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The purpose of this study was to determine if Catholic schools in the state of 

Florida were using learning organization principles, and if they were, what effect did it 

have on student learning. The study was framed by three concepts: learning organization 

principles, student achievement, and contextual factors. The study employed a non

experimental design and the school was the unit of study. The study' s instrument, called 

the Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS), was distributed to fifty Catholic 

schools in the state of Florida in the summer of 2006. Each school was asked to distribute 

the surveys to ten full-time teachers working at the schools. Thirty-four of the schools 

responded for a 7 5. 7 % rate of return. 

The study showed that Catholic schools are using learning organization 

principles. A reliable instrument was established and achieved face validity through the 

use of an expert panel. Mental models were significantly negatively related. Shared 

vision was significantly positively related to student achievement. Three statistically 
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significant moderating relationships between the contextual factors, mental models, 

shared vision and systems thinking and student achievement were found. 

Two major conclusions were drawn from this study. Catholic schools are using 

learning organization principles, and shared vision has an impact on the success of a 

school. The second conclusion is that schools should work diligently to develop shared 

vision if they desire to improve student achievement. 
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Chapter One 

Problem Statement 

Catholic schools are built upon the foundation of the teachings of the Catholic 

Church. "A Catholic recognizes that service of others is not only a major mission of the 

church as an institution, but an obligation of each member" (Pennock, 1998). Today' s 

Catholic schools are far removed from the more bureaucratic learning institutions of 

years past. The new Catholic schools are built on the assumptions of shared leadership, 

vision, responsibility, and Catholic identity. Yet, at the same time, " ... the purpose of 

Catholic schools in the United States has been consistent over the two centuries of our 

history" (Boland, 2000, p. 510). Michael O'Neil (as cited in Carper & Hunt, 1984, p. 16) 

summed it up by stating: 

When people in a school share a certain intentionality, a certain pattern or 
complex of values, understandings, sentiments, hopes and dreams, it deeply 
conditions everything else that goes on, including the math class, the athletic 
activities, the dances, coffee breaks in the teachers' lounge, everything. 

Boland (2000) believed that Catholic schools must have, " ... a community of 

leaders who are willing to stand for what is right and just, to make decisions, and to be 

examples of faith" (p. 515). At Catholic schools, the assigned leaders (e.g. the pastor and 

the principal) often function as designers or stewards, but not the authorities on all 

matters at a school. Kealey (1998) stated, "The relationship among pastors, principals, 

and heads of other parish ministries is a peer relationship. Each person has expertise in 



the particular [area] but each works as part of a team" (p. 3). Thus, the long tradition of 

site-based management enjoyed by Catholic schools suits them well for change. 

With lower salaries, bigger classes, and less resources, why do educators seek 

employment in Catholic schools? Archer (2000) believed, " ... the salary potential they 

sacrifice by staying in a private school is made up at least partly by intrinsic rewards

greater control over curriculum, stronger collegiality among staff members, and more 

consistent support from parents" (p. 2). In short, most principals and teachers in Catholic 

schools are there because they are committed to Catholic education. 

Background ofthe Study 

Definitions of leadership have evolved throughout the years and so have the 

organizational theories defining how organizations are run. Many theories emerged 

within the last century. In the mid 1950's, the leader's role changed. It was at this time 

when Peter Drucker introduced the Performance-Based organization, which was centered 

on providing results and effectiveness (Appelbaum & Reichart, 1998). Performance

based organizations were focused on producing the desired end products or end results 

effectively without team effort, shared decision-making or meaningful goals. 

While many organizations still operate as bureaucratic organizations, the 

emergence of organizational theory has led to the appearance of a new kind of 

organization. In the 1990s, the notion of the learning organization caught the attention of 

leaders in both business and educational organizations. The term "learning organization" 

is a new phrase for a collection of ideas that have existed over many years (West, 1994 ). 

Altman and Iles (1998) proposed the one reason for the popularity of the term is that it 
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seemed to capture many of the qualities considered necessary, such as teamwork, 

empowerment, participation, flexibility, and responsiveness. 

The concept of organizational learning was first introduced by Argyris and Schon 

in their 1978 book "Organizational Learning." Current management writing has 

continued to emphasize the learning component of organizational behavior (Henderson, 

1997). There is clearly a link between an organization's ability and willingness to learn 

and organizational success. However, the theory did not gain a large following until 

Senge (1990) introduced the term learning organization in his book, The Fifth 

Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization. 

Senge, P., Kliener, A, Roberts, C., Ross. R. B., & Smith, B. J. (1994) took a 

systems approach based on organizational members practicing the five disciplines of 

systems thinking, shared visioning, mental models, personal mastery, and team learning. 

Senge's theory was centered on repeated modifications in a continually changing 

environment. He believed that the reason for adopting the concept was to produce 

dramatically improved results. 

The research on organizational learning encompasses both individual and group 

learning. Though there is no distinct link between the two, there is a common belief that 

an organization cannot have one without the other. Francis (1997) stated, "Although the 

principles of individual learning cannot be directly applied to groups, it appears that 

group learning can only take place through individual learning. It is the collaborative 

effect of multiple individuals learning together that creates organizational learning" (p. 

169). 
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Building a learning organization is also a commitment. Kofman and Senge (1993) 

refer to learning organizations as " ... communities of commitment ... " stating that without 

commitment, a learning organization can never be created. School administrators serve 

teachers, staff, students, and parents. Working as committed teams, Catholic school 

leaders and community members can work towards becoming learning organizations. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to assess the relationship between the use of 

learning organization principles and student achievement in Catholic schools. The study 

also sought to determine the impact of contextual variables, including socio-economic 

status, school size, teacher stability, and teacher qualifications on this relationship. Lastly, 

the sub purpose of the study was to develop a valid and reliable instrument called the 

Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) to measure the use of learning 

organization principles in schools. 

The study assumes that (a) Catholic schools are founded by learning organization 

principles, and (b) Catholic schools regularly engage in the use of learning organization 

principles. The study also assumes that Catholic schools would benefit from knowing 

which learning organization principles are the best predictors of becoming a learning 

organization. The following research questions guide the study: 

1. Can a valid and reliable instrument be created? 

2. Are Catholic schools using learning organization principles? 

3. Is there a relationship between learning organization principles and student 

achievement? 
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4. Do the contextual variables of socio-economic status, school size, teacher 

stability, and teacher qualifications affect the relationship of learning 

organization principles and student achievement? 

Significance 

The significance of this study is based on the reality that most of the learning 

organization literature originates and pertains to business practices and the private sector, 

not from schools. Existing learning organization literature provides much research and 

opinion regarding learning organization characteristics, development, barriers, and 

assessment in the business world, leaving out the possibility of schools becoming and 

operating as learning organizations. 

This study begins filling this void by (a) relating existing learning organization 

literature to the Catholic school setting and (b) determining if there is a relationship 

between learning organization principles and student achievement in schools. 

Conceptual Framework 

This study is framed by three concepts: Learning Organization principles, student 

achievement, and contextual factors. 

The Learning Organization 

The task of building a learning organization is a multifaceted undertaking. "There 

is no defined roadmap to follow which will take an organization down the path to the 

learning organization destination" (Appelbaum & Reichart, 1998, p.16). However, it is a 

task that is important to undertake. It is thought that learning organizations are more 
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adaptable to modem environments and lead to greater success when these environments 

are confronted. Most of the literature regarding learning organizations offers similar 

general characteristics and a definition that includes: 

• the importance of acquiring, improving and transferring knowledge; 

• facilitating and making use of individual learning; 

• modifying behavior and practices to reflect the learning. (Appelbaum & Reichart, 

1998, p. 16.) 

A learning organization clearly involves learning and the changes that may result 

from the new knowledge or experiences. There are no words to describe what a learning 

organization looks like or a specific guide on how to get there. Kofman and Senge (in 

Chawla & Renesch, 1995) stated: 

When we speak of a 'learning organization,' we are not describing an external 
phenomenon or labeling an independent reality . . .. We are taking a stand for 
vision, for creating a type of organization we would truly like to work within and 
which can thrive in a world of increasing interdependency and change (p. 32). 

At the same time, there are learning organization principles and practices that are 

believed to be linked to the creation of a learning organization. Senge et al. (1994) 

believed that the principles of systems thinking, shared vision, team learning, personal 

mastery and mental models, and the practices related to them are key components in any 

organization's journey towards becoming a learning organization. 

Mental models. "Mental models are deeply ingrained assumptions, 

generalizations, or even pictures or images that influence how we understand the world 

and how we take action" (Senge et al., 1994, p. 8). In this study, mental models are 

related to cooperation and changing minds. Behavior cannot be changed without first 

changing minds. Organizational members will not work towards change that they do not 
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believe in or fmd important and necessary. Senge (as cited in Sparks, 2001) stated, 

"Change occurs when we really open ourselves to the views of others to see things 

differently, to engage in real conversations, and to listen deeply to those who do not see 

the world in the way that we do" (p. 5). 

Mental models are our views and beliefs of every aspect in our lives. Every 

organizational member holds his own mental models and acts according to them. The 

organizational leader must work to change organizational members' mental models in 

order to make any real, lasting changes throughout the organization. 

Shared vision. Shared vision, the second learning organization principle, is 

related to direction and purpose within an organization. Vision, in a sense, is linked to the 

values held by the people within an organization. A shared vision among organizational 

members represents deep-seated, inherent values and purpose that matters to the 

organizational members (Bonn, 2001). 

In this study, shared vision means that the vision was created and agreed upon by 

all members within an organization and not from top-down external mandates. A shared 

vision is centered on building a shared meaning among the members of an organization 

(Senge et al., 1994). Thus, for a learning organization to fully form, a leader's vision for 

an organization cannot be forced upon its members with expectations for compliance. 

Members will be unlikely to support and work towards goals that they themselves do not 

believe in, nor did they help to create. 

Team learning. The third learning organization principle of team learning is 

related to individuals within an organization working and learning together in a quest to 

obtain knowledge and grow from it. Individual learning contributes to group learning. 
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Every member of a group has some skill, knowledge, or experience to offer that will 

benefit other members of the group or the group as a whole. Group learning can happen 

both officially and unofficially. 

In this study, team learning means a group of people working together to make 

decisions and changes for the good of the school. Team learning is not the same as team 

building. Team learning is the most challenging of the five learning organization 

principles. "[It] inspires more fundamental changes, with enduring application that will 

ripple out through the organization" (Roberts as cited in Senge, et al., 1994, p. 355). It is 

believed that when all members of an organization are involved in some type of 

enrichment, the benefits ofthe learning can be enjoyed by all. 

Personal mastery. The principle of personal mastery is related to self-analysis and 

reflection. Ultimately, "[Personal mastery] refers to a personal commitment of 

continuously clarifying and deepening your personal vision, of focusing your energies, of 

developing patience, and the ability to see reality as objectively as possible" (Appelbaum 

& Goransson, 1997, p. 121). In this study, personal mastery means continually reflecting 

about the past, present, and future of both the day-to-day operations, and long term goals 

of Catholic schools. Only when schools' members step back and take a look at 

themselves, can they begin to consider what they know and what they have learned, in an 

effort to move forward towards change. 

Senge et al. (1994) stated, "Practicing personal mastery is like holding a 

conversation with ourselves" (p. 196). Reflection can be a useful tool when it is used by 

organizational leaders and its members. Costa and Kallick (2000) believed, "To be 
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reflective means to mentally wander through where you have been and try to make some 

sense of it" (p. 61 ). 

Reflection and self-analysis only take a small amount oftime each day. Personal 

mastery, therefore, should be habituated throughout an organization, both individually 

and collectively (Costa & Kallick, 2000). And, because it is involved in visioning and 

goal setting, personal mastery also involves changing minds and behavior based on the 

mulling over of past experiences and what has been learned. 

Systems thinking. In general, systems thinking involves the patterns and 

relationships within an organization. In this study, systems thinking refers to the internal 

and external contexts that limit, impact, and shape a school's relationships and daily 

operations. "Learning organizations are 'open systems' sensitive to the external 

environment, including social, political, and economic conditions" (Brandt, 2003, p. 7). 

Senge and others believe that the presence of the principle of systems thinking is a strong 

predictor of success in organizations faced with this reality. 

Recent research has linked systems thinking to organizational change efforts and 

the theory of learning organizations itself. Senge et al. (1994) believed, "[Systems 

thinking] is not top-down or bottom-up, but participative at all levels - aligned through 

common understanding of a system" (p. 89). When the members of an organization are 

engaged in systems thinking, the organization itself is viewed as being only one part of a 

larger system. The decisions and changes within the organization affect the larger system 

and vice versa. 

It is believed that the combination of the five learning organization principles of 

mental models, shared visioning, team learning, personal mastery, and systems thinking 
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are a good start in the journey towards changing minds and changing organizations 

(Senge et al., 1994). In this study, the level oflearning organization's principles' 

importance and use will be examined, measured, and compared. 

Student Achievement 

The Catholic schools of the state of Florida utilize the Iowa Test of Basic Skills 

(ITBS) to measure student achievement. Testing occurs in the fall of each school year. 

Administrators share test results with teachers, parents, and students. 

Contextual Factors 

The contextual factors that were considered included socio-economic status, 

school size, teacher stability, and teacher qualifications. The study assessed if these 

contextual factors moderated the relationship between learning organization principles 

and student achievement. 

These factors were chosen because they are pertinent to both learning 

organization research and student achievement. Pennock (1998) stated the importance of 

the teacher's role in Catholic schools. Catholic school enrollment is stereotypically made 

up of higher socio-economic status students. Yet, at the same time, there are many 

Catholic schools that offer scholarships and tuition assistance to afford a Catholic 

education to students whose parents would not be able to pay. The study addressed 

whether or not these factors affect schools' ability to operate as learning organizations 

and the level of student achievement at each Catholic school. 

Methodology 

This study employed a non-experimental design. The school was the unit of study. 

The independent variables included the use of the learning organization principles of 
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systems thinking, shared vision, team learning, mental models, personal mastery, and 

contextual factors. The dependent variable was student achievement. Surveys were 

distributed to approximately 500 kindergarten through eighth grade teachers employed in 

the Diocese of Palm Beach. 

Limitations 

The assumption that the teachers answering the survey questions will have the 

required knowledge to answer the questions appropriately is a limitation to this study. 

Also, there is potential bias that may have resulted from principal's selection of the 

teacher respondents. 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter One examines the use of the five learning organization principles in the 

context of Catholic schools. The chapter includes definitions of learning organization 

principles, student achievement, and the contextual factors that may or may not impact 

the study. 

Chapter Two will summarize the related research and literature. In Chapter Three, 

the methodology is explained and the hypotheses are presented. In Chapter Four, the 

hypotheses are statistically evaluated and tested for significance. Chapter Five reports the 

fmdings, offers conclusions about Catholic schools as learning organizations, and 

suggests avenues for further research. 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

The Catholic School 

The structure and goals of the Catholic school have remained the same for many 

years. "Today, the Catholic schools continue to emphasize their Catholic identity" 

(Kealey, 1998, p. 22). At the same time, the Catholic school leadership remains 

comprised of individuals with different talents and skills to offer. "The relationship 

among pastors, principals, and heads of other parish ministries is a peer relationship" 

(Kealey, 1998, p. 23). The leaders at Catholic schools consistently pool their talents and 

expertise and work as a team. 

At the same time, most Catholic School teachers work at Catholic schools 

because they choose to be there. Archer (2000) stated: 

Few Catholic School teachers say they ever expect to earn what they could at a 
public school. And, many say the salary potential they sacrifice by staying in 
private school is made up at least partly by intrinsic rewards- greater control over 
the curriculum, stronger collegiality, and more consistent support from parents. 
(p.16) 

Less pay for Catholic school teachers does not mean that they work less or put 

less effort into their teaching. Catholic school teachers are known for their hard work and 

dedication to excellence. Kealey (1998) believed, "Catholic school teachers know their 

subjects and teaching methods, have high expectations of their students and model the 

Christian adult life" (p. 22). 
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The combination of shared leadership and teacher commitment has contributed to 

the high enrollment at many schools. "Over forty percent of Catholic schools have 

waiting lists that resemble the waiting lists ofthe 1950's" (Kealey, 1998, p. 21). Catholic 

school parents concurrently are viewed as an important component to the success of 

Catholic schools as an integral part of the Catholic school system. They are able to 

impact both student learning and the day-to-day business at a school. In return, Kealey 

(1998) believed, "The school serves the parents and works with them for the good of the 

children" (p. 26). Parents work with their children and others both inside and outside of 

the school. 

The Traditional School 

Schools that are functioning as traditional organizations have limited evidence of 

Senge's learning organization principles and practices. The learning organization 

principles are not viewed as important and are not in use. 

In the traditional school, the vision for that school is less often shared and more 

often a required document or stated mission (Karsten, Voncken, & Voorthuis, 2000). In 

the traditional school, there are no governing ideas or principles that the members of the 

school work and live by. Research conducted by Collins and Porras (1998) showed that 

visionary organizations outperformed non-visionary organizations. Traditional schools do 

not operate as visionary organizations, and the school's members are not striving to 

accomplish goals that have meaning or significance to them. 

Senge's principle of team learning is also not utilized or viewed as important in 

the traditional school. Appelbaum and Goransson (1997) believed, "The paradox of 

teams is that they can both perform well below and well beyond the capacity of any one 
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individual" (p.l22). In the traditional school, talents and energy are wasted instead of 

combined, creating schools where individuals do not work together to achieve shared 

goals. 

At the same time, the members of the traditional school do not regularly engage in 

the learning organization principle of personal mastery, nor do they believe it to 

important. Hitt (1995) believed that personal mastery involves an environment that 

encourages members to work towards the goals and purposes that they believe to be 

important and worthwhile. Concurrently, Applebaum & Goransson (1997) stated, 

"Organizations can learn only if the individuals in them are learning" (p.121 ). In the 

traditional school, individual learning combined with personal growth and commitment is 

not a common or valued practice. 

Hitt (1995) described the learning organization principle of mental models as, 

" ... reflecting on, continually clarifying, and improving our internal pictures of the world, 

and seeing how they shape our decisions and actions ... " (p. 23). In the traditional school, 

the principle of mental models is also not viewed as important and is not practiced by its 

members. Decisions and actions are rarely the result of reflection or the clarity that comes 

from contemplation and meditation. 

The Transitional School 

The transitional school is not functioning fully as a traditional organization, but 

has not yet met the distinction of learning organization either. In a transitional school, 

there is often a lack of conceptualization in practice. Garavan ( 1997) believed that 

Senge's learning organization principles were blueprints for building a learning 
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organization. But, if the learning organization principles were not practiced, there would 

be no learning. "A learning organization is developed not by random chance but by its 

leader's intervention to establish the internal conditions for learning" (Goh, 2003, p. 216). 

Transitional organizations are experimenting with new approaches to leadership 

and learning. "The challenge is often to 'do more with less' and to 'be smarter and act 

smarter' in responding to the complexities of change" (Teare & Dealtry, 1998, p.47). The 

road to changing an organization is an ongoing process fraught with obstacles, 

challenges, and opportunities. "The learning organization points the way: excellence 

through organizational renewal" (Hitt, 1995, p. 25). 

The Learning Organization 

Argyris and Schon first introduced the concept of organizational learning in their 

1978 book "Organizational Learning." Current management writing has continued to 

emphasize the learning component of organizational behavior (Henderson, 1997). There 

is clearly a link between an organization's ability and willingness to learn and 

organizational success. "Fundamentally to be effective as a learning organization there is 

a need for a deep learning cycle and recognition that it will take time" (Gorelick, 2005, p. 

384). 

The research on organizational learning encompasses both individual and group 

learning. Though there is no distinct link between the two, there is a common belief that 

an organization cannot have one without the other. Francis (1997) stated, "Although the 

principles of individual learning cannot be directly applied to groups, it appears that 

group learning can only take place through individual learning. It is the collaborative 
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effect of multiple individuals learning together that creates organizational learning" (p. 

169). 

The research shows that the type of learning that occurs is as important as the 

process of learning itself. "For ... reconstruction to count as organizational learning, it must 

involve change to the values that underpin problematic practice (double-loop change) and 

not just surface level practices (single-loop learning)" (Robinson, 2001, p. 61). Unlike the 

learning organization, traditional organizations are more associated with single-loop 

learning, never managing underlying issues or problems (Hitt, 1995). During single-loop 

learning, a group learns by observing errors or mishaps and altering behavior accordingly 

(Francis, 1997). Single-loop learning does not address the underlying issues and 

problems that are key to creating long-term change. During single-loop learning, 

organizational members make corrections so as to maintain the central components of the 

organizations' assumptions and norms (Hosley, Lau, Levy, & Tan, 1994). 

It is through double-loop learning, however, where organizational members learn 

by questioning the current norms and assumptions, thus creating new ones that respond to 

and reflect the changing environment. Double-loop learning questions and changes the 

norms and assumptions within an organization (Sun & Scott, 2003). It often leads to a 

paradigm shift or the recognition that a new paradigm is needed. "Learning organizations 

focus on [double-loop learning] whenever possible" (Henderson, 1997, p. 100). 

Yeo (2002) used convergent interviewing to obtain information regarding 

learning organization development. He believed that effective leadership was key to 

achieving organizational change. Based on the data collection, Yeo identified three stages 

of learning and related them to the learning organization. Yeo believed that single-loop 
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learning was related to individual learning, double-loop learning was related to team 

learning, and triple-loop learning was related to organizational learning and change. 

Learning Organization Theory 

It was close to the end of the century when the theory of the learning organization 

emerged and began to impact organizational change. In 1990, Senge introduced the term 

learning organization in his book, The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the 

Learning Organization. Senge et al. (1994) took a systems approach based on 

organizational members practicing the five disciplines of systems thinking, shared 

visioning, mental models, personal mastery, and team learning. 

"It seem[ ed] evident that the learning organization was a paradigm shift from the 

more traditional organization" (Hitt, 1995, p. 17). Senge's theory ofthe learning 

organization was a paradigm centered on continual modifications to a continually 

changing environment. Senge et al. (1994) believed, "The rationale for any strategy for 

building a learning organization revolves around the premise that such organizations will 

produce dramatically improved results, compared to more traditional organizations" (p. 

44). 

Since then, Senge's book has inspired numerous visionary books, articles, and 

reviews related to learning organizations. With the majority of publications being highly 

prescriptive and practice-oriented, there is a noticeable absence of empirical studies 

(Karsten, Voncken, & Voorthuis, 2000; Ortenblad, 2001). An analysis of current writings 

also shows that most articulated focus on developing or defining learning organizations 

without holistic or meaningful theoretical base (Moilanen, 2001 ). Regardless, the 
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promises of organizational change through the creation of the learning organization have 

sparked an interest in both business and educational leaders alike. 

An extensive literature review revealed that the idea of the learning organization 

emerged from the business world out of a growing requirement for organizations to learn 

in an ever-changing environment (Francis & Mazany, 1996). Hitt (1995) believed that 

organizations must achieve excellence in order to survive, and excellence is achieved 

through the creation of the learning organization. The literature presented examples of 

successful learning organizations and the steps involved in the creation of one. The 

writing also included information regarding learning organization sustainability and the 

possible impediment of its development. 

Much of the literature on learning organizations, therefore, comes out of business 

practices and the private sector. Fortunately, Senge et al. (1994) believed that the 

challenges in business and education are the same. Both deal with changing culture and 

changing minds in an effort to change organizations. As organizations, both schools and 

businesses encounter many ofthe same problems and challenges. Many of the theories 

that emerge from business can be applied to education and vice versa. Thus, the learning 

organization research from the business perspective can also be useful to educational 

leaders. 

Pang and Gamage (2005) collected data from ten primary schools and ten 

secondary schools in Hong Kong that were all federally funded. This is one of only a few 

learning organization research studies that took place in an educational setting, not the 

business sector. In the Pang study, a questionnaire was given to teachers who were asked 

to comment on the organizational learning in their schools. The unit of analysis in the 
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study was the schools. Each school was given a score, which was a measurement of the 

learning capacity of the school. The scores were compared and a number was issued to 

each school based on its score. The schools were ranked based on their number score as 

being schools with high, moderate, or low learning capacity. Pang concluded that there 

was greater learning capacity in the primary schools than the secondary schools. 

In a case study in the business sector, Blackman and Henderson (2005) studied 

two schools that considered themselves to be learning organizations and two that did not. 

They used a questionnaire to obtain information about learning at the schools. The 

fmdings showed that organizations, despite how they perceived themselves, will make 

incremental changes when necessary to achieve a desired goal. The researchers believed, 

"Certain events will lead to a perceived need for certain, behaviors and the organizational 

procedures and policies will encourage actions" (Blackman & Henderson, 2005, p. 42). 

Whether it is in the business sector or education, "... the basic defmition of a 

learning organization is an organization that is continually expanding its capacity to 

create its future" (Steiner, 1998, p. 193). An organization must identify its strengths and 

weaknesses in regards to becoming a learning organization before attempting to make the 

change (Francis, 1997). It is an organization that knows and understands itself that is able 

to anticipate problems and challenges, allowing it to build and expand its potential. Thus, 

building a learning organization involves learning how to expand the capacity for doing 

the right things and doing things right (Hitt, 1995). 

Understandably, there is often confusion differentiating between organizational 

learning and learning organizations. Ortenblad (200 1) explained: 

The two most common ways to distinguish between organizational learning and 
learning organization in existing literature are that learning organization is a form 
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of organization while organizational learning is activity or process (of learning) in 
organizations, and that learning organization needs efforts while organizational 
learning exists without efforts. (p. 126) 

Brandt (2003) believed organizational learning and the learning organization can 

and should co-exist. Organizational learning is a key factor in the creation of schools as 

learning organizations. "There is a growing agreement that one of the primary drivers, if 

not the key driver of long-term organizational effectiveness, is the ability of an 

organization to learn effectively" (Morey & Frangioso, 1998, p. 308). The views held by 

most schools about learning deals with who is teaching and what is being taught 

(Karsten, Voncken, & Voorthuis, 2000). Most schools do not engage in the kind of 

learning characteristic of the learning organization. 

The leader's role in the building of the learning organization is crucial to the 

change process. Leaders act as designers, stewards, and teachers (Senge et al., 1994). 

" ... [The] essence of a leader's role is developing a shared vision, providing the resources 

need to achieve the vision, delegating authority, celebrating successes, and being a 

learning architect" (Appelbaum & Reichart, 1998, p. 24). In a learning organization, the 

leader does not work alone to initiate lasting change within an organization. 

Campbell and Cairns (1994) believed that it is necessary to apply definitions, 

development, and measurement to move towards becoming a learning organization. In 

their study, the researchers used a measurement method called BARS (behaviorally 

anchored rating scales). "In essence, BARS develops a survey instrument which 

examines behaviors displayed in an organism by comparing them with a range of 

predetermined behaviors" (Campbell & Cairns, 1994, p. 11). The study's results provided 

a picture of the differences between actual organization performance and desired 
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performance. Organizations would be able to use this information to assist in their 

planning for change. 

Moilanen (2001) also developed a measurement tool for learning organization in 

the field of business. The study concluded that individuals trusted themselves and their 

own learning more than the organization. 

The school as a learning organization is similar to that in the business sector. In a 

school setting, the building principal is responsible for the implementation of learning at 

the school. This includes both students and adults as teachers and learners. The principal 

designs learning processes, facilitates understanding, and teaches that learning for 

everyone is important (Speck, 1999). As a designer of the learning organization, a leader 

must be capable of thinking and acting strategically by developing a strategic mind-set. 

Fullen (1993) stated, "It is only by raising our consciousness and insights about the 

totality of educational change that we can do something about it" (p. 16). 

Leaders who develop a strategic mind-set will be more effective in building a 

learning organization and producing organizational change. Senge et al. (1994) affirmed, 

"Once we start to become conscious of how we think and interact, and begin developing 

capacities to think and interact differently, we will already have begun to change our 

organizations for the better" (p. 48). 

The leader's strategic mind-set allows for strategic assessments. In education, "the 

principal must continually evaluate the school with an eye on improving it" (Speck, 1999, 

p. 74). Strategic leaders work to sense the need for change, address the change, and 

assess the impact or results, while working towards becoming a learning organization. 

Henderson (1997) believed, "Learning for an organization only has meaning in the sense 
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that organizational behavior is modified in light of what individuals have learned" (p. 

1 00). Through learning, strategic leaders work to change minds, not behavior. In doing 

so, Sergiovanni (1996) believed, "Change will become more of a way of life ... and less of 

a planned occasion" (p. 167). 

Silins and Murford (2002) conducted a research project that focused on 

conceptualizing schools as learning organizations in Australian secondary schools. The 

study used a path model to represent the different interrelationships at the schools, 

including principal transformational leadership, actively involved administrative teams, 

and distributed leadership. 

Silins and Murford (2002) concluded that organizational learning was a good 

facilitator of principal leadership and teamwork. There was, however, less correlation 

between the overall school performance and distributed leadership. 

The leader-follower relationship is held as an important component to the success 

of the creation of the learning organization. This relationship, however, is often detailed 

through the lens of the leader and the leader's actions. "Whereas the traditional 

organization has focused on selecting people on the basis of their knowledge and 

experience, the learning organization focuses on the selecting people on the basis of their 

ability to learn" (Hitt, 1995, p. 22). Ultimately, it is the leader's empowerment of 

followers that defines their role. The leader and followers must be willing and capable of 

learning together to achieve organizational growth and continual change. "Leadership 

must demonstrate individual learning and facilitate widespread dissemination of all 

learning, both about the operations of the [organization] and about how to learn better" 

(Francis, 1997, p. 177). Johnston and Caldwell (200 1) affirmed: 
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... the learning organization is not achieved by dramatic change or sudden 
conversion, but through the gradual development of each offive 'disciplines': 
systems thinking, personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, and team 
learning. It is a process that is difficult to reveal because it is gradual and subtle. 
A climate must be created in which the five disciplines work together. (p. 95) 

Goh (2003) conducted two longitudinal case studies in an effort to develop a tool 

that would measure an organization's learning capability. Goh (2003) believed that there 

were, " ... practices, structures, and procedures .. . " that defined an organization' s learning 

capability. Two organizations were tracked over time by using the same fifty-five-item 

survey, called "The Learning Organization Survey." Concurrently, qualitative research 

methods were used for gathering additional information. 

The survey results showed, " .. . that these two organizations significantly improved 

their overall learning capability over a two year period" (Goh, 2003, p. 218). Both of the 

organizations were committed to becoming learning organizations, and each went about 

achieving their goals in their own way. 

Each ofSenge's five learning organization disciplines has a specific definition, 

purpose, and relationship to the creation of a learning organization. Yet, at the same time, 

it is the five disciplines working together that bring about this change. Different 

organizations will approach their change efforts in different ways. The learning 

organization disciplines can help people within organizations to consider and ultimately 

change the way they think and interact with one another within an organization. 

Vision. Once an organization is aware of its systemic structures, the process of 

redesigning the organization can begin. At this point, the leader must not limit his vision 

for the organization to what he believes is possible (Senge et al., 1994). The leader must 

work strategically to facilitate the creation of a shared vision that will capture attention 
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and create direction for the organization. A strategic leader would attempt to establish 

momentum by increasing the flow of information within the organization and allocating 

resources in the direction of change. Applebaum and Goransson (1997) avowed, "People 

learn best when they strive to accomplish things that matter to them" (p. 122). Therefore, 

a learning organization cannot exist without the creation of a shared vision. 

A shared vision is different from a mission statement or vision statement in the 

sense that the people who create it want to learn and excel. Senge et al. (1994) equated a 

group's ability to create a shared vision to " ... the capacity to hold a shared picture of the 

future we seek to create" (p. 9). This can be accomplished in a variety of ways. One 

important component, however, is the existence of networks and communities within an 

organization. Senge et al. (1994) believed, "The new infrastructures we see emerging that 

enable building shared vision are based on viewing an organization as a set of 

overlapping communities formed around shared meaning" (p. 300). 

Shared visioning involves people from both outside and within an organization. In 

educational organization, administrators, teachers, parents, students, and members of the 

community all work together to define their goals and beliefs into the formation of a 

shared vision for the future of the school. Yet, at the same time, once the vision is 

created, the leader is often put into the position to speak about it, support it, and in some 

cases, be willing to defend it. Doverspike, Assay, and Vaiana (2005) stated," ... [A] 

vision statement allows the Catholic school to make a clear statement as to its values and 

the nature of its underlying educational philosophy. This allows the school to send a clear 

message about what differentiates it from other educational alternatives and also what 

makes it uniquely Catholic" (p. 29). 
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Vision, in a sense, is related to the values held by the people within an 

organization. A shared vision among organizational members represents deep-seated, 

inherent values and purpose that matters to the organizational members (Bonn, 2001). 

Often, it is not easy for all organizational members to buy in to a new vision for the 

organization. Montuori (2000) stated, "It is important to remember that, when the vision 

of the future is created, organizations' members must let go of the present and the past" 

(p. 71). 

McHugh, Groves, and Alker (1998) conducted a long-term qualitative research 

study proposing the overall question of, "What do we learn from learning organizations?" 

Among the many fmdings was the common belief that becoming a learning organization 

was easier said than done. McHugh, Groves, and Alker (1998) discovered," ... that 

enthusiasm for vision of a learning organization is easier to achieve than the necessary 

skills and practices needed to get the approach into place" (p. 212). 

The answer to the study's underlying question was, " ... that we have to adapt to 

and collaborate with the transformation of organizational structures and processes by 

showing how we can change our own behavior and attitudes" (McHugh, Groves, and 

Alker, 1998, p. 218). In other words, having a vision for change is only a starting point. 

An organization's members must change their attitudes and behaviors to work towards 

achieving that vision. 

Mental models. The best way to facilitate the modification of perspective is by 

working to change peoples' minds. Changing minds ultimately leads to a change in 

behavior. Leaders change minds by working to change organizational members' mental 

models (Morrison and Rosenthal, 1997). 
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"Mental models are deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, or even 

pictures or images that influence how we understand the world and how we take action" 

(Senge et al. , 1994, p. 8). They represent what people believe they can and cannot 

accomplish within an organization. Shared mental models create a cooperative 

environment, since everyone wants to accomplish the same things and proceed in the 

same way. They are another key factor in the creation of the learning organization. 

Leaders change others' mental models by providing experiences and time for 

reflection. Leaders and followers must be given opportunities to share their ideas and 

opinions about the organization. Henderson (1997) believed, "An individual may learn by 

undergoing experience and subsequently reflecting on it" (p. 99). Leaders' actions must 

challenge organizational members to rethink their existing assumptions, generalizations, 

or preconceived ideas. In the ideal scenario, profound insights or experiences may 

transform organizational members' world view, causing them to think and behave 

differently. Senge et al. (1994) believed that a change in mental models is the most 

significant form of organizational learning possible. 

Morrison and Rosenthal (1997) conducted a case study in which they tested the 

effects of using the Rosenthal Stage, " ... a five-step process of surfacing, externalizing, 

reflecting, revealing, and active dialogue of people's perceptions of their organizations" 

(p. 124). The researchers proposed that the way organizational members can effectively 

share their mental models with a group is through the process of the Rosenthal Stage. 

Based on the case study results, the researchers concluded that, "Untested mental models 

blocked people's ability to learn. Being able to manage these mental models [was] a 

critical factor in building learning organizations" (Morrison and Rosenthal, 1997, p. 129). 
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Personal mastery. As organizational members work towards the creation of a 

collective vision through the development of shared mental models, they can begin to 

work towards the goal of personal mastery. Senge et al. (1994) defines personal mastery 

as, " .. .learning how to generate and sustain creative tension in our lives" (p. 142). It is 

about being able to achieve one' s desired outcomes in life and a personal vow to lifelong 

learning. Personal mastery is also being able to expand one's ability to achieve those 

desired results (Appelbaum and Goransson, 1997). 

Personal mastery involves high-level thinking skills, including self-analysis and 

reflection. It focuses on creativity and an individual's willingness to learn and accept new 

things. Ultimately, " [Personal mastery] refers to a personal commitment of continuously 

clarifying and deepening your personal vision, of focusing your energies, of developing 

patience, and the ability to see reality as objectively as possible" (Appelbaum and 

Goransson, 1997, p. 121). 

In the Morrison and Rosenthal ( 1997) case study, the researchers related personal 

mastery to the active dialogue and life-long learning. Morrison and Rosenthal believed, 

"It is this personal mastery which balances team learning and the global view" (p. 129). 

The case study's subject was able to understand the different aspects of his own duties as 

manager and worker in the context of the organization's operations and limitations. 

Team learning. Senge's theory of"Team Learning" is used throughout the 

development of a learning organization. Team learning, in a sense, provides the 

framework for shared vision and personal mastery. "Team learning is vital because 

teams, not individuals, are the fundamental learning unit in the modem organization" 

(Senge et al., 1994, p. 1 0). When organizational members work alone, there is a great 
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deal ofwasted talent, energy, and ideas. "Team learning is really the process of aligning a 

team to avoid wasted energy and to create the results its members want" (Appelbaum and 

Goransson, 1997, p. 122). 

Strategic leaders empower their team members while working to facilitate 

organizational change. They encourage organizational work to engage as synergistic 

teams through experimentation and boundary crossing (Agashae and Bratton, 2001). Hitt 

(1995) affirmed, "Synergistic teams are the flywheel ofthe learning organization. 

Without synergistic teams, there can be no learning organization" (p. 20). People working 

together to create stability and change within an organization is the key to organizational 

success and to the creation of the learning organization. 

Lack of teamwork is often the reason why learning organizations fail. Team 

learning barriers include lack of counseling and mentoring, as well as fear of losing 

power or status (Hodgkinson, 2000). It is the people in the organization that can prevent 

the formation of a true learning organization. Altman & Iles ( 1998) believed, "Managers 

and other leaders often attempt to avoid vulnerability risk, embarrassment, and the 

appearance of incompetence, inhibiting both individual and organizational learning" (p. 

47). 

Gear, Vince, Read, and Minkes (2003) employed a group study to " ... demonstrate 

that [group interactive sessions] can capture the interplay between individuals and groups 

of employees by aiding a process of dialogue that is central to organizational learning" 

(p. 88). The participants answered fifty-five multiple-choice questions relating to team 

learning. The results showed that, " ... respondents express different emphasis as 

individuals compared with their thinking as a group" (Gear, et al., 2003, p. 90). 
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Without teamwork, there can be no shared vision, no shared mental models, no 

systems thinking, and no personal mastery. The leader's role as a strategic leader, once 

more, is crucial to the facilitation of team learning and the building of the learning 

organization. If the leader openly values individual and team learning, the formation of 

teams, and the goal of changing minds, there can be change within an organization. If 

team learning and cooperation are disregarded or frowned upon, a learning organization 

will never emerge. 

Systems thinking. In a recent study, Yeo (2002) analyzed a sampling of learning 

organization literature and found common themes among definitions for learning 

organizations and found there to be a great significance placed on Senge's principle of 

systems thinking. Senge's fifth disciple of systems thinking is an important factor in 

understanding organizational behavior and working to change it. A system is defined as a 

set of elements that interact over time. There are many different kinds of systems. When 

organizations are viewed as systems, a leader engages in the act of systems thinking. 

Systems thinking enables an organization to be examined holistically, ensuring that 

changes are made with consideration to the organization's environment, obligations, and 

limitations. It provides a framework for focusing on organizational patterns and 

interrelationships. Bonn (2001) stated, " ... a holistic view requires recognition that 

organizations are components within large and complex systems" (p. 65). It forces people 

to examine organizational performance, rather than individual performance. 

Strategic leaders know that their organizations are a part of a bigger system, and 

that the two are affected by each other. At the same time, all organizations also contain 
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smaller sub-systems, which can affect an organization's performance and must be taken 

into account when working towards change. 

Instead of considering a group of smaller problems, strategic leaders try to 

determine how the problems interact and are related to a bigger, sometimes unforeseen, 

problem at hand. Cusins (1994) believed, "Systems theory, or the systems way of 

thinking, is a great help in thinking about organizations and quality because it provides a 

straightforward way of understanding the relationship between the two" (p. 19). 

Senge et al. (1994) believed that only when the inherent attitudes and beliefs of an 

organization are examined will meaningful change occur. Simply glossing over the 

surface of an organization is not enough. When building a learning organization, one 

must consider the interaction of several components over time. "This mode of thinking 

allows one a framework to see the interrelationships between things and the patterns of 

change rather than static 'snapshots"' (Hosley et al., 1994, p. 12). 

The importance of feedback through systems thinking is also an important 

component to organizational learning and the learning organization. Montuori (2000) 

stated, " ... organizationalleaming is a most noteworthy example of systems thinking in 

action" (p. 66). When individual or organizational behavior changes because of feedback, 

learning has occurred. "Feedback is thought of as outputs of information about the system 

which, when fed back into the system as inputs, are able to modify the system while the 

process is in progress" (Cusins, 1994, p. 22). 

Organizations can exist as open systems or closed systems. "Successful open 

systems, in other words systems that are open to the environment which surround them, 

are often as capable of influencing those environments as they are able to be influenced 
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by them" (Kay & Bawden, 1996, p. 22). Open systems are systems with effective 

feedback loops and closed systems are systems with no feedback. Feedback must be 

acknowledged and responded to in order for an organization to adjust to the needs of its 

environment. Learning organizations are open systems where feedback is an integral part 

of the process of knowing oneself and the environment and using that information to 

predict the future and make the necessary changes to prepare for the future as well. 

Therefore, " ... a learning organization is one that is continually getting smarter" (Hitt, 

1995, p. 17). 

Barriers for Schools Becoming Learning Organizations 

The task of building a learning organization is a multifaceted undertaking. "There 

is no defined roadmap to follow which will take an organization down the path to the 

learning organization destination" (Appelbaum & Reichart, 1998, p. 16). Another major 

barrier to the creation of a learning organization is that it is often not given enough time. 

Unfortunately, many leaders and organizational members give up on the idea too soon, 

never allowing enough time for meaningful change to take place. Many people expect to 

see the results of their efforts overnight. 

Senge et al. (1994) affirmed that seeing the results of the learning organization 

takes time. He suggested that organizations needed to have patience when measuring 

results. Even if it takes years for an organization to become a learning organization, the 

process of working towards it is a positive step in the direction of change. 

Organizational learning and the theory of the learning organizations will continue 

to interest people and organizations that are working towards change. "Organizations 

facing dynamic competitive environments are finding that the ability to learn is vital to 
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their own survival" (Montuori, 2000, p. 62). Because there is no specific step-by-step 

guide to follow in the creation of the learning organization, leaders must study the five 

disciplines and create a map of their own. While each organization is vastly different, the 

components of the learning organization are quite the same. 

Lam (2005) conducted a research study in which he surveyed teachers from Hong 

Kong secondary schools regarding organizational learning. He found that teachers, who 

are a definite barrier to the formation of the learning organization, were in favor of highly 

flexible, stable structures at the schools where they worked. They did not learn well or 

foster learning in rigid structures. Lam (2005) concluded that teachers were less of a 

barrier when given greater control, higher motivation, and collective learning 

opportunities. 

Leaders need to work strategically to build teams and change minds to overcome 

barriers to the creation of a learning organization. In the facilitation of the learning 

organization, school leaders must involve the five disciplines of systems thinking, mental 

models, shared visioning, personal mastery, and team learning. 

Chapter Summary 

The emerging literature of the learning organization assumes that learning will 

increase organizational performance. The concept of schools as learning organizations is 

still evolving in response to a school reform model. Schools are learning from the success 

of the private sector and trying new ideas. 

Senge's five learning organization disciplines provide a framework for schools 

that are working towards the goal of becoming learning organizations. Learning 

organization research can assist schools operating as traditional or transitional in reaching 
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the desired learning organization status. School members can evaluate the use and 

importance ofthe learning organization principles at their schools and make plans for 

implementing the missing components. The shared goals and structure of Catholic 

schools provide a strong foundation and the building blocks necessary for becoming 

learning organizations. 
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Chapter Three 

Methodology 

The conceptual framework of this study, as stated in chapter one, focused on the 

interrelationships between the study' s variables and their effects on student achievement 

in the context of Catholic schools. This chapter will describe the research design and 

instrumentation and answer the study's research questions. 

Review of Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to assess the relationship between the use of 

learning organization principles and student achievement in Catholic schools. The study 

also sought to determine the impact of contextual variables, including socio-economic 

status, school size, teacher stability, and teacher qualifications on this relationship. Lastly, 

the sub-purpose of the study was to develop a valid and reliable instrument called the 

Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) to measure the use of learning 

organization principles in schools. 

Research Hypotheses 

The study will be framed by the following set of guiding questions: 

1. Can a valid and reliable instrument be created? 

2. Are Catholic schools using learning organization principles? 

3. Is there a relationship between learning organization principles and student 

achievement? 
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4. Do the contextual variables of socio-economic status, school size, teacher 

stability, and teacher qualifications affect the relationship of learning 

organization principles student achievement? 

These questions will be answered by testing the following hypotheses: 

• Ho 1: There is no relationship between the learning organization principles and 

student achievement. 

• Ho2: Socio-economic status does not moderate the relationship between 

learning organization principles and student achievement. 

• Ho3 : School size does not moderate the relationship between learning 

organization principles and student achievement. 

• Ho4: Teacher stability does not moderate the relationship between learning 

organization principles and student achievement. 

• Ho5: Teacher education level does not moderate the relationship between 

learning organization principles and student achievement. 

• Ho6: Teacher grade level does not moderate the relationship between learning 

organization principles and student achievement. 

Research Design 

The study employed a non-experimental quantitative design. The independent 

variables included the use of the learning organization principles of systems thinking, 

shared vision, team learning, mental models, personal mastery and contextual factors. 

The dependent variable was student achievement. The variables are defined in Table 2. 

The study's instrument, called the Learning Organization Survey for Schools 

(LOSS), was distributed to fifty Catholic schools in the state of Florida in the summer of 
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2006. Each school was asked to distribute the surveys to ten full-time teachers working at 

the schools. The survey results provided scores for each of the study' s variables. Multiple 

Regression analysis was run using SPSS. 
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Table 1 

Definition and Measurement of Variables 
Variable Definition 

Systems Thinking 
(ST) 

Shared Vision 
(SV) 

Team Learning 
(TL) 

Mental Models 
(MM) 

Personal Mastery 
(PM) 

Contextual Factors 
(CF) 

Student Achievement 
(SA) 

The process of thinking 
holistically, ensuring that all 
decisions are made with 
consideration of an 
organization' s environment, 
obligations, and limitations. 
A representation of the 
values and beliefs held by 
the people within the 
organization. 

The process of people 
working together to change 
minds and create change 
within an organization. 

A representation of what 
members believe can and 
cannot happen within an 
organization. 

Involves high level thinking 
skills. It is being able to 
expand one's ability to 
achieve desired goals 
through self-analysis and 
reflection. 
Socio-Economic Status 
School Size 
Teacher Stability 
Teacher Qualifications 

ITBS composite reading 
scores of fourth grade 
students as stated on the 
building report. The 
difference in mean scores 
over a period of two years. 
(All 15 Schools) 
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Measurement 

Mean Scores (5=high; 
1=low) 
Item # 's: 3, 5, 7, 16, 21, 24, 
27,35,38,40,50,52,54, 
66, 68 

Mean Scores (5=high; 
1=low) 
Item #' s: 4, 12, 22, 29, 32, 
36, 44, 47, 48, 56,59, 64, 
70, 73, 74 
Mean Scores (5=high; 
1=low) 
Item #'s: 2, 6, 8, 10, 15, 18, 
33, 42, 49,55, 60,62,63, 
65, 71 
Mean Scores (5=high; 
1=low) 
Item #'s: 11, 14, 19, 23, 26, 
28, 30,39, 43,45,51,53, 
57, 69, 75 
Mean Scores ( 5=high; 
1=low) 
Item #'s: 1, 9, 13, 17, 20, 
25,31,34, 37,41,46, 58, 
61,67, 72 

Mean Scores (5=high; 
1=low) 

Two-year data on the ITBS 
reading scores of fourth 
grade student. 



Lastly, the researcher analyzed the Iowa Test for Basic Skills (ITBS) scores from 

the participating schools to assess if the schools that were classified as learning 

organizations had greater student achievement than the ones that were not. 

Sample 

The study' s sample included fifty Catholic schools in five dioceses in the state of 

Florida, including the Diocese of Palm Beach, Diocese of St. Petersburg, Diocese of 

Orlando, Diocese of St. Augustine, and Archdiocese of Miami. Approximately 400 full

time kindergarten through eighth grade teachers employed as Catholic school teachers 

were surveyed, thus a census sample was used. Administrators, part-time teachers, and 

school staff members were not be included in the study. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument used in this study was developed by the researcher based on 

learning organization research for the purpose of investigating the principles of learning 

organizations. As a result, it was necessary to test the validity and reliability of the 

instrument. A panel of experts was used to test the validity of the instrument, and a pilot 

study was conducted to test the reliability of the instrument. 

The instrument is called The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS). 

There are seven groups of questions. The first five groups are questions pertaining to the 

learning organization principles. The sixth group of questions is related to the contextual 

factors. 

The LOSS results provided a mean score for the use of learning organization 

principles for each school. The instrument (LOSS) surveyed the use of the study's 

independent variables: systems thinking, shared vision, team learning, mental models, 
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personal mastery, and contextual factors and the dependent variable: student 

achievement. 

The development of the instrument proceeded in the following way: 

Panel of experts. A panel of four experts assessed the face validity of the 

instrument. The experts included professors of higher education with expert knowledge 

about learning organization principles. The experts were asked to evaluate whether or not 

the instrument correctly reflected learning organization principles and to determine if 

something necessary was missing. The standard that was used to determine if a change 

would be accepted or rejected is as follows: (a) if three out of the four experts agreed 

with the subsystem of the survey, the researcher accepted the subsystem of the survey; 

(b) if three out of the four experts expressed a similar disagreement or suggestion, the 

researcher considered the recommendation; and (c) the final changes to the survey were 

made with the judgment of the researcher and the doctoral committee chair. 

Pilot study. A pilot study was conducted to test the reliability of the instrument. 

Teachers at five Catholic schools in New York were asked to distribute the Learning 

Organization Survey for Schools to their full-time kindergarten through eighth grade 

teachers. In addition to completing the survey instrument, the group was asked whether 

or not the survey items were understandable. A coefficient alpha reliability was 

calculated for each sub score. The reliability for the learning organization principles of 

systems thinking, team learning, mental models, shared vision, and personal mastery 

were .845, .858, .837, .877, and .843. The survey items were found to be reliable. 
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Data Collection 

The unit of analysis was the school. Data collection occurred in the summer of 

2006 after receiving approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and approval 

from the dissertation committee. The Superintendent of Schools from the Diocese of 

Palm Beach, on behalf of the researcher, asked five other school superintendents in the 

state of Florida for permission to have their schools participate in the researcher's study. 

The researcher mailed ten copies of the LOSS instrument and ten Scantron sheets with 

directions and explanatory letters to each principal of the fifty participating schools. A 

self addressed, postage paid envelope was included for mailing the surveys and Scantron 

sheets back to the researcher. 

The Diocese of Palm Beach Superintendent of Schools also assisted the 

researcher in obtaining copies of Iowa Basic Skills test results for fourth grade students 

for the past two years from the participating dioceses. Letters were also mailed directly to 

the four superintendents ofthe participating dioceses asking for IOWA test score results 

for fourth grade and eighth grade reading. The researcher provided a postage paid 

envelopes for convenience. The test results from all four dioceses were received by mail 

over a one month period. 

Data Analysis 

The school was the unit of analysis. The data were analyzed using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 1 0.1. The researcher used multiple 

regression analysis to determine significant correlations between the learning 

organization principles and contextual factors and student achievement and to test the 

moderation hypotheses. 
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Chapter Summary 

This chapter includes the research hypotheses and the plans for research design, 

instrument items, data collection, data analysis, and the definition of measurement 

variables. The instrument items and definition of measurement variables were based on 

the review of literature and the results of the panel of experts. The research design 

included the plan for the pilot study and panel of experts. 
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Chapter Four 

Results 

The findings and results of the study are presented in this chapter. The purpose of 

this study was to assess the relationship between the use of learning organization 

principles and student achievement in Catholic schools. The study also sought to 

determine the impact of contextual variables, including socio-economic status, school 

size, teacher stability, teacher grade level, and teacher qualifications on this relationship. 

Lastly, the sub-purpose of the study was to develop a valid and reliable instrument called 

the Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) to measure the use of learning 

organization principles in schools. The study was guided by the following research 

questions: 

1. Can a valid and reliable instrument be created? 

2. Are Catholic schools using learning organization principles? 

3. Is there a relationship between the use of learning organization principles and 

student achievement? 

4. Do the contextual variables of socio-economic status, school size, teacher 

stability, and teacher qualifications moderate the relationship between 

learning organization principles and student achievement? 

Respondents 

The Superintendent of Schools from the Diocese of Palm Beach, on behalf of the 

researcher, asked four other school superintendents in the state of Florida for permission 
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to have their schools participate in the researcher's study. After approval was obtained, 

surveys were mailed directly to principals at fifty Catholic schools in five dioceses in the 

state of Florida, including the Diocese of Palm Beach, Diocese of St. Petersburg, Diocese 

of Orlando, Diocese of St. Augustine, and Archdiocese of Miami. Each school received a 

letter and ten surveys. Principals were asked in writing to distribute the surveys to ten 

teachers at their schools, preferably one per grade level (pre-kindergarten through eighth 

grade). The Archdiocese of Miami chose not to participate and none of their surveys were 

returned. Thirty-four of the forty remaining schools returned surveys with a 75.7 percent 

response rate, which is exceptionally high. The school level response rate was 85 percent 

due to the high response rate from each of the dioceses. There was a total303 usable 

surveys returned and all303 were included in the data analysis. The high response rate 

can be attributed to the fact that the superintendent of the four participating dioceses 

asked the school principals to have their teachers participate. The details of the response 

percentages are presented in Table 2 and Table 3. 

Table 2 

Percentages of Schools Returning Surveys by Diocese 
Diocese Number of %of Total Responses Percentage Returned 

Schools Population 
# % # % % 

Diocese of Palm Beach (DPB) 10 25 8 23 .5 80 
Diocese of St. Petersburg 10 25 8 23.5 80 
(DSP) 
Diocese of Orlando 10 25 9 26.5 90 
(DO) 
Diocese of St. Augustine 10 25 9 26.5 90 
(DSA) 

Total 40 100 34 100 Average = 85 
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Characteristics of Respondents 

The description of the LOSS survey respondents was based on responses to 

survey items 76-80. The socio-economic status of 30.4 percent of the schools was "high 

income" and only 2.0 percent was reported as "low income." For school size, 27.4 

percent of the schools had "201-300" students enrolled and 26.4 percent had "greater than 

500" students enrolled at the time of the survey. Most of the teachers taking the survey, 

59.1 percent, worked at their current schools "1-3 years." And, more than half of the 

respondents, 55.1 percent, held a "bachelor's degree" as their highest degree and 30.4 

percent held a "master's degree" as their highest degree. First through fourth grade 

teachers made up 56.1 percent of the respondents. The summary of answers provided by 

the thirty-four schools is listed in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Characteristics of Respondents 
Variables Categories Number Percent 

Socio-Economic High Income 92 30.4 
Status 

Middle-High Income 48 15.8 

Middle Income 53 17.5 

Middle-Low Income 82 27.0 

Low Income 6 2.0 

Missing 22 7.3 

Total 303 100.0 

School Size Greater than 500 80 26.4 

401-499 Students 51 16.8 

301-399 Students 61 20.1 

201-299 Students 83 27.4 

Less than 200 Students 9 3.0 

Missing 19 6.3 

Total 303 100.0 

Teacher Longevity More than 10 Years 6 2.0 

7-10 Years 7 2.3 

3-6 Years 103 34.0 

l-3 Years 179 59.1 

Less than 1 Year 5 1.6 

Missing 3 1.0 

Total 303 100.0 

Table 3 continued on the next page. 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Variables Categories Number Percent 

Teacher Education Doctoral Degree 4 1.3 
Level 

Specialist Degree 10 3.3 

Master' s Degree 92 30.4 

Bachelor's Degree 168 55.4 

Associate' s Degree 12 4.0 

Missing 17 5.6 

Total 303 100.0 

Teacher Grade Pre-K or Kindergarten 24 7.9 
Level 

First or Second Grade 79 26.1 

Third or Fourth Grade 91 30.0 

Fifth or Sixth Grade 53 17.5 

Seventh or Eighth Grade 35 11.6 

Missing 21 6.9 

Total 303 100.0 

n=34 

Letters were also mailed directly to the four superintendents of the participating 

dioceses asking for IOWA test score results for fourth grade and eighth grade reading. 

The researcher provided a postage paid envelopes for convenience. The test results from 

all four dioceses were received by mail over a one month period. The mean ITBS reading 

scores by diocese are listed in Table 4. The mean fourth grade ITBS test scores ranged 
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between 68.0 and 80.1. And the mean eighth grade ITBS test scores ranged between 72.1 

and 78.0. The test scores are used as a measurement of student achievement. 

Table 4 

IOWA Test Results by Diocese 

Diocese Mean ITBS Reading Score 
Grade 4 

Diocese ofPalm Beach 68.0 

Diocese of St. Petersburg 80.1 

Diocese of Orlando 68.0 

Diocese of St. Augustine 77.0 

Means and Standard Deviations 

Mean ITBS Reading Score 
Grade 8 

73.0 

72.1 

78.0 

72.0 

The means and standard deviations of the learning organization principles, the 

contextual variables, and fourth and eighth grade achievement are presented in Table 5. 

The range for the fourth and eighth grade achievement and the learning organization 

principles aggregated data was 0- 100. And, the range for the contextual variables was 

1 - 5. 
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Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Thirty-Four Participating Schools 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation N 
4 Grade Achievement 76.0882 8.80209 34 

81
h Grade Achievement 74.1176 7.87310 34 

Mental Models 14.9821 2.89806 34 

Personal Mastery 15.2872 3.76388 34 

Team Learning 15.2856 3.83737 34 

Systems Thinking 15.8394 3.76692 34 

Shared Vision 15.6037 3.55845 34 

Socio-Economic Status 1.5428 1.-6012 34 

School Size 1.6247 .60436 34 

Teacher Longevity 2.5899 .26982 34 

Teacher Education Level 2.0469 .47103 34 

Teacher Grade Level 1.9877 .53979 34 

Research Questions and Hypotheses Tested 

The study was guided by four research questions and six hypotheses were tested. 

The data were analyzed through reliability tests, correlations, and multiple regression 

analysis. An alpha level of .05 was used for all tests because this was an experimental 

study. 

Research question 1: Can a valid and reliable instrument be created? 

Research question 1 was investigated by developing an instrument. The Learning 

Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) was developed to measure the use of learning 

organization principles in Catholic schools. 

Panel of experts - consensus process. The development of the LOSS instrument 

involved the study of Peter Senge's learning organization principles and learning 
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organization theory. A definition and list of characteristic of each principle was given to a 

panel of experts. The panel included five university professors who have studied, written 

about, or taught learning organization theory. The experts were asked to read the 

definitions and characteristics, then read the proposed list of items that were intended to 

measure whether or not the principle is being used in schools. They were asked to read 

each item and decide if it accurately represented the learning organization principal being 

reviewed. 

After reading the survey items, the experts were asked to select fifteen items from 

each of the five learning organization principle lists, checking a total of seventy-five 

items. Lastly, they were given the option to check a second box labeled "Change the 

Wording" and make written suggestions regarding how the item could be improved. This 

option was used by at least one expert on a total of sixteen items. 

A revised set of survey items were presented to the panel of experts for review. 

Any items that were not chosen were deleted and the wording was changed on sixteen 

items according to the recommendations. The items were rated by each panel member 

and items with overlapping recommendations by at least three panel members were used 

in the LOSS instrument. The original set of 153 items was reduced to a total of seventy

five. There were fifteen items in each of the five categories. 

Pilot study. Next, a pilot study of the LOSS instrument was conducted. Five 

Catholic schools in New York were each given ten surveys for teachers to complete. Self

addressed, postage paid envelopes were included in an effort to increase the rate of 

return. The pilot study instrument included fifteen items for each of the five learning 

organization principles and five contextual items. There were eighty items total. The 
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scale of the learning organization principle items included a) strongly agree, b) agree, c) 

neutral, d) disagree, and e) strongly disagree. For items 76- 80, the contextual factor 

questions, specific responses were recorded from a - e. 

The pilot study response rate was 100% with all fifty teachers responding from 

the five New York schools. Correlations were conducted and the alphas for the learning 

organization principles of systems thinking, team learning, mental models, shared vision, 

and personal mastery were 0.914, 0.929, 0.928, 0.915, and 0.939. The researcher and 

study advisor reviewed the correlation results. It was determined that deleting any of the 

items would not significantly raise any of the alphas. As a result, all eighty items were 

kept. 

Due to the low number of respondents in the pilot study, a factor analysis of the 

data could not be conducted to establish construct validity of the LOSS instrument. In 

addition, the reliability analysis showed that the reliability for each subset was high. 

Next, a bivariate correlation analysis was conducted among the five subscales. 

The results showed that the inter-correlations between the subscales were high, as shown 

in Table 6. Thus, the separate construct validity for the LOSS instrument could not be 

supported. 

Table 6 

Subscales Correlations 
Mental Personal Team Systems Shared 
Models Master~ Learning Thinking Vision 

Mental Models 1 .860* .808* .830* .847* 
Personal Mastery .860* 1 .844* .866* .859* 
Team Learning .808* .844* 1 .814* .842* 
Systems Thinking .830* .866* .814* 1 .859* 
Shared Vision .847* .859* .842* .859* 1 
*Significant at the .01 level 
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Research question 2: Are catholic schools using learning organization 

principles? 

In order to answer research question 2, the teacher data from each of the 

participating thirty-four schools was aggregated and a mean score was calculated for each 

school. The score on the LOSS instrument range was 1 - 5. The mean scores for each 

school were close to 1.0, which is within in the "strongly agree" anchor ofthe LOSS 

scale. Table 7 displays the mean scores for the aggregated data for the participating 

schools. The combined mean score for the thirty-four schools provided a mean score for 

each of the learning organization principles. 

The combined mean scores for systems thinking, team learning, mental models, 

shared vision, and personal mastery were 15.839, 15.282, 14.982, 15.603, and 15.287. 

The mean scores for the learning organization principles were all close to 15.0, which is 

within the "agree" anchor point on the LOSS scale. Based on the mean scores, the 

researcher concluded that all the schools were using the learning organization principles. 
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Table 7 

Mean Scores for the Aggregated Teacher Data for the Participating Schools 
School # Mean Score 
School 1 1.13 
School 2 1.18 
School 3 1.07 
School 4 1.40 
School 5 .78 
School 6 1.40 
School 7 .60 
School 8 .89 
School 9 1.10 
School 10 1.12 
School 11 1.04 
School 12 1.05 
School 13 .94 
School 14 1.15 
School 15 .76 
School 16 1.14 
School 17 .73 
School 18 .82 
School 19 1.05 
School20 1.01 
School21 1.04 
School22 .48 
School23 .75 
School24 1.09 
School25 1.27 
School26 1.32 
School27 1.06 
School28 .74 
School29 1.20 
School30 1.35 
School31 1.16 
School32 .83 
School33 1.02 
School34 1.27 
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Research Question 3: Is there a relationship between learning organization 

principles and student achievement? 

One hypothesis was posed to answer research question 3: 

Hoi: There is no relationship between the learning organization principles and 

student achievement. 

In order to test the null hypothesis, multiple regression analyses were performed 

on the aggregated data for the thirty-four schools. The dependent variables were fourth 

grade achievement and eighth grade achievement. The independent variables were 

systems thinking, team learning, mental models, shared vision, and personal mastery. The 

results are displayed in Table 8 and Table 9. Table 8 shows the relationship between 

learning organization principles and fourth grade student achievement, and Table 9 shows 

the relationship between learning organization principles and eighth grade student 

achievement. The VIF's were between 7.022 and 10.091. 

Table 8 

The Relationship between Learning Organization Principles and Fourth Grade 
Student Achievement 
Learning Organization 4 Grade Beta t p 

Principle Achievement 
Pearson 

Correlation 
Systems Thinking - .064 -.233 -.427 .673 

Team Learning -.007 -.021 -.047 .963 

Mental Models -.098 -1.128 -2.076 .047* 

Shared Vision .070 1.004 2.111 .044* 

Personal Mastery - .041 .353 .619 .541 

*p<.05 
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Mental models added significantly negatively to the predictive model accuracy of 

all the variables at the .05 level. And, shared vision added significantly positively to the 

predictive model accuracy of all the variables at the .05 level. 

Table 9 

The Relationship between Learning Organization Principles and Eighth Grade 
Student Achievement 
Learning Organization 8 Grade Beta t p 

Principle Achievement 
Pearson 

Correlation 
Systems Thinking -.077 .680 1.290 .208 

Team Learning -.233 -.549 -1.200 .240 

Mental Models -.208 -.241 -.440 .663 

Shared Vision -.250 -.228 -.476 .638 

Personal Mastery - .122 .139 .242 .810 

None of the learning organization principles added significantly to the predictive 

model accuracy of all the variables at the .05 level. 

Based on the multiple regression analysis results, the researcher cannot reject the 

null hypotheses at the fourth grade level but not the eighth grade level. 

Research Question 4: Do the contextual variables of socio-economic status, 

school size, teacher stability, and teacher qualifications moderate the relationship 

between learning organization principles and student achievement? 

Five hypotheses were posed to answer question 4: 

• Ho 1: Socio-economic status does not moderate the relationship between learning 
organization principles and student achievement. 
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• Ho 2: School size does not moderate the relationship between learning 
organization principles and student achievement. 

• Ho 3: Teacher stability does not moderate the relationship between learning 
organization principles and student achievement. 

• Ho 4: Teacher education level does not moderate the relationship between 
learning organization principles and student achievement. 

• Ho 5: Teacher grade level does not moderate the relationship between learning 
organization principles and student achievement. 

In order to test the null hypotheses, multiple regression analysis was performed on 

the aggregated data for the thirty-four schools. The dependent variables were fourth grade 

achievement and eighth grade achievement. Moderation analysis was done predicting 

achievement from a series of three variable models, each containing a learning 

organization principle, the potential moderator variable, and the product of the two. The 

moderation variables were the contextual factors of socio-economic status (SES), 

enrollment (ENR), teacher longevity (LNG), teacher grade level (GL), and teacher 

education level (TE). Table 10 and Table 11 contain the tests for the product 

coefficients. 
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Table 10 

Multiple Regressions: Product Terms for Contextual Factors as the Moderator between 
Learning Or~anization PrinciE.les and Fourth Grade Student Achievement 

SE Beta t p 

SES & Mental Models .548 -2.975 -2.090 .046* 

SES & Personal Mastery .540 .515 .364 .719 

SES & Team Learning .389 1.122 1.075 .292 

SES & Systems Thinking .528 -1.181 -.837 .410 

SES & Shared Vision .472 2.792 2. 147 .041* 

ENR & Mental Models .556 -1.623 -1.653 .110 

ENR & Personal Mastery .457 .393 .464 .646 

ENR & Team Learning .381 -.117 -.158 .876 

ENR & Systems Thinking .432 -.092 -.IIO .913 

ENR & Shared Vision .454 1.662 1.818 .080 

LNG & Mental Models .410 -1.160 -1.936 .063 

LNG & Personal Mastery .341 .256 .425 .674 

LNG & Team Learning .265 .023 .045 .965 

LNG & Systems Thinking .312 -.198 -.333 .742 

LNG & Shared Vision .303 1.072 1.995 .056 

GL & Mental Models .458 -1 .678 -2.342 .027* 

GL & Personal Mastery .378 .504 .730 .472 

GL & Team Learning .308 -.271 -.522 .605 

GL & Systems Thinking .365 -.239 -.402 .690 

GL & Shared Vision .351 1.629 2.492 .019* 

TE & Mental Models .457 -1.498 -1.942 .062 

TE & Personal Mastery .372 .374 .521 .602 

TE & Team Learning .317 -. 163 -.268 .790 

TE & Systems Thinking .783 -3 .075 -2.166 .039* 

TE & Shared Vision 1.058 4.348 2.258 .032* 

*p<.05 
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SES - Socio-economic Status, LNG - Teacher Longevity, GL - Teacher Grade Level, 

TE- Teacher Education Level. 

The results of Table 10 demonstrate that socioeconomic status (Beta= -2.975, t = 

-2.090, p<.05) and teacher grade level (Beta = -1 .678, t = -2.342, p<.05) significantly 

negatively moderated the relationship between the learning organization principle of 

mental models fourth grade student achievement. That means, as socioeconomic status 

increased, the relationship between mental models and fourth grade student achievement 

decreased. As teacher grade level increased, the relationship between mental models and 

fourth grade student achievement decreased. 

Socioeconomic status (Beta = 2. 792, t = 2.14 7, p<.05), teacher grade level (Beta= 

1.629, t = 2.492, p< .05), and teacher education level (Beta = 4.348, t = 2.258, p <.05) 

significantly positively moderated the relationship between the learning organization 

principle of shared vision and fourth grade student achievement. This means, as 

socioeconomic status increased, the relationship between shared vision and fourth grade 

student achievement increased. As teacher grade level increased, the relationship between 

shared vision and fourth grade student achievement increased. As teacher education level 

increased, the relationship between shared vision and fourth grade student achievement 

increased. 

Lastly, teacher education level (Beta = -3.075, t = -2.166, p<.05) significantly 

negatively moderated the relationship between the learning organization principle of 

systems thinking and fourth grade achievement. That means, as teacher education level 

increased, the relationship between systems thinking and fourth grade student 

achievement decreased. 
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Table 11 

Multiple Regressions: Product Terms for Contextual Factors as the Moderator between 
Learning Organization Princil!.les and Eighth Grade Student Achievement 

SE Beta Sig. 

SES & Mental Models .663 .567 .368 .716 

SES & Personal Mastery .653 -.740 -.483 .633 

SES & Team Learning .470 -1.231 -1.090 .285 

SES & Systems Thinking .639 2.264 1.483 .149 

SES & Shared Vision .571 -.974 -.692 .494 

ENR & Mental Models .628 .254 .256 .800 

ENR & Personal Mastery .517 -.063 -.073 .942 

ENR & Team Learning .430 -1.073 -1.432 1.63 

ENR & Systems Thinking .489 1.394 1.656 .109 

ENR & Shared Vision .513 -.614 -.665 .512 

LNG & Mental Models .447 -.298 -.511 .614 

LNG & Personal Mastery .371 -.031 -.053 .958 

LNG & Team Learning .289 -.546 -1.075 .292 

LNG & Systems Thinldng .340 .903 1.554 .131 

LNG & Shared Vision .330 -.300 -.573 .571 

GL & Mental Models .502 -.479 -.681 .501 

GL & Personal Mastery .415 .247 .365 .718 

GL & Team Learning -338 -.914 -1 .800 .083 

GL & Systems Thinking .400 .724 1.243 .224 

GL & Shared Vision .384 .080 .125 .902 

TE & Mental Models .508 -.201 -.263 .795 

TE & Personal Mastery .413 .045 .063 .950 

TE & Team Learning .352 -.896 -1.485 . 149 

TE & Systems Thinking .870 1.225 .868 .393 

TE & Shared Vision 1.176 -.425 -.222 .826 
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As seen in Table 11 , the contextual factors did not moderate the relationship 

between the learning organization principles and eighth grade student achievement. 

Therefore, based on multiple regression analysis, the researcher fails to reject the null 

hypothesis. 

Chapter Summary 

There were four research questions and six hypotheses presented in this chapter. 

They were tested to determine the relationship between learning organization principles 

and student achievement and contextual factors and student achievement. The summary 

ofthe hypotheses tested in this study and their results are presented in table 12. 

Table 12 

Summary of Hypotheses Tested 

Null Hypotheses Description 

Ho 1: There is no relationship between the learning organization 
principles and student achievement. 

Results 

Fail to Reject 

Ho2: Socio-economic status does not moderate the relationship Fail to Reject 
between learning organization principles and student achievement. 

Ho3: School size does not moderate the relationship between 
learning organization principles and student achievement. 

Ho4: Teacher longevity does not moderate the relationship between 
learning organization principles and student achievement. 

Fail to Reject 

Fail to Reject 

Ho5: Teacher education level does not moderate the relationship Fail to Reject 
between learning organization principles and student achievement. 

Ho6: Teacher grade level does not moderate the relationship Fail to Reject 
between learning organization principles and student achievement. 
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Chapter Five 

Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Restatement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to assess the relationship between the use of 

learning organization principles and student achievement in Catholic schools. This study 

sought to determine the impact of contextual variables, including socio-economic status, 

school size, teacher stability, and teacher qualifications on this relationship. Lastly, the 

sub purpose of the study was to develop a valid and reliable instrument called the 

Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) to measure the use of learning 

organization principles in schools. 

Research Variables and Definitions 

The study's variables were the learning organization principles of systems 

thinking, shared vision, team learning, mental models, and personal mastery and the 

contextual factors of socio-economic status, enrollment, teacher education, teacher grade 

level, and teacher longevity. Definitions of the learning organization principles and lists 

of the skills necessary to facilitate each principle in organizations were derived through 

the study of Peter Senge's learning organization theory. A working definition and list of 

characteristic of each learning organization principle was given to a panel of experts. The 

panel included five university professors who have studied, written about, or taught 

learning organization theory. The researcher requested feedback from the panel of experts 

regarding the validity of the definitions and skills lists. The resulting definitions are listed 
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in Figure 1. The definitions are based on research, information provided by the panel of 

experts, and the results of the pilot study. 

Figure 1 

The Learning Organization Principles 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of systems thinking in organizations. 
Definition There are 7 abilities used in systems thinking: 

Systems Thinking is the process of 
thinking holistically, ensuring that 
all decisions are made with 
consideration of an organizations 
environment, obligations, and 
limitations. 

1. To recognize internal goals, strategies, and environmental 
pressures. 

2. To think holistically. 

3. To recognize interrelationships that exist at the school and the 
diocese. 

4. To recognize that decision-making at the school in influenced 
by social, political, and economic conditions. 

5. To use feedback to predict and act upon patterns of behavior 
at the school 

6. To identify and discuss patterns of behavior at the school. 

7. To recognize that the school is part of a larger system. 

Shar..:d \ 'iston 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of shared vision in organizations. 
Definition There are 5 abilities used in shared vision: 

Shared Vision is a representation of 1. To work together towards achieving common goals. 
the values and beliefs held by the 
people within an organization and it 2. To identify the common norms, values, and beliefs at the 
guides the action of the people within school. 
the organization. 

3. To feel a sense of community at the school. 

4. To have open discussion about the school' s values, mission, 
and goals. 

5. To consider all opinions and values in the creation of the 
school' s vision. 
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I eam 1 earning 

The skills necessaf) to facilitate the principle of team learning in organizations. 
Definition There are 5 abilities used in team learning: 

Team Learning is the process of I. To have a collaborative atmosphere at the school. 
people working together to change 
minds and create change within an 2. To recognize the need for professional development. 
organization. 

3. To be committed to school improvement. 

4. To be committed to lifelong learning. 

5. To provide opportunities for group work and discussion. 

l'vkntal Models 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of mental models in organizations. 
Definition There are 5 abilities used in mental models. 

Mental Models are a representation 1. To reflect daily about ways to improve the school. 
of what members believe can and 
cannot happen within an 2. To be able to reframe a problem and see it more than one way. 
organization. 

3. To be open to new ideas. 

4. To recognize mistakes and work to change them. 

5. To work to change minds in order to reach a shared goal. 

Personal Mastery 
I he actions used t\l facilitate the pnnciple pfpersonalmaster::. 111 organi7ations. 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of personal mastery in organizations. 
Definition There are 5 abilities used in personal mastery: 

Personal Mastery involves high level I. To consider past experiences before making decisions. 
thinking skills. It is being able to 
achieve desired goals through self- 2. To be committed to self-improvement. 
reflection and analysis. 

3. To accept the school's current reality. 

4. To provide professional development opportunities. 

5. To recognize the need for professional development. 

Student Achievement 

Student achievement was the criterion variable in this study. It was measured by 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) test score results for fourth grade and eighth grade 

reading. Letters were mailed to the four participating superintendents asking for copies of 

the testing results from the previous year. The researcher provided a postage paid 
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envelopes for convenience. The test results from all four dioceses were received by mail 

over a one-month period. 

Contextual Factors 

Five external circumstances were considered as moderators of the relationship 

between learning organization principles and student achievement in this study. Socio

economic status was calculated on the income level of families whose students attended 

the school. Enrollment in this study ranges from less than 200 students to over 500 

students. Teacher longevity was defined as the number of years teachers participating in 

the study worked at the current school. Teacher education level refers to the highest 

degree earned by each participating teacher including associate's degree, bachelor's 

degree, master's degree, specialist's degree, and doctoral degree. Lastly, teacher grade 

level meant the grade level the participating teacher is currently teaching ranging from 

pre-kindergarten/kindergarten to seventh grade/eighth grade. 

The data analyses were framed by four research questions: 

1. Can a valid and reliable instrument be created? 

2. Are Catholic schools using learning organization principles? 

3. Is there a relationship between learning organization principles and student 

achievement? 

4. Do the contextual variables of socio-economic status, school size, teacher 

stability, and teacher qualifications moderate the relationship between 

learning organization principles and student achievement? 

Chapter five answers these questions with the findings of the study. It also 

discusses additional conclusions and suggestions that were derived from these findings. 
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Lastly, recommendations are made on how Catholic schools can use the Learning 

Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) to help facilitate meaningful changes. 

Study Population 

The Superintendent of Schools from the Diocese of Palm Beach, on behalf of the 

researcher, asked four other school superintendents in the state of Florida for permission 

to have their schools participate in the researcher's study. After approval was obtained, 

surveys were mailed directly to principals at fifty Catholic schools in five dioceses in the 

state of Florida, including the Diocese of Palm Beach, Diocese of St. Petersburg, Diocese 

of Orlando, Diocese of St. Augustine, and Archdiocese of Miami. Each school received a 

letter and ten surveys. Principals were asked in writing to distribute the surveys to ten 

teachers at their schools, preferably one per grade level (pre-kindergarten through eighth 

grade). The Archdiocese of Miami chose not to participate, and none of their surveys 

were returned. Thirty-four of the forty remaining schools returned surveys with a 75.7 

percent response rate. There was a total303 survey returned and all303 were included in 

the data analysis. 

School Characteristics 

The socio-economic status of the families enrolled at more than half of the 

participating schools was middle-income to high income (63.7%). Only two percent of 

the families enrolled at the participating school fell in the low-income range. 

Approximately one-fourth of the participating schools had more than 500 students 

(26.4%) and one-fourth of the participating schools had 201-299 students (27.4%). Only 

3% of the participating schools had less than 200 students. 
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Respondent Characteristics 

The majority of the survey respondents had one to three years teaching experience 

(59.1 %). Only 1.6% of the respondents had less than one year experience and only 2% of 

the respondents had more than ten years experience. 

The teacher education level of the participating teachers included more than half 

of the teachers holding a bachelor's degree as their highest degree (55.4%). Almost one-

third of the responding teachers held a master's degree (30.4%). And only 1.3% of the 

teachers participating in the study held a doctoral degree. 

Lastly, the majority of the teachers taught first or second grade (26.1 %) or third or 

fourth grade (30.0%). Only 7.9% of the teachers participating in the study taught pre-

kindergarten or kindergarten, 17.5% taught fifth or sixth grade, and 11.6% taught seventh 

or eighth grade. 

Summary of Major Findings 

The Summary of Major Findings is listed in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Summary of Major Findings 

1. A reliable instrument was established and the validity was only face validity of the 
expert panel. 

2. Catholic schools are using learning organizations principles. 
3. Mental models were significantly negatively related to student achievement. The 

relationship between mental models and fourth grade student achievement was 
negatively moderated by socioeconomic status and teacher grade level. 

4. Shared vision was significantly positively related to fourth grade student 
achievement. The relationship between shared vision and fourth grade student 
achievement was positively moderated by socioeconomic status, teacher grade level, 
and teacher education level. 

5. The relationship between systems thinking and fourth grade student achievement was 
negatively moderated by teacher education level. 
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Finding number 1. A reliable instrument was established and the validity was 

only face validity of the expert panel. The Learning Organization Survey for Schools was 

developed to measure the use of learning organization principles in Catholic schools. The 

development ofthe LOSS instrument involved the study of Peter Senge's learning 

organization principles and learning organization theory. A definition and list of 

characteristic of each principle was given to a panel of experts. The panel included five 

university professors who have studied, written about, or taught learning organization 

theory. The experts were asked to read the definitions and characteristics, then read the 

proposed list of items that were intended to measure whether or not the principle is being 

used in schools. They were asked to read each item and decide if it accurately represented 

the learning organization principal being reviewed. 

After reading the survey items, the experts were asked to select fifteen items from 

each of the five learning organization principle lists, checking a total of seventy-five 

items. Lastly, they were given the option to check a second box labeled "Change the 

Wording" and make written suggestions regarding how the item could be improved. This 

recommendation was made on sixteen items. 

A revised set of survey items were presented to the panel of experts for review. 

Any items that were not chosen were deleted and the wording was changed on sixteen 

items according to the recommendations. The items were rated by each panel member 

and items with overlapping recommendations by more than half of the panel members 

were used in the LOSS instrument. The original set of 153 items was reduced to a total of 

seventy-five. This process established face validity of the instrument's content. 
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Next, a pilot study of the LOSS instrument was conducted. Five Catholic schools 

in New York were each given ten surveys for teachers to complete. Self-addressed, 

postage paid envelopes were included in an effort to increase the rate of return. The pilot 

study instrument included fifteen items for each ofthe five learning organization 

principles and five contextual items. There were eighty items total. The scale of the 

learning organization principle items included: Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree 

and Strongly Disagree. For items 76 - 80, the contextual factor questions, specific 

responses were recorded from a - e. 

The pilot study response rate was 100% with all fifty teachers responding from 

the five New York schools. Correlations were conducted and the alphas for the learning 

organization principles of systems thinking, team learning, mental models, shared vision, 

and personal mastery were 0.914, 0.929, 0.928, 0.915, and 0.939. The researcher and 

study advisor reviewed the correlation results. It was determined that deleting any of the 

items would not significantly raise any of the alphas. As a result, all eighty items were 

kept. 

Due to the low number of respondents in the pilot study, a factor analysis of the 

data could not be conducted to establish construct validity of the LOSS instrument. In 

addition, the reliability for each subset was high and the LOSS instrument proved to be 

reliable. The reliability for the learning organization principles of systems thinking, team 

learning, mental models, shared vision, and personal mastery were 0.845, 0.858, 0.837, 

0.877, and 0.843. 

Next, a bi-variate correlation analysis was conducted among the five subscales. 

The results showed that the inter-correlations between the subscales were high, as shown 
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earlier in Table 6. Thus, the separate construct validity for the LOSS instrument could not 

be supported. 

Finding number 2. Catholics schools are using learning organizations principles. 

The study analyzed fourth grade and eighth grade standardized reading scores in order to 

view a snapshot of the schools at two levels. As seen in Table 6, the participating 

teachers' answers on the Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) instrument 

showed the learning organization principles to be highly correlated and showed that all 

the schools were using learning organization principles. This is consistent with the 

following research on Catholic schools. "Vatican II marked the beginning of a series of 

documents on education that stressed the importance of the learning atmosphere in the 

Catholic School" (Shimabukuro, 2000, p. 4). Learning is the key component of the 

learning organization. Boland, (2000) believed, "The commitment to academic 

excellence, which fosters the intellectual development of faculty and students, is an 

integral part of the mission of the Catholic school" (p. 51 0). In their journey toward 

excellence, many Catholic schools work towards becoming learning organizations along 

the way. 

Finding number 3. Mental models were significantly negatively related to student 

achievement. The relationship between mental models and fourth grade student 

achievement was negatively moderated by socioeconomic status and teacher grade level. 

As seen in Table 8, the mental models was negatively correlated and significantly related 

to fourth grade student achievement (Pearson Correlation= -.098, Beta= -1.128, t =-

2.076, p = <.05). As the use of mental models increased, student achievement decreased. 

This was a surprising finding that was not supported by learning organization research. 
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Garvin (1993) defined the learning organization as, " ... an organization skilled at creating, 

acquiring, and transforming knowledge, and at modifying its behavior to reflect new 

knowledge and insight" (p. 80). The concept of the learning organization started in the 

business sector in an effort to help organizations compete with the changing times. 

Bowen, Ware, Roderick, & Powers (2007) concluded, "In the context of current efforts to 

increase student performance and to close the significant gaps in performance among 

student subgroups, school researchers and practitioners are paying increasing attention to 

schools as learning organizations" (p. 199). 

Wiggins and McTighe (2006) believed, "To improve professional practice, 

educators need sound principles about how learning works to guide their pedagogical 

decisions, actions, policies, and practices" (p. 26). 

Garavan (1997) added, "Much ofthe discussion in the management literature is 

clearly written from the perspective that the learning organization can be designed and 

managed effectively to produce positive outcomes for the organization" (p. 18). Fullen 

(1993) stated that school leaders can only be successful in change efforts ifthey develop 

learning organization environments which are founded on teacher and student learning. 

Senge (1990) believed that teams are the cornerstone ofthe learning organization. 

"To effectively support school or district learning goals, teams must not only learn new 

skills and methods, but also manage the interactions and development that are a normal 

part ofteam dynamics" (Conzemius & O'Neill, 2002, p. 35). 

Mental models are a representation of what members believe can and cannot 

happen within an organization. They are a key component in the learning facilitation of 

the learning organization. Shimabukuro (2003) believed, "In order for teachers to explore 
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and express their beliefs, there must be a trusting atmosphere in place that allows for this" 

(p. 4). 

This discrepancy did not appear to be a procedural problem. It could have been a 

function of the instrument or the result of the knowledge of the teachers taking it, but that 

could not be concluded for sure. There was variance in the student achievement scores, 

but no variance in the way the questions were answered. They were all high; so there 

could not be a variance in the relationship to student achievement. 

In addition, most of the learning organization literature 1s theoretical. The 

research says operating as a learning organization should produce positive outcomes or 

increased student performance. But, there was no research stating it did. So, while this 

result speaks against the theoretical literature, it may be correct, until it is tested by 

another researcher. 

As seen in Table 10, socioeconomic status negatively moderated the relationship 

between mental models and fourth grade student achievement (Beta= -2.975, t = -2.090, 

p = <.05). As socioeconomic status increased, the relationship between mental models 

and fourth grade achievement decreased. It may be that at schools with high 

socioeconomic status, teachers are not given opportunities for reflection and they are not 

open to new ideas, because of the constraints placed upon them by administration, 

parents, and the community. 

Teacher grade level also negatively moderated the relationship between mental 

models and fourth grade student achievement (Beta= -1.678, t = -2.342, p = <.05). As 

teacher grade level increased, the relationship between mental models and fourth grade 

student achievement decreased. It may be that teachers in the upper grades are specialized 
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in their fields and do not reflect about ways to improve the school, only their own work, 

or work to recognize and change mistakes. Teachers who are specialized in their field 

also may not be open to new ideas. 

Finding number 4. Shared vision was significantly positively related to fourth 

grade student achievement. The relationship between shared vision and fourth grade 

student achievement was positively moderated by socioeconomic status, teacher grade 

level, and teacher education level. As seen in Table 8, the relationship between shared 

vision and student achievement is positively correlated and significant positively at the 

.05 level (Pearson Correlation= .070, Beta= 1.004, t = 2.111, p = <.05). That means that 

as the use of shared vision increases, fourth grade achievement increases. This finding 

was supported by learning organization literature. Louis and Kruse (1995) believed, 

"Without a core of shared beliefs about institutional purposes, practices, and desired 

behaviors, the other elements of professional community cannot emerge" (p. 29). 

The purpose of shared vision is for a group of people to work together towards 

shared goals. Senge (1990) believed that vision cannot be sold by organizational leaders. 

In a learning organization, the vision is created and shared by a group of people working 

toward the same goals. Larsen, K., Mcinerney, C., Nyquist, C., Santos, A., & Silsbee, D. 

(1996) stated, "Only by compromising between the individual visions and the 

development of these visions in a common direction can the shared vision be created." 

Senge (1990) believed that shared vision would lead to faster change, greater 

trust, and more effective communication within an organization. Robinson, O'Leary, and 

Ciriello ( 1993) studied the development of Catholic school leaders and concluded, 

"Attention given to applying a Catholic educational vision to the daily activities of the 
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school through the vision of the leader and the covenant the group shares is key to a 

successful program and basic to the purpose of Catholic education" (p. 18). 

As seen in Table 10, socioeconomic status moderated the relationship between 

shared vision (Beta = 1.0 14, t = 2. 792, p = <.05). As socioeconomic status increased, the 

relationship of shared vision and fourth grade achievement increased. Socioeconomic 

status may have moderated shared vision because higher socioeconomic status may have 

closely mirrored the teacher' s background variables making it easier to have a shared 

vision for the school. 

Teacher grade level moderated the relationship between shared vision (Beta= 

.874, t = 2.492, p = <.05) and fourth grade student achievement. As teacher grade level 

increased, the relationship of shared vision and fourth grade achievement increased. The 

teachers in the upper grades are more specialized in their fields and therefore may need a 

shared vision among their colleagues in order for the vision to have an effect on student 

outcomes. 

In addition, teacher education level moderated the relationship between shared 

vision (Beta= 4.348, t = 2.258, p = <.05). As teacher education level increased, the 

relationship between shared vision and fourth grade achievement increased. As level of 

education increases, teachers become more specialized and have a more narrow aspect, 

which may be a good reason for having a shared vision at a school. 

Finding number 5. The relationship between systems thinking and fourth grade 

student achievement was negatively moderated by teacher education level. Teacher 

education level negatively moderated the relationship between systems thinking and 

fourth grade student achievement (Beta = -3.075, t = -2.166, p = < .05). As teacher 
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education level increased, the relationship between systems thinking and fourth grade 

student achievement decreased. Teachers with a higher level of education may hold a 

more professional point of view and be focused on their knowledge about teaching, 

which can limit their ability to see other parts of the world around them. 

Conclusions 

There are two major conclusions that can be drawn from this study. Catholic 

schools are using learning organization principles and shared vision is an important part 

of school success. Working towards becoming a learning organization is hard work. 

Research promises that organizations functioning as learning organizations will be more 

productive and function better than those organizations that do not use the learning 

organization principles. In schools, productivity can be measured in terms of student 

achievement. Brant (2003) believed that a school culture that welcomes professional 

learning will have a powerful influence on student achievement. 

The LOSS study looked at fourth grade and eighth grade standardized reading 

scores in order to view a snapshot of the schools at two levels. The results showed that 

the five leaning organization principles were highly correlated, and there was some 

relationship between the use of learning organization principles and student achievement. 

Mental models was significant negatively at the .05 level and shared vision was 

significant positively at the .05 level. 

The relationship between shared vision and fourth grade student achievement was 

positively moderated by socioeconomic status, teacher grade level, and teacher education 

level. The relationship between mental models and fourth grade student achievement was 

negatively moderated by socioeconomic status and teacher grade level. The relationship 
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between systems thinking and fourth grade student achievement was negatively 

moderated by teacher education level. 

It can be concluded that implementing a shared vision is the most effective way to 

improve student achievement. Shared vision is the representation of the values and 

beliefs held by the people within an organization, and it guides the action of the people 

within the organization. 

It is clear that teachers at the school play a big part of the learning organization. 

Schools must view their faculty members as valuable resources and be aware that what 

each individual brings to a school may effect its productivity and student achievement. 

In addition, the teachers at the school must be included in the creating of the 

vision for the school. Teachers will not work towards a goal if they do not believe or buy 

into it. School administration must work to change minds before they can change 

behavior. If everyone at the school helps to create the vision, believes in it, and supports 

it, they will be more likely to work towards it. 

Recommendations for School Leaders 

• Schools should have a shared vision and work toward achieving common goals. 

• School leaders need to recognize the different needs of the lower grade teachers 

and the upper grade teachers. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

• The relationship between learning organization principles and student 

achievement should be studied in the public school setting. 

• The importance of shared vision in schools should be researched further. 
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• Ten anchor items from the Learning Organization Survey for Schools should be 

considered for future research. Survey items 2 and 63 effectively measure team 

learning. Survey items 4 and 29 effectively measure shared vision. Survey items 

35 and 68 effectively measure systems thinking. Survey items 1 and 72 

effectively measure personal mastery. And, survey items 19 and 26 effectively 

measure mental models. 

Recommendation for Principal Training Programs 

• The study of learning organization theory and practice should be part of principal 

training programs. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study could be limited by the theory, instrument, or the implementation of 

this study. The assumption that the teachers answering the survey questions will have the 

required knowledge to answer the questions appropriately is a limitation to this study. 

Also, there is potential bias that may have resulted from principal's selection of the 

teacher respondents. 

Final Thoughts 

This study contributed to the learning organization literature. The researcher 

hopes the fmdings will help school administrators to understand the principles of the 

learning organization and assist in their change efforts. Shared vision has a definite 

impact on the success of the school. School administrators should begin with creating a 

shared vision before beginning the change process at a school. 
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Appendix A 

Definitions and Lists of Characteristics of Each Learning Organization Principle 

The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) 

The Learning Organization Principles 

Systems Thinking 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of systems thinking in organizations. 
Definition There are 7 abilities used in systems thinking: 

Systems Thinking is the process 
of thinking holistically, ensuring 
that all decisions are made with 
consideration of an 
organizations environment, 
obligations, and limitations. 

8. To recognize internal goals, strategies, and 
environmental pressures. 

9. To think holistically. 

10. To recognize interrelationships that exist at the school 
and the diocese. 

11. To recognize that decision-making at the school in 
influenced by social, political, and economic conditions. 

12. To use feedback to predict and act upon patterns of 
behavior at the school 

13. To identify and discuss patterns of behavior at the school 

14. To recognize that the school is part of a larger system. 

Shared Vision 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of shared vision in organizations. 
Definition There are 5 abilities used in shared vision: 

Shared Vision is a 
representation of the values and 
beliefs held by the people within 
an organization and it guides 
the action of the people within 
the organization. 

6. To work together towards achieving common goals. 

7. To identify the common norms, values, and beliefs at the 
school. 

8. To feel a sense of community at the school. 

9. To have open discussion about the school's values, 
mission, and goals. 

10. To consider all opinions and values in the creation of the 
school's vision. 
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Team Learning 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of team learning in organizations. 
Definition There are 5 abilities used in team learning: 

Team Learning is the process of 
people working together to 
change minds and create change 
within an organization. 

6. To have a collaborative atmosphere at the school. 

7. To recognize the need for professional development. 

8. To be committed to school improvement. 

9. To be committed to lifelong learning. 

10. To provide opportunities for group work and discussion. 

Mental Models 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of mental models in organizations. 
Definition There are 5 abilities used in mental models. 

Mental Models are a 
representation 
of what members believe can and 
cannot happen within an 
organization. 

6. To reflect daily about ways to improve the school. 

7. To be able to reframe a problem and see it more than 
one way. 

8. To be open to new ideas. 

9. To recognize mistakes and work to change them. 

10. To work to change minds in order to reach a shared 
goal. 

Personal Mastery 
rh-: act1ons used to facilitate the pnnc1ple of personal mastery in organizations. 

The skills necessary to facilitate the principle of personal mastery in organizations. 
Defmition There are 5 abilities used in personal mastery: 

Personal Mastery involves high 
level thinking skills. It is being 
able to achieve desired goals 
through self-reflection and 
analysis. 

6. To consider past experiences before making decisions. 

7. To be committed to self-improvement. 

8. To accept the school's current reality. 

9. To provide professional development opportunities. 

10. To recognize the need for professional development. 
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Appendix B 

Survey Item Lists Given to Panel of Experts for Review 
Systems Thinking 
To what extent are the following statements true at your school? 

Items Keep these Change the 
15 statements wording 

I. We understand the internal goals and strategies? 

2. We understand the environmental pressures present at the school? 

3. We can see the "big picture?" 

4. We understand the interdependencies that exist among the school and community. 

5. We understand the interdependencies that exist between the school and the diocese. 

6. We use feedback from parents to predict opportunities and areas of concern. 

7. We use feedback from students to predict opportunities and areas of concern. 

8. We use feedback from administrators to predict opportunities and areas of concern. 

9. We use feedback from the diocese to predict opportunities and areas of concern. 

10. We recognize that the school is part of a larger system. 

11. We analyze how things and people act and relate at the schooL 

12. We see change as a process not an event. 

13. We focus on one change at a time. 

14. We understand that we are part of the change process and cannot be removed 
from it. 
15. We look at the discrepancies 

16. We find how to change the structure so that significant, enduring improvements 
will take place. 
17. We understand that changes to one part of the school might affect, and be affected 
by_, other parts of the schooL 
18. We recognize that changes in the diocese might effect and be affected by changes 
in the schooL 
19. We recognize that changes in the community might effect and be effected by 
changes in the schooL 
20. We try to examine the change process to find the source(s) of obstacles and then 
address them. 
21. We continue to look for more fundamental long-term positive techniques to 
enhance our success. 
22. We can normalJy see patterns in ambiguous information. 

23. We believe that the parts of the school are connected together and working. 

24. We understand the coalitions of various individuals or interest groups. 

25. We understand the values, beliefs, interests, and perceptions of different groups or 
individuals. 
26. We understand the culture of the schooL 

27. We understand the way things are structured in terms of hierarchies, goals, 
specialized roles, and formal relationships. 
28. We encourage people to think from a global perspective. 

29. We understand the strengths and limitations of the human resources at the schooL 
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Shared Vision 
To what extent are the following statements true at your school? 

Items Keep these Change the 
15 statements wording 

I. We work together to achieve common goals. 

2. We work together with the school community to achieve common goals. 

3. We work together to identity the school's common norms, values, and beliefs. 

4. We worked with the community to identity the common norms and values. 

5. We have a sense of community. 

6. We openly discuss school's values, mission, and goals. 

7. We agree with the school's values, mission, and goals. 

8. We act on our values, mission, and goals at work. 

9. We fully agree with the school's mission. 

I 0. We have an academic/development or strategic plan based on a shared vision. 

11. We are encouraged to fuJJy express opinions while evaluating our vision. 

12. We invite people to contribute to the organization's vision. 

13. We align our vision across different levels and work groups. 

14. We ensure that the organization's actions are consistent with its values. 

15. All opinions were considered in the creation of the school's vision. 

16. The community's values are/were considered in creation of the school's vision. 

17. The school's vision is quite meaningful to me. 

18. The school's day-to-day strategies are aligned with our vision. 

19. The school's vision has collective consensus from all teachers. 

20. The school's vision is fully put into action. 

21. My values are/were considered in the creation of the school's vision. 

22. My colleagues and I share the same value system regarding our work. 

23. My beliefs and values align with the school's vision. 

24. I am guided by the school's vision and values in making decisions in my work. 

25. I fully participate/participated in priority setting for the whole school. 

26. I fully take/took part in the prioritization of school's objectives. 

27. I was fully consulted in crafting the school's visio 
n. 
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Team Learning 
To what extent are the following statements true at your school? 

Items Keep these Change 
15 statements the 

wording 
1. Some~ne will always ask advocates to define the problem their solution 
addresses. 
2. We work collaboratively at our school. 
3. We often openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from them. 
4. We identify skills needed for future work tasks. 
5. We help each other learn. 
6. We generally get money and other resources to support our learnillg. 
7. We can get needed information at any time quickly and easily. 
8. We have systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance. 
9. We measure the results of the time and resources spent on training. 
10. We recognize people for taking initiative. 
11. We have control of the resources needed to accomplish our work. 
12. We support people who take calculated risks. 
13. We are encouraged to bring the customers' views into decision making. 
14. We are encouraged to get information from across the organization when 
solving problems. 
15. We generally receive support for learning opporturuties and training. 
16. We are empowered to help carry out the organization's vision. 
17. We are encouraged to continually look for opporturuties to learn. 
18. We are open to change. 
19. We treat each other with respect. 
20. We spend time building trust with each other. 
21. We are given time in the workday to support learnillg. 
22. Whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think. 
23. We view problems in our work as an opporturuty to learn. 
24. We are rewarded for learnillg as a team. 
25. We listen to others' views before speaking. 
26. We are encouraged to ask "why" regardless of rank. 
27. We give open and honest feedback to each other. 
28. We work in groups and/or teams. 
29. We bold regular discussion times weekly. 
30. We are willing to work in teams/groups. 
31. We learn from each other. 
32. We are willing to share our values and beliefs with others. 
33. We focus on enhancing our capabilities to solve problems. 
34. We anticipate obstacles likely to arise during team/group problem solving. 
35. We discuss and define the strategies needed to resolve problems. 
36. We keep our focus on our long-term, fundamental goals. 
37. We evaluate future directions during the workday or at retreats. 
38. We regard any mistakes as opporturuties to enhance our personal growth. 
39. We are provided opporturuties to enhance our capabilities during the work day. 
40. We know each other's inner world and thinking pattern. 
41. Teams focus both on the task and how the group is working. 
42. Teams revise thinking as a result of group discussion or new information. 
43. Teams are rewarded for their achievements as a team/group. 
44. Teams are confident that the organization will act on their recommendations. 
45. Teams treat members as equals, regardless of rank, culture, or other differences. 
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Mental Models 
To what extent are the following statements true at your school? 

Items Keep these Change 
15 statements the 

wording 
1. We are provided with opportunities to reflect on our work during the school day. 

2. We recognize mistakes and work to change them. 

3. We work to change each other's minds in order to reach a shared goal. 

4. We evaluate the situation using many different viewpoints. 

5. We always challenge prevaiting ways of knowing and acting. 

6. We always take into account other decisions made before and their results. 

7. We always take into account decisions of others in similar situations and their 
results. 
8. We are wiJ]jng to acknowledge the limitations of our own perspective. 

9. We make a conscious effort to look at different points of view. 

10. We are willing to entertain different perspectives in solving problems or 
discussions. 
11. Leaders work to change minds in order to reach a shared goal. 

12. I am willing to accept opinions and criticism from others. 

13. I reflect daily about how to improve the school. 

14.1 am able to reframe a problem and see it in more than one way. 

15. I am open to new ideas about how to do my work more effectively. 

16. I am encouraged to share new ideas with my colleagues. 

17. I learn a great deal form reflecting on new and prior experiences. I 

18. I recognize that there is not necessarily a "right'' answer to some problems. 

19. I reconstruct experience in my mind and try to understand my feelings about 
them. 
20. I usually feel better and more at ease about what I have done once I have 
reviewed it in my mind. 
21. I am willing to acknowledge the possibility of error even in the beliefs that are 
dearest to me. 
22. I use my own personal theory about problems and situations and then translate 
them into actions. 
23.1 frame the problems I face in ways that allow me to understand them. 

24. I trust the validity of my own experience without spending a lot of time 
worrying about thejudgment of others. 
25. I suspend my personal judgment and engage in inquiry to find the nature of the 
problem. 
26. I carefully check my own assumptions relative to others' interpretation of 
problems. 
27. I usually mentally organize knowledge and experience to make predictions about 
the causes of situations. 
28. I usually mentally organize knowledge and experience to make predictions about 
the outcomes of situations. 
29. I am willing to accept opinions and criticism from others whenever 1 make a 
mistake. 
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Personal Mastery 
To what extent are the following statements true at your school? 

Items Keep these Change 
15 statements the 

word~ 
1. I consider past experiences before making decisions. 

2. I am committed to lifelong learning. 

3. I accept the school's current reality. 

4. I take advantage of professional development opportunities offered by the school. 

5. I recognize the need for professional development opportunities at the school. 

6. I take advantage of every opportunity to improve my performance. 

7. I reflect on past experiences so I can improve my performance. 

8. I work to be a better teacher. 

9. I work to improve the school. 

lO.llearn from my mistakes. 

11. I have set a long-term strategy relevant to my professional development. 

12. J am constantly looking for new skills and strategies in how to deliver 
instruction to our students. 
13. I scrutinize causes of success or failure upon completion of any tasks. 

14. I spend time learning more about the facts that are related to my work. 

15.I spend time learning more about ideas of areas that interest me and are related 
to my work. 
16. I try to analyze the uniqueness of a problem confronting me. 

17. I think about what I will do next time in similar circumstances. 

18. I know that knowledge is uncertain and must be understood in relationship to 
context and evidence. 
19. I constantly undergo self-evaluation on my work before determining my 
personal growth plan. 
20. We maintain an up-to-date database of employee skills. 

21. We increase our capacity to meet the long-range plan of our organization. 

22. The number of individuals learning new skills is greater than previous years. 

23. Our work atmosphere allows me to enhance my professional and personal 
development and fulfillment. 
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AppendixC 

Pilot Study Survey Instrument 

The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) 

The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) was developed to 
measure the use of learning organization principles (systems thinking, mental 
models, shared vision, personal mastery, and team learning) in the context of 
Catholic schools. 

The LOSS is presented in two sections. Section I asks you to record your level of 
agreement with seventy-five items that measure the practice of learning 
organization principles at your school. Section II has five questions relating to the 
contextual environment of your school. 

Thank you for taking the time to complete the LOSS! 

INSTRUCTIONS - Please read this before beginning 

In order to take this survey, you will be provided with this booklet and a 
SCANTRON answer sheet. Please mark your answers on the SCANTRON 
answers sheet. You will need a #2 pencil in order to fill out the form. 

You are now ready to begin. Make sure that you read the shaded box at the 
beginning or each section before filling in your answers. 

(Go to next page, Section I, and begin) 
The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) 
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Section I - The Learning Organization 

In this section, you will find 75 statements about learning organizations that might 
apply to your school. Read each statement carefully and indicate on the 
SCANTRON sheet your response to each statement. Record your responses by 
filling in the appropriate circle. Make sure that the question # corresponds to the 
SCANTRON sheet#. 

0)strongly Agree 

~gree 

~Neutral 

@)oisagree 

@)strongly Disagree 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

1. I am committed to lifelong learning. 

2. We work collaboratively at our school. 

3. We understand the environmental pressures that act upon our school's decision making. 

4. We work together to identify our school's common norms, values, and beliefs. 

5. We understand the relationships that exist between our school and its community. 

6. We have systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance. 

7. We understand the interdependencies that exist between our school and the diocese. 

8. We have a sense of security at our school. 

9. I constantly undergo self-evaluation on my work, developing my personal growth plan. 

10. We have control over the resources needed to accomplish our work. 

11 . I recognize that there is not necessarily a "righr answer to some problems. 

12. We openly discuss our school's values, mission, and goals. 

13. We maintain an up-to-date database of employee skills. 

14. We always take into account previous decisions and their results. 

15. We are encouraged to get information from across our school when solving problems. 

16. We use feedback from parents to predict opportunities and areas of concern. 

17. I take advantage of professional development opportunities offered by my school. 

18. We treat each other with respect. 

19. I am willing to recognize the possibility of error even in the beliefs that are dearest to me. 

20. We increase our capacity to meet the long-range plan of our organization. 

21 . We use feedback from students to predict and act upon opportunities and areas of concern. 

22. We agree with our school's values, mission, and goals. 

23. I suspend my personal judgment and engage in inquiry to find the nature of problems. 

24. We use feedback from administrators to predict and act upon opportunities and areas of 
concern. 
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25. The number of individuals learning new skills this year is greater than previous years. 

26. We are provided opportunities to reflect on our work during the workday. 

27. We use feedback from the diocese to predict and act upon opportunities and areas of 
concern. 

28. I am encouraged to share new ideas with my colleagues. 

29. I was fully consulted in crafting my school's vision. 

30. I carefully check my own assumptions relative to others' interpretation of problems. 

31 . I learn from my mistakes. 

32. We act in accordance with our values, mission, and goals in our work. 

33. We spend time building trust with each other. 

34. Our work atmosphere allows me to enhance my professional and personal development and 
fulfillment. 

35. We recognize that our school is a system and is part of a larger system. 

36. We align our vision across different levels and work groups at our school. 

37. I have set a long-term strategy relevant to my professional development. 

38. We analyze how things and people act and inter-relate at our school. 

39. I am open to new ideas about how to do my work more effectively. 

40. We see change as a process, not as an event. 

41 . I am constantly looking for new skills and strategies in how to deliver instruction so students 
learn. 

42. Whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think. 

43. I regularly organize knowledge and experience to make predictions about and act on the 
outcomes of situations. 

44. We ensure that our school 's actions are consistent with its values. 

45. We always take into account decisions of others in similar situations and their results. 

46. I take advantage of every opportunity to improve my performance. 

47. I am guided by my school's vision and values in making decisions in my work. 

48. All opinions were considered in the creation of the school's vision. 

49. We view problems in our work as an opportunity to learn. 

50. We understand that we are part of the change process and cannot be removed from it. 

51 . We are willing to acknowledge the limitations of our own perspective. 

52. We look at the discrepancy between what is actually being done and how we want it to be 
done and then take action to correct that gap. 

53. I am able to reframe a problem and see it in more than one way. 

54. We understand that changes to one part of the school might affect, and be affected by, other 
parts of the school. 

55. We are encouraged to ask "why" regardless of rank. 

56. My beliefs and values align with the school's vision. 

57. We make a conscious effort to look at different points of view. 

58. I scrutinize causes of success or failure upon completion of any task. 

59. The school's vision is quite meaningful to me. 

60. We give open and honest feedback to each other. 

61 . I work to be a better teacher. 

62. Teams revise thinking as a result of group discussions or new information. 

63. We learn from each other. 

64. We work together to achieve common goals. 
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65. We are willing to share our values and beliefs with others. 

66. We try to examine the change process to find the source(s) of obstacles and then address 
them. 

67. I spend time learning more about things that are relevant to my work. 

68. We believe that the parts of our school are connected together and working. 

69. I am willing to accept opinions and criticism from others. 

70. The school's day-to-day strategies are aligned with our vision. 

71 . We discuss and define the strategies needed to resolve problems at our school. 

72. I work to improve the school. 

73. My colleagues and I share the same value system regarding our work. 

74. Teams focus both on the task and on how the group is working. 

75. We are willing to entertain different perspectives in solving problems or discussions. 

(Go to next page, Section II , and begin) 
The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) 

93 



Section II: Contextual Factors 

The following five questions ask you to assess the contextual environment 
relating to your school. Please read each question carefully and choose the one 
answer that best fits your school situation. Record your responses on the 
SCANTRON sheet provided by filling in the appropriate circle. Make sure that the 
number of the uestion corres nds to the number on our SCANTRON sheet. 

76. What is the socio-economic status of your school? 

a. High Income 
b. Middle-High Income 
c. Middle Income 
d. Middle-Low Income 
e. Low Income 

77. What is your school's enrollment? 

a. Greater Than 500 Student Students 
b. 401-500 Students 
c. 301-400 Students 
d. 200-300 Students 
e. Less than 200 Students 

78. How long have you worked at the school? 

a. More Than Ten Years 
b. 7-10 Years 
c. 3-6 Years 
d. 1-3 Years 
e. Less Than One Year 

79. What is your highest level of education? 

a. Doctoral Degree 
b. Specialist Degree 
c. Master's Degree 
d. Bachelor's Degree 
e. Associate's Degree 

80. What grade level do you teach? 

a. Pre-Kindergarten or Kindergarten 
b. First Grade or Second Grade 
c. Third Grade or Fourth Grade 
d. Fifth Grade or Sixth Grade 
e. Seventh Grade or Eighth Grade 

YOU HAVE FINISHED THE LOSS. THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
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Appendix D 

Survey Letter to Principals 

May 8, 2006 

Dear Catholic School Principal, 

I am a Catholic school administrator and a doctoral student at Florida Atlantic University. 
The Diocese of Palm Beach Superintendent of Schools, Sr. Joan Dawson, has received 
approval from the superintendents of the Diocese of St. Petersburg, the Diocese of St. 
Augustine, the Diocese of Orlando, and the Diocese of Miami for their Catholic school to 
participate in my dissertation survey. 

The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) has been pilot tested in Catholic 
schools in the state ofNew York. Your school's participation in this study will help to fill 
the void in learning organization literature. Completion of the LOSS will take 
approximately ten to fifteen minutes. Please distribute the survey to ten full-time teachers 
at your school, preferable one per grade level. I have enclosed a postage paid envelope 
for the return of the scantron sheets. Please only mail back the scantron sheets. The 
surveys may be recycled or thrown away. I would greatly appreciate if you could return 
the completed scantron sheets to me by May 31st. 

Thank you for your time and participation. At the conclusion of the study, you will 
receive a report of the findings. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions 
or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Serena Brasco 
Assistant Principal 
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Appendix E 

LOSS Instrument 

The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) 

The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) was developed to 
measure the use of learning organization principles (systems thinking, mental 
models, shared vision, personal mastery, and team learning) in the context of 
Catholic schools. 

The LOSS is presented in two sections. Section I asks you to record your level of 
agreement with seventy-five items that measure the practice of learning 
organization principles at your school. Section II has five questions relating to the 
contextual environment of your school. The results of this survey will be used to 
identify school as traditional organizations, transitional organizations, and 
learning organizations. 

Thank you for taking the time to complete the LOSS! 

INSTRUCTIONS - Please read this before beginning 

In order to take this survey, you will be provided with this booklet and a 
SCANTRON answer sheet. Please mark your answers on the SCANTRON 
answers sheet. You will need a #2 pencil in order to fill out the form. 

You are now ready to begin. Make sure that you read the shaded box at the 
innin or each section before fillin in our answers. 

(Go to next page, Section I, and begin) 
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The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) 

Section I - The Learning Organization 

In this section, you will find 75 statements about learning organizations that might 
apply to your school. Read each statement carefully and indicate on the 
SCANTRON sheet your response to each statement. Record your responses by 
filling in the appropriate circle. Make sure that the question # corresponds to the 
SCANTRON sheet#. 

Utrongly Agree 

G)Agree 

ONeutral 

@oisagree 

@)strongly Disagree 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

1. I am committed to lifelong learning. 

2. We work collaboratively at our school. 

3. We understand the environmental pressures that act upon our school's decision making. 

4. We work together to identify our school 's common norms, values, and beliefs. 

5. We understand the relationships that exist between our school and its community. 

6. We have systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance. 

7. We understand the interdependencies that exist between our school and the diocese. 

8. We have a sense of security at our school. 

9. I constantly undergo self-evaluation on my work, developing my personal growth plan. 

10. We have control over the resources needed to accomplish our work. 

11 . I recognize that there is not necessarily a "right" answer to some problems. 

12. We openly discuss our school's values, mission, and goals. 

13. We maintain an up-to-date database of employee skills. 

14. We always take into account previous decisions and their results. 

15. We are encouraged to get information from across our school when solving problems. 

16. We use feedback from parents to predict opportunities and areas of concern. 

17. I take advantage of professional development opportunities offered by my school. 

18. We treat each other with respect. 

19. I am willing to recognize the possibility of error even in the beliefs that are dearest to me. 

20. We increase our capacity to meet the long-range plan of our organization. 

21 . We use feedback from students to predict and act upon opportunities and areas of concern. 

22. We agree with our school's values, mission, and goals. 

23. I suspend my personal judgment and engage in inquiry to find the nature of problems. 
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24. We use feedback from administrators to predict and act upon opportunities and areas of 
concern . 

25. The number of individuals learning new skills this year is greater than previous years. 

26. We are provided opportunities to reflect on our work during the workday. 

27. We use feedback from the diocese to predict and act upon opportunities and areas of 
concern. 

28. I am encouraged to share new ideas with my colleagues. 

29. I was fully consulted in crafting my school's vision. 

30. I carefully check my own assumptions relative to others' interpretation of problems. 

31 . I learn from my mistakes. 

32. We act in accordance with our values, mission, and goals in our work. 

33. We spend time building trust with each other. 

34. Our work atmosphere allows me to enhance my professional and personal development and 
fulfillment. 

35. We recognize that our school is a system and is part of a larger system. 

36. We align our vision across different levels and work groups at our school. 

37. I have set a long-term strategy relevant to my professional development. 

38. We analyze how things and people act and inter-relate at our school. 

39. I am open to new ideas about how to do my work more effectively. 

40. We see change as a process, not as an event. 

41. I am constantly looking for new skills and strategies in how to deliver instruction so students 
learn. 

42. Whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think. 

43. I regular1y organize knowledge and experience to make predictions about and act on the 
outcomes of situations. 

44. We ensure that our school's actions are consistent with its values. 

45. We always take into account decisions of others in similar situations and their results. 

46. I take advantage of every opportunity to improve my performance. 

47. I am guided by my school's vision and values in making decisions in my work. 

48. All opinions were considered in the creation of the school's vision. 

49. We view problems in our work as an opportunity to learn. 

50. We understand that we are part of the change process and cannot be removed from it. 

51 . We are willing to acknowledge the limitations of our own perspective. 

52. We look at the discrepancy between what is actually being done and how we want it to be 
done and then take action to correct that gap. 

53. I am able to reframe a problem and see it in more than one way. 

54. We understand that changes to one part of the school might affect, and be affected by, other 
parts of the school. 

55. We are encouraged to ask "why" regardless of rank. 

56. My beliefs and values align with the school's vision. 

57. We make a conscious effort to look at different points of view. 

58. I scrutinize causes of success or failure upon completion of any task. 

59. The school's vision is quite meaningful to me. 

60. We give open and honest feedback to each other. 

61. I work to be a better teacher. 

62. Teams revise thinking as a result of group discussions or new information. 

63. We learn from each other. 
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64. We work together to achieve common goals. 

65. We are willing to share our values and beliefs with others. 

66. We try to examine the change process to find the source(s) of obstacles and then address 
them. 

67. I spend time learning more about things that are relevant to my work. 

68. We believe that the parts of our school are connected together and working. 

69. I am willing to accept opinions and criticism from others. 

70. The school's day-to-day strategies are aligned with our vision. 

71 . We discuss and define the strategies needed to resolve problems at our school. 

72. I work to improve the school. 

73. My colleagues and I share the same value system regarding our work. 

74. Teams focus both on the task and on how the group is working. 

75. We are willing to entertain different perspectives in solving problems or discussions. 

(Go to next page, Section II, and begin) 
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The Learning Organization Survey for Schools (LOSS) 

Section II: Contextual Factors 

The following five questions ask you to assess the contextual environment 
relating to your school. Please read each question carefully and choose the one 
answer that best fits your school situation. Record your responses on the 
SCANTRON sheet provided by filling in the appropriate circle. Make sure that the 
number of the uestion corres onds to the number on our SCANTRON sheet. 

76. What is the socio-economic status of your school? 

f. High Income 
g. Middle-High Income 
h. Middle Income 
i. Middle-Low Income 
j . Low Income 

77. What is your school's enrollment? 

f. Greater Than 500 Student Students 
g. 401-500 Students 
h. 301-400 Students 
i. 200-300 Students 
j . Less than 200 Students 

78. How long have you worked at the school? 

f. More Than Ten Years 
g. 7-10 Years 
h. 3-6 Years 
i. 1-3 Years 
j . Less Than One Year 

79. What is your highest level of education? 

f. Doctoral Degree 
g. Specialist Degree 
h. Master's Degree 
i. Bachelor's Degree 
j . Associate's Degree 

80. What grade level do you teach? 

a. Pre-Kindergarten or Kindergarten 
b. First Grade or Second Grade 
c. Third Grade or Fourth Grade 
d. Fifth Grade or Sixth Grade 
e. Seventh Grade or Eighth Grade 

YOU HAVE FINISHED THE LOSS. THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
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Appendix F 

Request for Achievement Data Letter to Principals 

June 30, 2006 

Dear Catholic School Principal, 

Thank you for your school's recent participation in my dissertation surveys. I 

received over three hundred responses from four dioceses in the state of Florida. The next 

step in the process is to compare the survey data to student achievement and demographic 

factors. I would greatly appreciate if you could fax or e-mail me the core reading total for 

your 2005-2006 fourth grade and eighth grade Riverside Testing. I cannot move forward 

in my research without this important information. Also, can you please tell me your 

school' s 2005-2006 emollment? 

This information will be kept confidential. Each school in the study is identified 

only by number. Only my dissertation chair, Dr. John Pisapia, Florida Atlantic 

University, and I will have access to the achievement data. 

Thank you again, for your participation. I know this is a busy time of year and 

truly appreciate your time and support. I really believe my study will help to highlight 

Catholic education and fill a void in the learning organization literature. 

Sincerely, 

Serena Brasco 

Assistant Principal 

2005-2006 Riverside Testing Core Reading Totals: 

4th Grade 8th Grade ------ ------

2005-2006 School Enrollment: ------

Fax to: (561) 655-8552 or e-mail to: sbrasco@saintjuliana.org 
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Appendix G 

Table G14 

Percentages of Individual Surveys Returned by Schools 

Table G14 

Percentages of Individual Surveys Returned by Schools 

Diocese Schools Samples Responses Percentage 
Returned 

# % # % % 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 1 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 2 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 3 10 2.5 8 2.6 80 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 4 10 2.5 8 2.6 80 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 5 10 2.5 7 2.3 70 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 6 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese ofPalm Beach - 7 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 8 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of Palm Beach - 9 10 2.5 0 0 0 
Diocese of Palm Beach - I 0 10 2.5 0 0 0 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - I 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 2 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 3 10 2.5 7 2.3 70 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 4 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 5 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 6 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 7 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 8 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 9 10 2.5 0 0 0 
Diocese of St. Petersburg - 10 10 2.5 0 0 0 
Diocese of Orlando - 1 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of Orlando - 2 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of Orlando - 3 10 2.5 7 2.3 70 
Diocese of Orlando - 4 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of Orlando - 5 10 2.5 7 2.3 70 
Diocese of Orlando - 6 10 2.5 7 2.3 70 
Diocese of Orlando - 7 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of Orlando - 8 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of Orlando - 9 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of Orlando - I 0 10 2.5 0 0 0 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 1 10 2.5 8 2.6 80 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 2 10 2.5 8 2.6 80 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 3 10 2.5 8 2.6 80 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 4 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 5 10 2.5 8 2.6 80 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 6 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 7 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 8 10 2.5 10 3.3 100 
Diocese of St. Augustine - 9 10 2.5 9 2.9 90 
Diocese of St. Augustine - I 0 10 2.5 0 0 0 
Total 400 100 303 100 Ave. = 73.5 
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