they are trying to accomplish” (Boyer, 198366).

The logical imperative to secure a framework wineexcellence is clearly the

result of purpose provided the essential perspectgarding the research. Forming the
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axiological basis relative to shared purpose ard@mic excellence is the cohesive
action that ultimately benefits each and everyettalder. “The true function of the
conditions that call forth efforts is, then, fitetmake an individual more conscious of the

end and purpose of his actions” (Dewey, 1975, p. 53
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CHAPTER Ill: METHODOLOGY
Introduction

Chapter Ill provides a detailed description of tegearch methodology used for
this study. In this chapter, the research desighitarappropriateness are explained.
Information on the research design, study poputatiata collection procedures and
rationale, analytical methods, and limitationsdiszussed in this chapter.

The purpose of this quantitative correlational gtués to explain a conjectural
relation between shared purpose and academic ercellwhich is defined by two
different measures, American College Testing (A€d9res and also by Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) status Spearman’s. This study imyegstd the relationship between
shared purposeACT scoresandAYP status The study included data collected from a
simple random sampling of public high schools ia sitate of lllinois.

The overarching research question for this study ‘hsathere a relationship
between shared purpose and academic performarmeghochools in the state of
lllinois?”

Two statistical hypotheses addressed the reseagstign:

Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant retetship between shared purpose
and ACT Assessment scores.

Alternative Hypothesis 1. There is a significeglaitionship between shared
purpose and ACT Assessment scores

Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relatbip between shared purpose

and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.
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Alternative Hypothesis:2There is a significant relationship between sthare

purpose and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.
Research Design

A quantitative correlational research design wasdder the study. The objective
of quantitative correlational designs is to exanpogential relationships among variables
(Bernard, 2006; Cooper & Schindler, 2005; Creswaf)5; Johnson & Christensen,
2007; Neuman, 2006). The quantitative method weéected to utilize an explanatory
correlational design. Explanatory research destgsists of determining the extent of
association between two (or more) variables (Cr#swehis type of design was chosen
for this study in order to investigate possiblecagstions between the independent
variables ofshared purposwith dependent variables ACT scoreandAYP status

A quantitative correlational research design wassiered appropriate for the
proposed study because investigation of relatigasshetween variables, including their
strength and direction of association, was the weatf this study. According to
Creswell (2005), correlational designs are “procedun quantitative research in which
investigators measure the degree of associatioglaionship between two or more
variables using statistical procedures” (p. 52he Guantitative method was selected to
utilize an explanatory correlational design.

In correlational research, the two primary cotieladesigns are explanatory and
prediction (Creswell, 2005). Explanatory corredatll research design is defined as “the
extent to which two variables (or more) co-varwttis, where changes in one variable
are reflected in changes in the other” (p. 327)difidnally, Creswell stated “the

objective of prediction design is to anticipatecaumhes by using certain variables as
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predictors” (p. 328). However, the intent of thiady was not to make predictions about
outcomes. In the case of this study, the purpasete show the extent of the
relationship between the variabksared purposeaccording to standards of assessment,
andACT scoreaandAYP statustherefore, an explanatory design was appropriate.

Quantitative research addresses questions aldatibnships between measured
variables for the purpose of explaining, predictiagd controlling events (Leedy &
Ormrod, 2005). The quantitative approach is appatgbecause it reduces potential
biases by focusing on direct responses withoutpné¢ation. Quantitative research
involves the use of specific and narrow questiangdted toward measuring and
explaining variable relationships (Cooper & SchardR005; Creswell, 2005).

Qualitative research design was not selectedhferstudy. Qualitative research
design is not appropriate for this study becauseptocess analyzes words or text from
participates and inquiries are conducted in a rsalgective and biased manner
(Creswell, 2005).

A variety of methods are available to examinetieteships betweeshared
purposeand academic performance. A retrospective obsena study method was
chosen for this study. Other, non-selected methadsde experiments, survey
sampling, focus groups, case studies, or intervi@wsswell, 2005).

The dataset used for this study was collected éyllinois School State Board of
Education, Division of Data Analysis and Progresp®tting. This division analyzes data
for policy and planning and coordinates annual reépg on progress related to Illinois
State Board of Education goals and lllinois legis&@requirements, including district

and school demographic8CT scoreand averages, and adequate yearly progress status.

46



The dataset includes information collected forytbars 2008-2009, correlatedsvared
purposeand academic performance.

The lllinois School Report Card provides more dethinformation than could be
collected by survey sampling or with focus groups tb temporal and cost
considerations. Also, use of the lllinois SchoepBrt Card data allows for more
objective data collection than could be done ifesziing more subjective participant
answers on surveys or with focus groups. An erpamial design was not appropriate to
this study due to ethical limitations on the apitib manipulate study groups to achieve
desired answers to the questions of this study.

Population

Public high schools in the state of lllinois wéne population for study. To be
considered for inclusion in the study, the follogieriteria were required: 1) the public
high school was listed in the published educatidlr@ctory for the state of lllinois; 2)
the school sought and received regional accreditatpproval from the North Central
Association Commission on Accreditation and Schoglrovement; 3) the school
published and provided guidelines that charactdnizley they existed and how they
engaged in creating a future of excellence; 4sth®ol released, as required by state and
federal laws, a report card with published acadgrartormance averages from ACT
assessment testing; and 5) the Adequate Yearly&sogtatus report from the lllinois
School Report Card documenting academic growthesdtimg/exceeding standards was

released.
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Correlational analysis was performed on the datecifically Spearman’s rank
order correlation (Hypothesis 1) and rank biser@atelation (Hypothesis 2). An analysis
of variance (ANOVA) was also performed to addregpdihesis 1.

An a priori power analysis was performed to deteenthe required sample size
for this study. GPOWER 3.0.10 software (Faul, Ba#e Lang, & Buchner, 2007) was
used in this determination. The analysis was peréd for a two-tailed test of
correlation, with an alpha level of 0.05, poweOd0, and a medium effect size df3
0.30. The results indicated that a sample of 88gyaants was required to achieve power
at 80%.

A power analysis was also performed for ANOVA, withur independent groups,
an alpha level of 0.05, power of 0.80, and a medgthect size of = 0.25. The results
indicated that a sample of 180 participants wasired to achieve power at 80%. For a
large effect size df= 0.40 a sample of 76 participants was required.

Power is (18), wherep is the chance of Type Il error (i.e., one accémesnull
hypothesis when it is, in fact, false). At a powé0.80, one has an 80% chance of
seeing significance that is truly indicated by tla¢a.

Attempts were made to collect records from at 1&@étschools. The sample of
100 schools allowed for some flexibility in dealimith possible incomplete and missing
data during analysis.

Data Collection

First, the variables to be correlated were idesdifithe variablshared purpose

and the variabl&CT score The variableshared purposand the variabl&YP status

were identified next for correlation. After theriables were identified, the appropriate
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population and participants were selected. In cotidg this study, two groups of
population were identified for this relation: pubhigh schools in the state of Illinois and
North Central regionally accredited high schoolshi& state of lllinois.
The variable oghared purpos&as ordinal with four levels of measurement, (@) n
evident, (2) emerging, (3) operational, and (4hhidunctional (SOURCE?). The
variableACT scorewas continuous and ranges from 1-36. The varialle statusvas
dichotomous (yes vs. no)
Analytical Methods

The instruments chosen for this study were seldatedder to gain insight into
the relationship ofhared purposand academic achievement. Measures were selected t
represent both North Central Accreditation &@T scoreand North Central
AccreditationAYP status

This quantitative correlation study answered tegearch questions. The
researcher employed SPSS v15.0 for data analysis. tool enabled the researcher to
compare and collect data in order to determine méreind to what degree a relationship
existed. Descriptive measures were also colleatdd@ported regarding public high
school demographics as a way to integrate the sisdlyr study.

The main purpose of the data analysis was to shsiwbutions among variables,
correlations among variables and mean differeneesden ACT scores for the groups of
shared purpose These tools provided a comprehensive analydiseofiata interpretation

and influences.
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A 95% level of significance was used for all irgetial analyses. The statistical
analyses used and operationalized variables asenerl as they relate to each of the two
statistical hypotheses as follows:

Null Hypothesis 1 There is no significant relationship between stigurpose
and ACT Assessment scores.

Alternative Hypothesis:1There is a significant relationship between sthare
purpose and ACT Assessment scores

Spearman’s rank order correlation was performetiesriate relationships of
the variableshared purposandACT scores The variableshared purpos&as ordinal
with four categories, (1) not evident, (2) emergi(®) operational, and (4) highly
functional. The coding fashared purpos&as done according to order of the variables,
with not evident = 1 and highly functional = 4. élfiariableACT scorewvas continuous
with a range of possible scores 1-36.

A between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) s performed to address
Hypothesis 1. The independent variable slaagred purposevith four groups, (1) not
evident, (2) emerging, (3) operational, and (4hlydunctional. The dependent variable
wasACT score MeanACT scoresvere compared for statistically significant difeces
between the fousshared purposgroups.

Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relabip between shared purpose
and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Alternative Hypothesis:2 There is a significant relationship between sthare

purpose and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.
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Rank biserial correlation was performed on bi-atrirelationships of the
variablesshared purposandAYP status The variableshared purposeas ordinal with
four categories, (1) not evident, (2) emerging,g@@rational, and (4) highly functional.
The coding forshared purposgas done according to order of the variables with
evident = 1 and highly functional = 4. The variabf@YP statusvas dichotomous and
was coded for analysis as yes =1, no = 0.

Limitations

The possible limitations of this study included tefinitions used for inclusion
and other key terms discussed within the study midipg on the model of inclusion each
school in the state of lllinois elects to use. lEachool may define inclusion differently;
therefore, making it difficult to generalize. Iddition, this study was conducted in the
state of lllinois; the sample is only from one stahd limited to public high schools.
Another possible limitation is the issue of the psize and the difficulty in collecting
a large enough sample for the study.

Finally, in this study there were multiple indegent and dependent variables,
which may affect the results of the study. Vamashblayed an important role in this
study and included latent considerations suchasite and socio-economic status of the
school populations, and the principals’ and teagfdgmographics and experiences as
educators, all which are factors that may havegotesl limitations to this study.
Although there are potential limitations and detations, this study may produce
significant findings to the research knowledge lingbe area of shared purpose and

academic performance.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction

The purpose of this quantitative correlationatigtwas to explain a conjectural
relation between shared purpose and academic emcell The empirical work remains a
preliminary investigation of the very complex, daobus process of fundamental policy
choices and student achievement. Though the diearaicthis research attends to
fortuitous occurrence, adequate data and precigatass have been implemented to
assure systematic, measured attributes.

This study investigated the relationship betwdwared purpose, ACT scores, and
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status. The stndided data collected from a
convenience sample of public high schools in theestf lllinois. The research
methodology was detailed in chapter three; thiptdrgpresents the findings obtained
from the study.

The overarching research question for this stadfM/hat is the relationship
between shared purpose and academic performarmeghochools in the state of
lllinois?”

Two statistical hypotheses address the researdtigne

Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant retetship between shared purpose
and ACT Assessment scores.

Alternative Hypothesis 1. There is a significeglaitionship between shared

purpose and ACT Assessment scores
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Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relaship between shared purpose
and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Alternative Hypothesis 2: There is a significeglaitionship between shared
purpose and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Chapter 4 is divided into three sections: (a) pajen and demographic findings;
(b) investigation of assumptions as relates tor@rfgal analysis; and (c) inferential
analysis as it relates to the two hypotheses efgtudy. The chapter concludes with a
summary of results, Statistical Analysis SoftwarEsv0 was used for all descriptive and
inferential analyses. A 95% level of significarveas set for rejection of the null
hypothesis for all analyses.

Findings

Population and Demographics

Public high schools and regionally-accredited fgghools in the State of lllinois
were the population for study. Each of the highosds included in the study were listed
in the published educational directory for theestattlllinois. All high schools sought
and received regional accreditation approval froenNorth Central Association
Commission on Accreditation and School Improvemétdach school reported and
engaged its entire community in an in-depth assessof shared purpose; supported and
identified from data, information, evidence, andulmentation according to
AdvanceEd’s rubric and analysis. Each school’'s AS3essment testing and Adequate
Yearly Progress status was documented and produyc8ection 10-17a of the lllinois
School Code, in compliance with the federal No €hift Behind law of 2001. The

lllinois report card-related data was foundhtp://www.isbe.net/researctSpecific
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demographics for the schools were not obtainedderdo preserve confidentiality of the
schools.
Data Collected for Study

Records collected included the ordinal variabléadfVision and purpose score;
coded as 1 = not evident, 2 = emerging, 3 = opmralj and 4 = highly functional; (b)
ACT score, an average score for the school. A®@Fesis a continuous variable with a
possible range of 1 to 36, with higher scores iatitigy higher academic performance;
and (c) AYP status, a dichotomous variable codeti-asot meeting or exceeding
academic standards, and 1 = meeting or exceedadgaic standards. Table 1 presents

the frequencies and percentages for the samplaanad# the collected variables.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics Variables Collected for St&hmple as Relates to Schools’ Shared

Purpose (N = 101)

Shared Purpos ACT Rangtof Sharec
Classification Freq. % M SD Mdn Purpose Classification
1. Not Evident 5 5.C
AYP Statu
Yes 0 0.C
No 5 100.(
ACT Scor 15.1¢ 0.77 15.1(C 14.3-16.1
2. Emerging 32 3l
AYP Statu
Yes 2 6.2
No 30 93.¢ --- - --- —-
ACT Scort 175C 1.87 17.3¢ 14.:-21.€
3. Operational 38 37.€
AYP Statu:
Yes 10 26.%
No 28 73.7
ACT Scort 19.5. 1.6t 19/ 16.4-22.¢
4. Highly Functional 26 25.7
AYP Statu:
Yes 21 80.¢
No 5 19.2
ACT Scort 22.30C 1.9¢ 22: 18.8-27.
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Note: Freq. = Frequency; % = PercelMt= Mean;SD = Standard Deviatioriyidn =
Median; ACT = American College Testing; AYP = Adatgl Yearly Progress.
Percentages of each of the four shared purposgaras are reported as relates to entire
sample N = 101). Percentages for AYP status are repoddtey relate to shared
purpose classification group.

The mean ACT score for the sample was 19538 2.70), and ACT scores
ranged from 14.3 to 27.4. Thirty-three schools7%@ reported meeting AYP standards
for the year. Seventy schools (69.3%) reportedaaeshpurpose of either emerging or
operational.

Assumptions for Inferential Analysis

Analyses for this study included Spearman’s ramlepcorrelation, a one-way,
between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA), amtkraiserial correlation. A
correlation using Cramer’s V was also used aslavielip analysis for the rank biserial
correlation used in Hypothesis 2, due to a non-rtamio relationship of the variables of
AYP and shared purpose. The term non-monotom@isanted, because of the
conclusions represented. When a monotonic relgitiprexists, adding new information
either always increases or decreases the infereraeordered logic; under a non-
monotonic relationship, adding new information donesincrease and may decrease the
relationship. Non-monotonic reasoning is where dmasvs a conclusion about the
relationship, but it is not a guarantee to be true.

The dataset was investigated for the inferentialysis assumptions of missing
data, absence of outliers, normality, homogendityadances, and a monotonic

relationship of correlation analysis variables.efiéhwere no records of missing data, but
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one outlying score was found for the ACT scorealalg, an ACT score of 27.4. This
outlying score was not extreme, as it was within3t3 standard deviations from the
mean, and was within acceptable ranges of ACT scoheditionally, the mean ACT
score M = 19.38) and median ACT scofddn = 19.3) for the dataset were quite close in
value, indicating that the outlying score was ribtaasely impacting the distribution of
the dataset as a whole. The outlier score wameetdor analysis and was distinguished
from the other data. Outlier tests define extrealaes and allow for extreme values in
the dataset.

Normality for the ACT variable was investigated ¥Wolmogorov-Tests and a
visual inspection of histograms and normal Q-Q%lofhe standard normal distribution
was calculated and proportional variance was medsaithin +/- 3.3 deviations from
the mean. Homogeneity of variances was investigaeeLevene’s Test, resulting in
equal population variances.

A monotonic relationship was evident for the Spear’s rank order correlation
of Hypothesis 1. However, one was not presenthi®rank-biserial correlation between
AYP status and shared purpose classification ofdthgsis 2. A Cramer’s V correlation
was used in lieu of the rank-biserial correlation.

Hypothesis Testing

The overarching research question for this study,WWVhat is the relationship
between shared purpose and academic performamigho$chools in the state of
lllinois?”

Two statistical hypotheses addressed the reseaestion. The inferential

analysis results are presented according to stalistypothesis.
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Inferential Analysis relating to Hypothesis 1:

Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant retetship between shared purpose
and ACT Assessment scores.

Alternative Hypothesis 1. There is a significeglaitionship between shared
purpose and ACT Assessment scores

A Spearman’s rank order correlation was performedievariate relationships of
the variables of shared purpose and ACT scores.va@hable of shared purpose was
ordinal with four categories, (1) not evident, €Merging, (3) operational, and (4) highly
functional. The coding for the shared purposealde was done according to order of
the variables, with not evident = 1 through higfugictional = 4. The variable of ACT
score was continuous, with a range of possibleescioom 1 to 36.

Results were statistically significapt£ .761,p < .0005). The association
between the two variables was strong and positmeaning that when scores on shared
purpose increased or decreased, ACT scores mogelik@ manner.

A between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) s performed to address
Hypothesis 1. The independent variable was shargabpe with four groups, (1) not
evident, (2) emerging, (3) operational, and (4hhidunctional. The dependent variable
was ACT score. The mean ACT scores for each ofllaeed purpose groups were
compared (see Table 1 for means and standard ibegadf the four shared purpose
groups). Results were statistically significalft(3, 97) = 44.73p < .0005. Post-hoc
analysis using Tukey’s highly significant differen€Tukey) test indicated that the
average ACT scores were significantly differentisen all four group pairs. ACT

scores increased as the shared purpose classificatreased. Table Two presents the
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results of post-hoc analyses using Tukey’s HSD tEggure 1 presents a graph of the

mean scores for each of the four shared purposggro
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Table 2
Results of Post-Hoc Results of Significant ANOM#liRgs for Shared Purpose

Classifications via Tukey’s HSD Test (N = 101)

Mean
Shared Purpose  Shared Purpose  Difference Effect
Classification (A) Classification (B) (A-B) SEM  p-value size ()
Not eviden Emerging -2.32 .85¢ 0.3¢ 1.6
Operatione -4.3¢ .84¢ <.000¢ 3.3¢
Highly functiona -7.12 .86¢ <.000¢ 4.7¢
Emerging Not eviden 2.32 .85¢ <.000¢ 1.6
Operatione -2.0z A27 <.000¢ 1.1¢F
Highly functiona -4.8( A46¢ <.000¢ 2.5]
Operatione Not eviden 4.3 .84¢ <.000¢ 3.3¢
Emerging 2.0z A27 <.000¢ 1.1
Highly functiona -2.7¢ A5 <.000¢ 1.5¢
Highly functiona  Not eviden 7.12 .86¢ <.000¢ 4.7¢
Emerging 1.8(C A46¢ <.000¢ 2.51
Operatione 2.7¢ 452 <.000¢ 1.5¢

Note. SEM= Standard Error of the Mean Differendes Cohen’sd.
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Figure 1.
Figure 1. Mean ACT scores according to shared purposeifitag®on. ACT scores
increase with each step in shared purpose clestific All pair-wise comparisons of
mean score differences between shared purposéickssns were statistically
significant.
Conclusions related to Hypothesis 1.

Reject Null Hypothesis 1 and accept Alternativgpbiyesis 1, because there is
sufficient evidence to indicate that there is asigant relationship between shared
purpose and ACT Assessment scores

Inferential Analysis relating to Hypothesis 2:
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Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relaship between shared purpose
and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Alternative Hypothesis 2: There is a significeglaitionship between shared
purpose and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

The variable of shared purpose was ordinal with fategories, (1) not evident,
(2) emerging, (3) operational, and (4) highly fuoetl. The coding for shared purpose
variable was done according to order of the vagighlith not evident = 1 and highly
functional = 4. The variable of AYP status washditomous and was coded for analysis
asyes=1no=0.

Rank biserial correlation was attempted on thedbiate relationship of the
variables of shared purpose and AYP status. Homvéwe relationship between the
variables was not monotonic (Figure 2); thereforan@r’s V was used for analysis.
Table Three presents a cross-tabulation of thepenigent variable of AYP status and
dependent variable of shared purpose classificatitnamer’s V results were statistically
significant (.634p < .0005), indicating a strong relationship betw@afP Status and
shared purpose classification. More schools with¥P status of yes were highly
functional, based upon shared purpose (21 sche®l6,% in the AYP = yes category),
with 25.7% of all schools sampled in the highlydtional shared purpose/AYP = yes
group. Most of the schools were grouped in the AYikb and either emerging or
operational shared purpose groups (58 schools¥8m3he AYP = no group. None of
the schools with an AYP = yes status were in theemdent shared purpose

classification.
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Figure 2.
Figure 2. Plot of classification of shared purpose (x-axé)] humber of schools (y-
axis) according to AYP status (yes vs. no). MoMPAschools are associated with highly

functional shared purpose.
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Table 2

Crosstabulation for Hypothesis 2: AYP status var&th Purpose Status (N=101)

Shared Purpose Classificat

Not Highly

AYP Status Evident Emerging  Operational ~ Functional  Total
AYP = Yes

Coun 5 30 28 5 68

% within AYP = Ye:! 7.4 44.1 41.7 7.4 100.C
AYP = Nc

Coun 0 2 10 21 33

% within AYP = Nc 0.C 6.1 30.5 63.€ 100.C
Totals

Coun 5 32 38 26 101

% within AYP Cod 5.C 314 37.€ 25,7 100.C

Conclusions related to Hypothesis 2.

Reject Null Hypothesis 2 and accept Alternativgpbiyesis 2, because there is

sufficient evidence to indicate that there is asigant relationship between shared

purpose and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status.

Chapter 4 began with a description of the parictp in the study. Descriptive

statistics for the variables tested during infaedrnalysis were then presented and

defined. Information pertaining to required asstions for the inferential analysis was

presented and all assumptions were met.
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Hypothesis testing was then performed with Speatsnank order correlation,
ANOVA, and Cramer’s V.

The overarching research question for this study,WWhat is the relationship
between shared purpose and academic performammigho$chools in the state of
lllinois?”

Two statistical hypotheses addressed the reseaedtign:

Alternative Hypothesis 1 stated that there iggaificant relationship between
shared purpose and ACT Assessment scdfigpothesis 1 was supported.

Alternative Hypothesis 2 stated that there iggaificant relationship between
shared purpose and Adequate Yearly Progress (AfédR)ss Hypothesis 2 was
supported.

Implications and Recommendations

The interest of this study was to examine theectiVe efficacy, or shared
purpose, of school systems on the effects of acadeenformance. Though generally
axiological and characteristically circumstantlypose forces a guiding, continuous
process of influence and reflection. By providaims and ideals for performance, the
elements of involvement and achievement can be mamepded and incorporated.

The performance of individuals is a valued funttid most communities, public
education included; but a value hierarchy of shawagpose imposes a reason beyond
self-actualization. This study has demonstratetlittteamodest task of shared purpose
contributes to the process of learning in a systemaanner. A learning system that
develops a dynamic framework of cooperation ancdppities is particularly crucial to

academic achievement. The pedagogic practicesofiteg may not appear as a shared
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function, but the findings of this research progi@xamples of how the potential
purposes of good education can become the tengflaiademic achievement.

The results of this study have a number of impuritaplications: (1) the notion
of learning may not be basically an individual pss, but a collaborative or shared
activity with regard to function and direction. @hared purpose enables educators to
frame content and intent into a relation of resgdagesponsiveness. (3) An educational
ethos can be measured and correlated into evideasesd outcomes and practice.

Historically, educators acted as agents of thensonity; using long established
values and selected skills as the shared purpasaraversal aim for teaching. A
school’s curriculum would reflect discipline-oriext standards-based education that
required demonstrated competence and mastery.fifygng concept was the factory-
like methods of assimilation, primarily arrangeduward the passive potential of the
students. Years later, with the remarkable interesducational excellence and
achievement, trendy reform efforts would attemphiasure not the purpose of
education, but the function. With the interesinastery orientation and measurable
outcomes, evidence of educational practice fudleddvitalization of academic
excellence. The new dimensions of learning witl Im@ revealed in educational theory or
procedure, but in the particularly relevant praet€ shared opportunity and experience.

There is, therefore, a need for more researchatilaisefully explore a broad
relation of the value of collective purpose in eglimn. In essence, the success of school
systems may hinge on the potential of purposeftiatives, developed with the entire
school community in mind. This study is an invtatto consider, reflect, innovate, and

implement the practice of shared purpose in edocatAll school administrators,
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teachers, parents, and students should beginntinae, the process of collective

responsibility and reliance on each other for theelence all are capable of developing.
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