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Abstract
Purpose, especially in its generous form, may serve as a critical catalyst on the
path to thriving for adolescents. However, while there is a growing amount of research
about purpose, less of it focuses on ways in which purpose might be supported by both
individual and contextual variables. Spirituality and schools are two such variables.
The study described in this dissertation had four goals: 1) to establish a link between
school generosity (a contextual variable) and generous purpose; 2) to establish a link
between relational spirituality (an individual variable) and generous purpose; 3) to
preliminarily understand the ways in which these two variables might relate to each
other as they work as predictors of purpose; and 4) to uncover the ways in which the
spiritual context of the school might act as an additional contextual variable in this
process.
The primary hypotheses of this study addressed the first two goals and posited
that both school generosity and relational spirituality would positively predict
generous purpose. Goals 3 and 4 were addressed with hypotheses that are better
understood as exploratory. Specifically, I hypothesized that some relation would be
found between school generosity and relational spirituality, but did not speculate about
the exact nature of this relation. I also hypothesized that the spiritual context of the
school would be associated with differences in relations among school generosity,
relational spirituality and generous purpose, but did not speculate about the specific
nature of those differences.
In order to test these hypotheses, survey data was collected from ninth grade
students at three high schools of varying stated spiritual contexts twice during the
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ninth grade year. The schools included a Catholic school (spiritual context within a
religious tradition), a Waldorf-methods school (spiritual context separate from a
religious tradition), and a community-centered charter school (no explicit spiritual
context). Correlation and linear regression analyses led to the following results.
School generosity among students and relational spirituality were both shown
to be statistically significant, positive predictors of generous purpose in ninth grade
students. In addition, school generosity and relational spirituality were also related to
each other. First, school generosity was shown to predict relational spirituality. Second,
when both were included in a regression equation predicting generous purpose, only
relational spirituality remained a significant predictor of generous purpose. Finally,
there was some indication that school-level differences in spiritual context might
create conditions in which school generosity, relational spirituality and generous
purpose related to each other differently. Specifically, the Waldorf-methods school,
holding all other variables constant, significantly and positively predicted the
community dimension of relational spirituality; the community-centered charter
school, holding all other variables constant, significantly and positively predicted the
service dimension of relational spirituality; and at the community-centered charter
school, the correlation between relational spirituality and generous purpose was
marginally higher than it was at the Catholic school.
These results are interpreted in a positive youth development (PYD)
framework, pointing to the importance of peers and of school environments that
provide a good fit for early adolescents. Implications for both PYD theory and
education are discussed.
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1
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
President Barack Obama spent a good portion of his State of the Union Address on
February 12, 2013 arguing that various educational initiatives were smart moves for
the nation’s economy. A high school diploma, he said, is necessary because it is
essential for a job. It is difficult to argue against the idea that education is an important
national focus because it helps the economy, but it is also somewhat troubling to think
of “helping the economy” as the primary lens through which we think about investing
in education, and thus the lens through which we think about the purpose, content and
methods of education. While many parents and teachers might agree that the primary
purpose of education is to get a good job, it is unlikely that most parents and teachers
want their hopes and dreams for their children and students reduced to the role of an
individual variable in the nation’s economic equation. What if the aim of education
were framed around higher ideals than the bottom line?
Recent work in developmental psychology offers an alternative to thinking
about education in terms of the bottom line. Specifically, educating for “purpose”
honors both the self and the community. While definitions of purpose have varied over
time, there is a growing tendency in adolescent-focused developmental theory to
define it as a “long term intention to accomplish something that is at once meaningful
to the self and of consequence to the world beyond the self” (Damon, Menon & Bronk,
2003, p. 121). This dual focus on self and community interests is supportive of the
common good in a way that is distinctly American (Sullivan, 2011), and therefore an
absolutely appropriate goal for education in the context of the United States. The
construct of purpose in life is potentially rich as a tool for rethinking the goal of
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education, and in this dissertation I set out to understand particular ways in which
purpose might be supported, particularly in the context of high school. I report the
results of an investigation into particular individual and contextual correlates of youth
purpose: relational spirituality and a generous school climate. The goal is to provide
insight for parents, teachers and other concerned adults concerning ways in which
purpose might be fostered in young people.
Positive Youth Development: A Conceptual Framework for Investigating
Purpose
The earliest years of the twenty-first century saw rapid growth in the field of
positive youth development (PYD). This growth was marked by an initial shift from a
deficit to a competency approach to adolescent development (Damon, 2004; Lerner et
al., 2006). This was a key transformation in how adults thought about youth –
certainly a contrast to the classic “storm and stress” vision of adolescence (Hall, 1904).
However, even more contemporary work in PYD pushes that move a little further,
suggesting that competency, while desired, is not enough; this second shift is one from
what is developmentally “okay” to that which is optimal (Benson & Scales, 2009).
Researchers in the PYD tradition often refer to the process of or orientation to optimal
development as “thriving” (Benson & Scales, 2009; Bundick, Yeager, King & Damon,
2010), and some have suggested that thriving is a fundamental right of children
towards which nations should work (Benson & Scales, 2009). Being able to work
towards naming and securing this right for all children and youth, however, requires a
clear understanding of the indicators of thriving and the individual and contextual
conditions that foster and frustrate this process.
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There are several proposed indicators of thriving. The topic of this dissertation,
purpose, has been understood as both a precursor to and an indicator of thriving
(Bundick, et al., 2010). However, when thriving is understood as a process or
orientation, rather than an endpoint, purpose is best described as an indicator of being
on a thriving trajectory. The work of Benson and Scales (2009) has been a primary
influence on describing thriving within the PYD literature. They propose that thriving
includes both current wellbeing and an upward trajectory towards “idealized
personhood.” It is within the conception of idealized personhood that purpose emerges
as an indicator of thriving. Idealized personhood is viewed as good for civil society,
and occurs when the individual reaches a point where he or she contributes to self,
family, community and greater society (Lerner, Brentano, Dowling & Anderson,
2002). This focus on contribution to others and a development of passions and
interests that provide a “spark” (a term particular to the work of Peter Benson [2008])
is constitutive of the optimal development towards which thriving orients (Benson and
Scales, 2009). Young people who thrive locate their own interests and passions in the
context of their relationships to their families, communities and society. Purpose
emerges when “spark” and contribution are cohesively bound together in a long-term
intention. Thriving is indicated by fully developed purpose specifically because
purpose is a concrete merging of the interests of the self with the interests of
broadening circles of others. However, the appearance of some of the individual
dimensions of purpose (“spark” or interest, contribution, intention and engagement)
can also be understood as indicators of thriving. In this dissertation I operate from an
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understanding that purpose development occupies a range of moments in the thriving
process (See Figure 1).
Understanding Purpose
While the focus of this dissertation is on the concept of purpose described
above and located in a PYD approach to contemporary developmental theory, the
broader study of purpose emerged earlier in the history of psychology, taking its
inspiration from ideas in Viennese psychologist Viktor Frankl’s Man’s Search for
Meaning (1959/2006). In this work, which describes life in a Nazi concentration camp
and is drawn from Frankl’s own experiences as both a psychologist and prisoner in the
camps, Frankl asserts that meaning in life can be found in all situations, even in
suffering. Distress occurs, he suggests, when humans cannot make meaning out of the
circumstances of their lives – when humans do not find purpose in life. According to
Frankl, a key task for all people is meaning-making, and logotherapy, the school of
psychology he founded, rests on the assumption that meaning-making is possible for
all. Frankl used the terms “meaning” and “purpose” interchangeably.
Crumbaugh and Maholick (1964; and Crumbaugh, 1968) were the first to
psychometrically operationalize and test the concept of purpose (or meaning) found in
Frankl’s work, creating a 22-item scale based on the literature of existentialism. In
their 1964 work, they successfully utilized this measure to distinguish between patient
and non-patient populations expected to display differing degrees of neuroses. As they
hypothesized, higher scores on The “Purpose in Life” Test correlated with those in the
most accomplished, high functioning group of individuals (Harvard summer school
graduate students and Junior League members). As Damon, Menon and Bronk (2003)
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highlight though, this early and frequently used test of purpose does not quite measure
the multidimensional understanding of purpose articulated in their own definition, the
one used in this dissertation. One key difference, they point out, is that the Crumbaugh
and Maholick test includes items that measure life satisfaction, a dimension not
included in the Damon et al. (2003) definition. As will be discussed, contemporary
researchers working with Damon et al.’s definition tend to characterize life
satisfaction as emerging from, but not as synonymous with purpose. Despite these
somewhat subtle definitional differences, Crumbaugh’s and Maholick’s work provided
early evidence that purpose, as they interpreted it in Frankl’s work is, in fact, found to
higher degrees in individuals who are doing well, and have accomplished something.
In addition to grounding their purpose definition in the work of Frankl and its
interpretation by Crumbaugh and Maholick, Damon et al. (2003) also provide a
succinct overview of additional 20th century attempts to measure purpose. This
overview is offered as a part of their effort to connect their definition to previous work
and to draw important distinctions between their definition and previous work. Earlier
measures include a 1-item sense of purpose measure - “I feel my life has a sense of
purpose” (Francis, 1994); the “Purpose in Life Scale” (Robbins & Francis, 2000 cited
in Damon, et al., 2003), and several measures that conflate purpose and meaning
and/or purpose and psychological wellbeing (see page 121 – 123 in Damon et al.,
2003 for a complete overview of these). These earlier measures, though, do not quite
assess purpose as Damon et al. define it. Most importantly for the aims of this
dissertation, none of these earlier measures evaluate the degree to which the
individual’s ultimate aims and goals influence the world beyond the self. Having a
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sense of purpose or meaning in life is one thing; knowing what one’s purpose is, how
one will accomplish it and how it integrates one’s own interests with those of others is
a very different thing.
The inclusion of the beyond-the-self dimension distinguishes the prevalent
PYD definition of purpose from earlier purpose research, and is of particular
importance in this dissertation. Additional researchers associated with the Stanford
Center of Adolescence have further explicated on the beyond-the-self dimension
included in the theoretical work of Damon, Menon and Bronk (2003). Moran (2008),
in research examining purpose as a form of intrapersonal giftedness, explains that a
young person who displays a long-term intention that is personally meaningful
without influencing anything beyond the self would be characterized as having a “selforiented goal,” rather than as purposeful. Importantly, many different types of longterm intentions could meet the beyond-the-self requirement of purpose. What is
important is not so much the content of the goal, but rather the reasons behind the
goal: “Purpose is achieved when beyond-the-self contribution is central to how young
people talk about their most important life goals” (Malin, Reilly, Quinn & Moran,
2013). As I will discuss in Chapter 2, the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose is
central to the definition used in this dissertation.
As referenced in the discussion of Frankl’s conflation of meaning and purpose,
the delineation between meaning and purpose is another feature that distinguishes the
definition of purpose gaining acceptance within PYD theory from earlier purpose
research and theory. When purpose is defined as a “stable and generalized intention to
accomplish something that is at once meaningful to the self and of consequence to the
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world beyond the self” (again, Damon et al., 2003, p. 121), meaning is part of, but not
synonymous with purpose (Bundick & Yeager, 2009). Purpose is certainly a way in
which one might make meaning out of life, but making meaning out of life does not
necessarily guarantee a purposeful life. McKnight and Kashdan (2009) explain how
purpose and meaning are different yet related to each other in a theoretical piece
designed to show the possible connection between purpose and both health and
wellbeing. They define purpose as a “central, self-organizing life aim that organizes
and stimulates goals, manages behaviors and provides a sense of meaning.” While this
definition does not necessarily include a beyond-the-self focus, it is helpful for the
purpose vs. meaning distinction. Meaning, they imply, does not necessarily result in
purpose. One could certainly find meaning in many things that would not coalesce the
interests of the self with interests beyond the self or that would not call for any
organized set of actions. When purpose is found, however, it likely helps to further
define meaning. Purpose very much ties together answers to questions of “how” and
“why” life is lived. Purpose drives the individual, and thus, in the McKnight and
Kashdan conception, it is somewhat like a life goal. Unlike a goal, however, it is not
terminal – one may do many things to enact one’s purpose over the course of life, but
purpose does not end the way a goal does. McKnight and Kashdan propose that
purpose is different from a goal in its scope, strength and awareness. It is broad
enough in scope to influence many areas of life, strong enough to drive actions, and
one is aware enough of it to be able to articulate it in some way. It is in its
concreteness and translation into action that purpose is distinguished from meaning.
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Purpose then, in theory, influences how people live. In this vein, it is argued to
be a foundational motivator. McKnight and Kashdan (2009) suggest that purpose
contrasts with self-determination theory (which suggests that human actions are
motivated by the desire for wellbeing) (citing Deci & Ryan, 2000) and terror
management theory (which suggests that human actions are motivated by a desire for
self-preservation) (citing Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986). In fact, there is
likely some truth to both of these theories, but McKnight and Kashdan suggest that
they are incrementally different from purpose as a motivator (p. 245). Well-being, they
suggest, may arise from meeting requirements of autonomy, competence and
relatedness, but they also point to other research that suggests that “working towards
strivings congruent with central values has been shown to be the most successful route
to enhancing well-being (Koestner, et al., 2002; Sheldon, 2002)” (McKnight &
Kashdan, 2009, p. 245). Furthermore, they argue that the suggestion by proponents of
terror management theory that avoiding anxiety over death is a constant and prime
motivator likely goes too far as an explanation for all behaviors. Purpose, in contrast
to self-determination and terror management theories, offers a prime motivational
construct that imbues life with something more than personal wellbeing and selfpreservation. Purpose grounds wellbeing and other self-oriented drives in the context
of aims and actions that connect individuals to the world beyond the self.
Theoretically speaking, purpose moves individuals on the path to a simultaneous
contribution to self and others that is characteristic of thriving.
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Benefits of Purpose in a PYD Framework
There is growing empirical evidence that purpose as it is defined in this
dissertation is an integral contributor to and marker of thriving, the optimal
development towards which PYD aims. After the introduction of the Damon et al.
(2003) definition of purpose, researchers at the Stanford Center on Adolescence
created a measure of purpose (Bundick et al., 2006) that would more accurately assess
purpose as it had been operationalized in the 2003 theoretical work (and in Damon
2008). They constructed this measure, The Revised Youth Purpose Survey, by using
relevant items from earlier scales (Crumbaugh & Maholick, 1967; Keyes, Smotkin, &
Ryff, 2002; Steger, Frazier, Oishi & Kaler, 2006). It measures commitment to and
engagement with purpose in life (identified purpose) and the degree to which one is
searching for purpose. Additionally, researchers at the Stanford Center on
Adolescence drew from related research on meaning in life (De Vogler & Ebersole,
1980, 1981, 1983 cited in Bronk & Finch, 2010) and asked participants to indicate the
degree to which seventeen different categories of purpose were indicative of their own
identified purpose (see Bronk & Finch, 2010 for a discussion of this measure).
Category examples include, “make the world a better place,” “be successful,” and
“support my family and friends.” Taken together, these measures assess the intention,
engagement and beyond-the-self dimensions that are constitutive of the type of
purpose discussed in this dissertation (Moran, 2009; Malin, et al., 2013). Researchers
utilizing the definition operationalized by Damon, Menon and Bronk and the measures
from the Stanford Center on Adolescence have generated a body of empirical research
that links purpose to several positive developmental constructs related to thriving.
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The bulk of this research has examined relations among purpose, hope,
wellbeing, life-satisfaction and identity. Benson and Scales (2009) proposed purpose
and hope as measurement markers of thriving in adolescents. Wellbeing and life
satisfaction, while not equivalent to thriving, are theoretically expected to be, on
average, present in the thriving individual (see Bundick, et al., p. 915). Researchers
investigating relations among purpose, hope, wellbeing, life satisfaction and identity
have largely drawn from an Eriksonian framework, where adolescence is believed to
be a major time during which individuals explore and resolve identity (Erikson, 1968).
Thus, these researchers have worked to show that purpose is not just important to
identity, but that in its importance to identity, purpose is also significant for the
emergence of thriving. In addition to the ways in which thriving has already been
described here, it has also been referred to as the “functioning of the integrated, whole
person across all life domains” (Bundick et al., 2010, p. 891, emphasis in the
original); in other words, thriving involves the movement through life of an individual
with a secure identity. Theoretically, the identity work done during adolescence may
prove foundational for various components of thriving (Bundick et al., 2010). As
stated by Burrow, O’Dell and Hill (2010), “From the perspective of PYD, while
finding that purpose in life helps youth resolve a sense of identity makes studying
purpose important, finding that it also promotes thriving in youth makes doing so
paramount” (p. 1267). Empirical research is beginning to show that purpose is, in fact,
important to various connected components of thriving.
Bronk, Hill, Lapsley, Talib and Finch (2009) conducted one of the first studies
that linked the contemporary definition of purpose to thriving predictors and correlates,
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specifically hope and life satisfaction. Their study set out to understand how purpose
functions in the lives of individuals. Participants included 153 adolescents (Mean age
= 14; SD = 1.7 years), 237 emerging adults (Mean age 21; SD = 2.0 years), and 416
adults (Mean age = 35; SD = .5 year) who lived or attended college in the Midwest.
Data sources included participant responses to a survey that measured purpose (using
the aforementioned Revised Youth Purpose Survey [Bundick et al., 2006]), a measure
of hope and a measure of life satisfaction. The measure of hope assessed agency and
pathways towards ones goals as indicators of hope. Bronk et al. found that for both the
adolescent and emergent adult samples both having identified and searching for
purpose positively correlated with hope and life satisfaction. However, for adults, only
identified purpose was positively correlated with hope and life satisfaction. Searching
for purpose in adulthood was negatively correlated with hope and life satisfaction.
Finally, they found that agency (which they discuss as having the will to accomplish
one’s goals) mediated the relation between identified purpose and life satisfaction in
all three age groups. There are three implications of this work for arguing for the
importance of studying purpose in adolescents. First, the simple correlations between
purpose and both hope and life satisfaction connect purpose to other components of
thriving. Second, their results suggest that it is important to seek and eventually
discover one’s purpose by the time one reaches adulthood, as those participants who
were seeking purpose in adulthood reported lower life satisfaction. Thus, focusing
time on the development of purpose during adolescence is likely a worthwhile
endeavor. Third, the mediatory role of agency between purpose and life satisfaction
gives additional weight to the role of purpose in the thriving process, as another
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marker of thriving is the young person’s active role in shaping his or her life and
context (Benson & Scales, 2009; Bundick et al., 2010). Thriving is a multi-faceted
process, and this particular study suggests that purpose may be a catalyst, or
particularly important component, in that process.
Burrow, O’Dell and Hill (2010) also studied the connections between purpose
and additional components of thriving. They conducted cluster analysis to classify
adolescents according to their degree of purpose commitment and exploration, and
then utilized an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine if particular purpose
exploration and commitment statuses associated with different levels of positive affect
and hope. Their sample included 318 adolescents (54.5% female) from the American
Midwest between the ages of 14 and 18. As with many of the studies reviewed here,
they administered the Revised Youth Purpose Survey (Bundick et al., 2006), as well as
measures of identity commitment and exploration, positive affect and hope. As
hypothesized, cluster analysis confirmed four purpose exploration/commitment
statuses that lined up with Marcia’s (1966) identity exploration/commitment statuses.
In Marcia’s framework, youth who are high on identity commitment and high on
exploration are considered “achieved.” Those who are high on commitment and low
on exploration are “foreclosed.” Those who are low on commitment and high on
exploration are in “moratorium,” and those low in both domains are considered
“diffused” in identity. Burrow et al. found four purpose statuses, using the same
commitment and exploration spectrums. The purpose statuses carry the same names as
identity statuses, with the exception of those high on purpose exploration and low on
purpose commitment, who Burrow et al. refer to as “uncommitted,” rather than as in
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“moratorium.” The most significant finding in terms of connecting purpose to other
positive components of thriving emerged from an analysis of variance (ANOVA)
between these purpose statuses and scores for positive affect and hope. For both
positive affect and hope, youth with achieved or foreclosed purpose statuses scored
higher than those with diffused or uncommitted statuses. This lends support to the idea
that having purpose, having a specific “something” to which one can commit, may
support other components of thriving, like positive affect and hope.
Other research has more specifically addressed purpose and identity by
distinguishing between the two, and by demonstrating the role of purpose in
promoting identity. This category of research affords an interpretation of purpose as a
prime catalyst in the thriving process. Three studies exist that attempt to clarify the
relation between identity and purpose. The first (Burrow, O’Dell, & Hill, 2010) has
already been discussed and primarily drew parallels between Marcia’s identity statuses
and purpose statuses, rather than distinguishing between the two. Bronk (2011) also
established links between identity and purpose. She conducted a grounded theory
analysis of eight purpose exemplars between the ages of 12 and 22 at the time of their
first interviews. Community members with knowledge of these youth nominated the
exemplars. Exemplars were mainly Caucasian individuals and the sample was genderbalanced. They were interviewed three times over a period of five years for about
three hours at each time point. The researcher used a semi-structured interview
protocol, and then used the “constant-comparison” method to allow themes to emerge
from the data. The following themes emerged: 1) purpose influenced how exemplars
viewed themselves in relation to others (e.g. by seeing the concrete ways they could
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contribute to the wellbeing of others); 2) purpose helped exemplars develop an
enduring sense of self; 3) purpose reinforced identity, and identity reinforced purpose,
and 4) purpose and identity overlapped – in other words, who the exemplars thought
they were was synonymous with what they wanted to accomplish. These findings lend
credence to the hypothesis that purpose may be important for youth because it
functions as part of an integrated search for identity, the crystallization of which is a
key task during adolescence.
A significant question that emerges from work linking identity and purpose,
however, is whether or not purpose and identity are functionally distinguishable from
each other. In later work, Hill and Burrow (2012) demonstrated that purpose is
empirically distinct from identity and that commitment to purpose helps resolve crises
of identity. Their work consisted of two studies utilizing survey data collected from 99
high school students (57% female, 77% Caucasian, mean age = 16.4 years) from the
American Midwest. Participants responded to surveys at two points in time, six
months apart. Participants completed the Revised Youth Purpose Survey, an identity
measure and a measure assessing Big-Five personality traits. The first study examined
correlations between purpose exploration and commitment and identity exploration
and commitment. Hill and Burrow found that adolescents high in purpose exploration
tended to decrease in their scores for identity exploration, suggesting that purpose,
even just seeking it, might help resolve identity, which is good for positive
development. Secondly, by testing the manner in which purpose and identity predicted
personality traits, Hill and Burrow demonstrated that, at least in terms of personality,
purpose and identity function differently from each other.
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Other research has focused on the manner in which purpose supports identity
development, thus positioning purpose as an important part of the thriving process in
positive youth development. Burrow and Hill (2011) continued the investigation into
purpose as an asset for positive youth development, but through an identity framework
Drawing from the work of Cote (1996, 1997, cited in Burrow and Hill, 2011) they
theorize that purpose serves as a form of identity capital for youth, where, “…a stable
sense of self facilitates individuals’ ability to negotiate everyday experiences by
enhancing their recognition of opportunities most relevant to them” (p. 1196). Purpose,
they suggest might be considered a form of identity capital if it contributes to this
stable sense of self. Burrow and Hill then suggest that “it follows from this model that
developing a clear and committed sense of identity should contribute to wellbeing by
bolstering individuals’ sense of wherewithal and self-direction” (p. 1196).
Theoretically, they argue that purpose is important to wellbeing (an indicator of
thriving) because it contributes to identity, which, in turn, is important to wellbeing.
The empirical work that Burrow and Hill (2011) report suggests that this might
be true. In the first study they describe, 107 high school students (51% female, evenly
distributed across high school grade levels) completed a survey that measured identity
commitment, purpose commitment, hope (measured as agency and pathways),
happiness and positive affect. The “agency” subscale for “hope” measured participants’
“goal-directed determination”, and the “pathways” subscale measured “perceived
ability to think of multiple ways to achieve a goal” (p. 1198). They conducted a
mediation analysis on the cross-sectional data. In the high school sample, they found
that purpose mediated the link between identity and all four wellbeing outcomes; full
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mediation occurred for hope-agency, happiness and positive affect and partial
mediation occurred for hope-pathways. Importantly, identity was not found to be a
mediator between purpose and the wellbeing outcomes, except weakly for hopepathways.1 A similar survey was given to 398 undergraduates who were largely in
their first year of college. The only difference in the survey was that life satisfaction
was measured instead of positive affect. Like in the high school sample, purpose fully
mediated the pathway between identity and hope-agency. Full mediation also occurred
for hope-pathways. In addition, purpose was found to partially mediate the relation
between identity and life satisfaction. The reverse was also true though, identity
mediated the link between purpose and life satisfaction. The second study reported in
this article replicated these results using a daily diary record of negative and positive
emotions kept by 198 adolescents from two different high schools in the American
Midwest (56% female, average age = 16 years; 76.3% white). A little over two-thirds
of the adolescents kept the daily diary records to a standard that allowed them to be
used in the study. Identity commitment and purpose commitment were measured prior
to the beginning of the diary phase of the study (the correlation between the two
was .44, p < .01). Similar to the cross-sectional survey results, both identity and

1

This result is somewhat perplexing, given the cross-sectional nature of the data. The

authors note that they used bootstrapping methods (Preacher & Hayes, 2004), but this
does not explain how they got such different results by simply reversing the IV and
mediator roles on variables from cross-sectional data. They do note that this method
did not allow them to select one model over the other.
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purpose commitment predicted daily positive emotions, and purpose commitment was
found to fully mediate the relation between identity commitment and positive
emotions. Thus purpose emerged as a resource for youth who had committed to an
identity, particularly in terms of positive mood on a daily basis. While acknowledging
the fact that claims regarding the directionality of relationships cannot be made with
meditational analysis of cross-sectional data, Burrow and Hill suggest that “accruing
evidence for one meditational pathway over another across outcomes would provide a
stronger suggestion that one model fits better than the other” (p. 1198). By this
standard, they suggest that their adolescent results show that purpose may be a
valuable resource for youth who have committed to an identity. By extension, purpose
can be argued to be positively linked to overall indicators of thriving as it is
conceptualized in positive youth development.
The links between purpose, identity, hope and wellbeing suggest that purpose
is related to positive developmental outcomes in youth, but they tell us little about the
manner in which particular purpose intentions, or content, may contribute to that
development. The studies described so far all drew conceptually from the Damon, et al.
(2003) definition of purpose, and utilized purpose measurements drawn from the
Revised Youth Purpose Survey (Bundick et al., 2006). Recall that the Damon et al.
definition of purpose includes intention, engagement and beyond-the-self dimensions.
However the studies described so far, if they utilized a quantitative purpose
measurement, really only assessed the degree to which intention and engagement were
present. Missing from this is a significant distinguishing feature of the Damon et al.
definition of purpose: the beyond-the-self component. However, some researchers
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have specifically examined the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose as particularly
important to youth development. I review this research here as a foundation for
understanding the important role of the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose as part
of the thriving process – particularly when the contribution focus of optimal
development is taken into account (see Figure 1).
The Beyond-the-Self Dimension of Purpose
Recall that the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose contained in the
definition utilized in this dissertation distinguishes this definition from other related
concepts like meaning in life. One strand of contemporary research on purpose within
a PYD framework has focused on investigating the beyond-the-self dimension of
purpose. So far, the evidence suggests that there may be particular benefits of beyondthe-self oriented purpose to the process of thriving, and yet this research is
inconclusive. The studies reviewed in this section demonstrate that cultivating otheroriented concerns may provide a clearer path to purpose than do other types of
concerns and that the combination of self- and other-oriented concerns may be
particularly beneficial. However, these studies also suggest that there are still many
questions concerning the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose.
Some research suggests that other-oriented concerns may provide a clearer
path to purpose than other types of concerns. Moran (2010) investigated changeoriented purpose in youth. Change-oriented purpose was divided into categories of
tolerance and creativity, both of which meet the requirements of the beyond-the-self
dimension of purpose. The tolerance group included youth whose purpose category
suggested a desire for social justice achieved through the “inclusion of more people
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accessing resources” (p. 120). The creative group included youth whose purpose
category suggested a desire to “transform the way people think in some symbolic
domain” (p. 120). Participants were sampled as part of the Stanford Youth Purpose
Project, and included 270 youth, mainly from California, but with a small number
from New Jersey, Pennsylvania and Tennessee. Participants ranged between 12 years
of age and college-aged at the start of the study (separated into cohorts that began the
study in the 6th, 9th, and 11th grades and college), and the sample was gender-balanced
and ethnically diverse. Participants completed the Revised Youth Purpose Survey and
researchers interviewed them using a semi-structured protocol designed to elicit what
was considered most important and meaningful to the participant. Interview data was
coded for normative (e.g. to support a family, get a good job), tolerant and creative
purpose intentions. Overall, researchers coded 12% of youth as tolerant, and 16% as
creative, with the remaining 72% displaying what were called “normative” purpose
intentions. Using frequency tables, Moran found that 60% of the youth who displayed
tolerant purpose intentions also coded as fully purposeful (meaning they were also
engaged over the long-term with an articulated tolerant intention). The tolerant group
contained the highest percentage of youth who coded as fully purposeful. In ANOVA
testing of outcomes from the survey data by categories of youth created in the
qualitative coding, Moran found that tolerant youth also scored higher on identified
purpose than did creative youth. Interestingly, the creative youth displayed bimodality
in terms of identified purpose; a large number clustered around having low or no
identified purpose, while a large number also clustered around having high scores on
identified purpose. Creative youth did, however, score higher on measures of personal
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meaning than did tolerant-oriented youth. The implication of this study for the present
work is that holding tolerant-oriented purpose intentions during adolescence may offer
a particularly clear path towards fully realized purpose. If purpose is good for positive
youth development, it may be in the interest of young people to help them frame their
interests towards change, specifically change that is intended to increase the inclusion
of others in society.
Other research has linked other-oriented concerns to thriving components.
Bronk and Finch (2010) utilized cluster analysis to determine if adolescents grouped
by the types of long-term aims they held, and then conducted a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) on those groups to determine whether or not particular types of
long-term aims might be more advantageous than others. Their sample included 144
adolescents from a medium-sized town in the American Midwest (61.3% male and
72.5% Caucasian). Participants completed a survey that included the Revised Youth
Purpose Survey, inclusive of the categories of purpose questions, a measure of life
satisfaction and a measure of personality traits. Bronk and Finch found a four-cluster
arrangement in the data. These clusters included the following: Cluster 1 (no life-aim
orientation), Cluster 2 (primarily self-focused orientation), Cluster 3 (primarily otherfocused orientation), and Cluster 4 (equally oriented to self and other). A MANOVA
was then conducted on the clusters and various dependent variables. First, there was a
significant difference among clusters for scores on both searching and identified
purpose. Perhaps not surprisingly, those with no orientation had significantly lower
scores than the other clusters on both searching and identified purpose. Conversely,
Cluster 4, which combined self and other orientations, had means on both searching
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and identified purpose that were significantly higher than the other groups. Cluster 3
(other focused) had the next highest means in comparison to the others, and Cluster 2
(self-focused) had the second lowest means on searching and identified purpose.
Second, both Cluster 1 (no orientation) and Cluster 4 (equal self/other orientation)
performed significantly different from the other clusters on the measure of life
satisfaction. Cluster 1 had lower life satisfaction than the other groups, and Cluster 4
had higher life satisfaction than the other groups. Finally, a MANOVA of the clusters
and the Big Five personality traits also revealed significant differences among the
groups. Cluster 4 (equal self/other orientation) had significantly higher scores for
extraversion than the other three groups, with Clusters 1 (no orientation) and 2 (self
orientation) having significantly lower scores than both Clusters 3 (other orientation)
and 4. Cluster 4 also scored significantly higher on openness as compared to the other
three clusters, and Cluster 1 scored the lowest on this dimension. Scores on
neuroticism were also significantly different for Cluster 1 and Cluster 4, with both of
these groups scoring higher on neuroticism than the others (Cluster 1 being higher
than Cluster 4). The results of this study suggest that youth who endorse self and
other-oriented aims to equal degrees may score higher on measures of other theorized
components of thriving, like life satisfaction and openness to experience (Bundick et
al., 2010, pg. 892), than youth in the other clusters. This is important for the work
presented in this dissertation, as it suggests that the integration of self and other that
characterizes the current PYD definition of purpose is worth studying as it may lead to
better outcomes for youth. However, the result concerning the self/other orientation
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and neuroticism leads to some questions about the how the beyond-the-self dimension
of purpose may promote thriving.
Later work by Bundick and Tirri (in press) adds to these questions. Their study
utilized meditational analysis in the US and Finland that was largely meant to uncover
a meditational role for teachers’ competencies in teaching PYD in the path between
teacher support for purpose and three dimensions of purpose in youth. It will be
discussed in more detail in Chapter 2, but one finding is relevant to the discussion here.
They found that the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose was only a weak predictor
of three measured components of PYD in youth (life satisfaction, being on a path to a
hopeful future, and self-perceived fulfillment of potential), as compared to the other
purpose dimensions (goal directedness and future planning). In the Finnish sample, the
beyond-the-self dimension of purpose did not predict components of PYD. In their
own discussion, they note that this finding is somewhat counter to existing research,
which suggests a benefit to prosocial aims in life, but also note that there are many
possible PYD constructs to measure. It is likely then that the beyond-the-self
dimension of purpose functions differently for different aspects of PYD.
A PYD approach to contemporary developmental theory places purpose in a
central role as a catalyst for many components of optimal youth development, or
thriving. In this approach, more and more researchers focus on a definition of purpose
operationalized by Damon, Menon and Bronk (2003). They conceive of purpose
across three dimensions: future-oriented intention, meaningful engagement and a
desire to contribute to the world beyond the self. Largely drawing from identity and
thriving frameworks, several researchers have demonstrated that purpose, particularly
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as measured by the first two dimensions, is linked to positive trajectories for young
people. However, emerging research suggests that it is particularly in the combining of
a self- and other-orientation in purpose that the strongest benefits accrue. Given the
growing support for purpose as a key part of positive youth development (even if there
are still many remaining questions about overlapping constructs), the questions of this
dissertation developed specifically from a desire to better understand the individual
and contextual supports of the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose, particularly
when that dimension is characterized by an orientation towards the wellbeing of others.
Introduction to this Study
Within contemporary developmental systems theory, a key research question is
how individual and contextual factors influence growth towards desired outcomes, like
purpose. In this introductory chapter, I have laid out a case for why fostering purpose
in youth may be important. I also highlighted emerging research that suggests that
cultivating the beyond-the-self dimension of purpose may be especially important. In
the study described in this dissertation I was concerned with what supports purpose,
particularly when its beyond-the-self dimension is oriented towards the wellbeing of
others. With that goal in mind, I set out to investigate particular individual and
contextual predictors of what I call “generous purpose,” where the beyond-the-self
dimension is specifically oriented to the wellbeing of others. In particular, I
investigated the roles of perceived school climate (a contextual variable) and reported
spirituality (an individual variable) during early adolescence. In Chapter 2 I present a
review of literature that undergirds my hypotheses about the relations among generous
purpose, a particular type of school climate and a specific expression of spirituality.
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CHAPTER 2: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Purpose can take many forms, and in Chapter 1 I reviewed research that suggests that
there may be some particular benefits to cultivating purpose that includes a beyond-theself dimension oriented to the good of others. Throughout this dissertation, I refer to this
type of purpose as generous purpose. Within the thriving framework presented in
Chapter 1, it makes sense to cultivate generous purpose, as PYD researchers theorize
contribution to others as hallmark of optimal development. Therefore, in this dissertation
I set out not just to understand how schools and spirituality might predict any purpose;
but instead, I set out to show their link to purpose that is generous.
In this chapter, I define the primary constructs of this study and explain the
hypothesized relations that I investigated among them. I begin with further clarification
of generosity and generous purpose. I then report a targeted review of research about
school climate and spirituality that led to hypotheses about these as predictors of
generous purpose. I specifically outline the hypothesized relations among generous
purpose, school climates characterized by generosity and individual spirituality marked
by relationships with others. I introduce these two predictor variables as school
generosity and relational spirituality. Finally, I conclude with a discussion of the
conceptual framework that links these concepts and guided this dissertation study.
Generosity
While the contemporary usage of the word generosity tends to conjure up
thoughts of actual things given, the virtue of generosity may also be understood as a
moral orientation where the “thing” given is the self. Generosity, conceived in this way,
emanates from the individual (Collett & Morrissey, 2007), being just as much about who
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one is as it is about what one does. This means that generosity is defined more narrowly
than prosocial behavior – which only requires that the action benefit another (Batson &
Powell, 2003). In a review of social psychological research relevant to the study of
generosity, Collet and Morrissey (2007) define generosity and distinguish it from other
prosocial behavior in this way:
We believe that generosity, as the disposition of freely giving one’s time, talents,
and treasures to others, is a unique variant of prosocial behavior. We are
convinced that prosocial, with its more neutral connotations, is the appropriate
term to cover both obligatory and voluntary behavior oriented to the welfare of
others. Generosity, on the other hand, with its connotations of noble and
magnanimous motivations, is a more appropriate term for freely given assistance
to others. Because we envision generosity as a disposition, it is unilateral –
emanating from an individual – by definition. It can help individuals or groups
and may foster reciprocity, cooperation, and benefit the common good (p. 21).
Generosity, in this sense, may be different from pure altruism, although this requires a
qualification. Pure altruism is an act done to benefit the other without any expectation of
reward. However, generosity, unlike pure altruism, is characterized by some degree of
self-orientation or reference (Wright, 2001; Collett and Morrissey, 2007). Generosity is
understood to arise from the gifts one has been given (monetary, physical or otherwise)
and is connected to one’s personal and social identity (Wright, 2001). In this way,
generosity is “unique in that it is situated in the individual rather than the act” (Collett &
Morrissey, 2007). In other words, if generosity is about who one is, then the generous
person who acts in a generous manner is likely to feel good about it, which is a potential

26
reward. A classic take on altruism, particularly in social psychology is that it is action
done to benefit another without any expectation of reward (Collet & Morrissey, 2007),
but some have suggested that unlike individual actions, the altruistic personality, while
not motivated by concrete or social rewards may be motivate by the welfare of others
and/or internalized values, goals and self-rewards (Eisenberg, Fabes & Spinrad, 2006). In
this interpretation of altruism, generosity may be one of its forms. In the end though, even
if the giving motivated by generosity may include self-oriented motivations or concerns,
generosity is always intentionally oriented towards what is truly good for the other. In
this dissertation, generosity is defined as a disposition towards increasing the wellbeing
of others that is rooted in individual gifts, talents and/or resources.
Generous Purpose
When generosity is understood as an overall disposition, rather than a quality
assigned to one act or a series of actions, its descriptive appropriateness for purpose
oriented toward the wellbeing of another becomes more apparent. Recall from Chapter 1
that purposeful individuals engage in long term pursuits that are both personally
meaningful and influence the world beyond the self in some way (Damon, Menon &
Bronk, 2003). Therefore, purpose is identified across three dimensions: meaning,
engagement and beyond-the-self intentions (Moran, 2009). Generous purpose, in turn, is
a long-term intention with accompanying actions that arises out of one’s own skills and
talents; it is personally meaningful and intentionally tries to increase the wellbeing of
another individual or group of individuals. In other words, generous purpose is purpose in
which the beyond-the-self dimension is satisfied by an enduring intention to increase the
wellbeing of others.
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A question may arise about whether any purpose that meets the Damon, Menon &
Bronk definition is not generous, due to the beyond-the-self requirement in that definition.
The answer is yes, and Moran (2010) has pointed one way in which this is so in her study
of change-oriented purpose that I described in Chapter 1. Within the category of changeoriented purpose, she included both creative and tolerant aspirations. Moran described
creative aspirations as those that included the desire to change the thinking of others in
some symbolic domain, whereas tolerant aspirations were described as those meant to
increase the inclusion of others in society. Tolerant aspirations would fall into the
category of generous purpose; the beyond-the-self dimension is satisfied by the intent to
increase the wellbeing of others. Conversely, while there may be ways in which creative
aspirations would also be classified as generous, they would not necessarily meet the
requirement of generous purpose to increase the wellbeing of others. They do, however,
meet the beyond-the-self requirement by influencing the world through changing the
thinking of others.
A theoretical example of a young artist helps to illustrate generous purpose. She
finds purpose in creating art because art has become a way of honoring the talent and
emotions she has discovered in herself (meaning). Then, she acts from that knowledge to
create art (engagement) with the intention of changing people’s perceptions of some
disadvantaged group in society (beyond-the-self intentions). Generosity is at the core of
purpose in this example because her purpose is intentionally about giving through the use
of her talents in order to better the lives of others. This same artist could be purposeful,
yet not exhibit generous purpose, in the following way. As in the first example, she
would find meaning in creating art and act from that sense of meaning. However, she
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would not intend to increase the wellbeing of some disadvantaged group through her art –
instead, she might intend to create something aesthetically beautiful as an end in itself.
Granted, aesthetic beauty may increase the wellbeing of others, but the key to generous
purpose is in whether or not the individual intends, or is motivated by, this increase in the
wellbeing of others.
Generous purpose thus hinges on the intent to improve the wellbeing of another or
others. Wellbeing is, of course, another term that requires definition. Here, wellbeing is
defined in terms that arise from motivation research, and is characterized by fulfillment
of human needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985). This
definition of wellbeing was chosen because it is focused on the ability of individuals to
participate in society, rather than on simple definitions of happiness. Therefore, in order
to satisfy the requirements for generous purpose, the individual would have to be working
to help others achieve their own needs for autonomy, competence or relatedness, either
directly or through meeting some basic need that might be instrumental to achieve these
things. Returning to the example of the artist, if she creates art with the intention of
changing the way people relate to a particular group – for example, children with autism
– she is working to help better the chances that children with autism will have their need
for relatedness met. However, when creating art with the intention of creating something
beautiful, she might still be doing good in the world, but she is not intentionally working
to address autonomy, competence or relatedness for another individual or group of
individuals.
What influences the choice of the young artist to pursue art in order to enhance
the true wellbeing of another – what shifts any purpose towards generous purpose? There
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are many possible variables that may link with purpose, like schools, friends, families,
and psychological attributes, among others (Moran, Bundick, Malin, Reilly, 2012). I
hypothesize that two, in particular, relate to generous purpose: school generosity and
relational spirituality. Schools would seem to be a likely place in which a young person
might be exposed to thinking about the utilization and expression of skills and talents in
particular ways and for particular ends (key components of purpose). Schools are also
one place where adolescents may be exposed to norms and values that incorporate the
wellbeing of the self with the wellbeing of others to varying degrees. As such, one might
expect a link between students’ perceptions of school climate and generous purpose.
Spirituality, I will explain, is inherently about transcendence of the self to include some
“other,” and therefore holds potential as a framework in which young people might find,
interpret, and act on generous purpose. Next, I further delineate the specific quality of the
school and expression of spirituality that I think may link with generous purpose, naming
them as school generosity and relational spirituality.
School Generosity and Generous Purpose
School climate, a contextual indicator of the quality and character of school life,
has long been studied and shown to relate to a variety of positive outcomes for young
people (Cohen, McCabe, Michelli & Pickeral, 2009). Researchers from the National
School Climate Center define school climate and suggest its importance for PYD in the
following way:
School climate refers to the quality and character of school life. School climate is
based on patterns of students', parents' and school personnel's experience of
school life and reflects norms, goals, values, interpersonal relationships, teaching
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and learning practices, and organizational structures. A sustainable, positive
school climate fosters youth development and learning necessary for a productive,
contributive, and satisfying life in democratic society (Cohen, et al., 2009).
I investigated school climates made positive by their generosity, particularly in
interpersonal relationships. To my knowledge, there is no research literature connecting
the specific concept of generosity to school climate. With that in mind, I defined a
generous school climate (school generosity) by drawing from the conceptual
understanding of generosity that I have already presented and the above definition of
school climate. Recall that generosity, here, is best understood as a disposition to give to
others in a way that increases their wellbeing. At the level of the school, I thought this
would be most evident in interpersonal relationships between students and teachers and
among students. In other words, do students perceive that students and teachers at their
schools are generally oriented towards an attitude of giving to each other (time and
talents, more so than treasures)? If so, the school would be characterized as generous.
Beyond this general definition though, I drew from work in measuring individual
interpersonal generosity to define a school climate characterized by such. Specifically,
Smith and Hill (2009) created a measure of interpersonal generosity that assessed six
dimensions of interpersonal generosity that they developed from a review of literature.
These six dimensions of the giving that characterizes interpersonal generosity included
attention, compassion, openhandedness, self-extension, courage and verbal expression.
Attention refers to the degree to which one notices the needs of others. The dimension of
compassion refers to the extent to which individuals go the extra mile or really make it a
point to help others. Openhandedness points to one’s general attitude about giving; is the
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person happy to do it? Self-extension is about the way in which generosity is connected
to who the person believes he or she really is. Courage references the level of risk one
will take to help out another, and verbal expression is the degree to which one “gives” to
others by telling them they are important or loved. You can see that these are much more
about attitudes towards relationships with others than they are about the giving of
physical things. I envisioned school generosity, therefore, to be about the degree to which
students perceived these relational qualities to be the norm between students and teachers
and among students at their schools.
School generosity may be important for the development of generous purpose for
a variety of reasons. First, children between the ages of 6 and 17 spend, on average, 32
hours and 27 minutes per week in school – the only activity they devote more time to is
sleeping (Juster, Ono & Stafford, 2004). These hours suggest that if we want to focus on
developing generous purpose, then school is an important place to begin. Unfortunately,
there is not a long history of research that specifically examines the role of schools in
supporting purpose (Koshy and Mariano, 2011). The evidence that does exist specifically
addressing purpose in schools has largely emerged since the time of Koshy and
Mariano’s review. Some of this research suggests that the time adolescents spend in
school can be good for the development of purpose. Moran et al. (2012) conducted a
mixed methods study investigating supports of youth purpose. Their sample was drawn
from the Stanford Youth Purpose Project, which has been referenced already in the
Chapter 1 discussion of Moran’s 2010 study of change-oriented youth. Moran et al. relied
on content analysis of the interviews data from the Stanford Youth Purpose Project and
on quantitative analysis of survey data. The qualitative analysis showed that school
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served as a core context for supporting purpose (albeit less so than religion and volunteer
work); that purposeful youth saw their teachers as sources of information, opportunity
and encouragement around purpose; and that they looked at their courses and
extracurricular activities as providing opportunities through which they could explore
future possibilities (Moran et al., 2012). In addition, youth spoke about the core contexts
of purpose support as particularly encouraging of the beyond-the-self dimension of
purpose. In another study of pathways in and out of purpose, qualitative analysis of
interviews from this same group of young people revealed that high school is a time and
place where pathways to purpose are explored (Malin, Reilly, Quinn & Moran, 2013).
There is also now evidence that teacher support in particular may be important for
supporting purpose. Quantitative research by Bundick and Tirri (in press), which was
introduced in Chapter 1, examined the potential influence of student perceptions of
teacher competencies on fostering purpose during the middle to late adolescent years in
both US and Finnish samples. The US sample included 381 middle and high school
students between the ages of 13 and 18 at the start of the study. The Finnish sample
included 336 students in the same age range as the US sample. Students all took the same
survey, which was validated in both countries. The survey assessed three dimensions of
purpose (using the Revised Youth Purpose Survey), teacher support of purpose, and
student perception of teacher competencies across three positive youth development
dimensions: future planning, understanding of consequences, and explaining the
importance of academic engagements. Purpose was assessed across three dimensions as
well: purpose identification, goal directedness and beyond-the-self orientation. The US
results are most relevant to the work of this dissertation, and thus are reported here.
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Bundick and Tirri’s ultimate goal was to prove a path of mediation, where the relation
between teacher support of purpose and purpose was mediated by student perceptions of
teacher competencies across the three PYD dimensions. The results of the mediation
analysis follow: 1) teaching the importance of academic engagements mediated the path
between teacher support of purpose and purpose identification; 2) teaching the
importance of academic engagements mediated the path between teacher support of
purpose and goal directness; and 3) teaching the importance of academic engagements
and future planning mediated the path between teacher support of purpose and the
beyond-the-self dimension of purpose. These findings suggest that teachers in the US
can influence three important dimensions of purpose, including the beyond-the-self
dimension, which is particularly relevant to this dissertation.
More broadly speaking, school climate can play a role in other positive
developmental goals that might precede generous purpose. Early research in this area was
largely sociological and, in part, focused on Catholic schools. Bryk, Lee and Holland
(1993), using High School and Beyond data and administrator and teacher surveys at
Catholic and public high schools, found a negative correlation (aggregated to the level of
the school) between higher scores on a school community index and student outcomes
such as class cutting, classroom disorder, absenteeism and dropping out. More recent
school climate research has focused on empathy and prosocial behavior. Barr & HigginsD’Allesandro (2007), in an analysis of survey data from two high schools – one a
traditional high school and one a Just Community school, found positive correlations
between both school norms and educational opportunities and perspective-taking, and
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between student-teacher relationships, student-student relationships and educational
opportunities and emotional concern.
Research in social emotional learning (SEL) also contributes to the hypothesis
that a generous school climate may influence purpose. SEL is a process designed to teach
students the skills and competencies they need to be successful in school and in life (Zin
& Elias, 2006). SEL includes care and concern for others and positive relationships. Both
of these are integral to generous purpose, and therefore SEL research may shed light on
how schools may help develop generous purpose. Researchers studying SEL have
theoretically tied SEL to school context. There is growing support that the best
approaches to SEL include a dual focus on instructing individuals and structuring the
school environment to support SEL (Greenberg et al., 2003, p. 468). Instructional
approaches focus on curriculum targeting particular skills. The environmental approach
may be foundational or complimentary to, or stand separately from instructional
approaches. Durlak and colleagues synthesize the literature concerning this
environmental approach – indicating that students’ social emotional development is
fostered through “establishing safe, caring learning environments involving peer and
family initiatives, improved classroom management and teaching practices, and whole
school community building activities” (Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor &
Schellinger, 2011, p. 407). This approach aims to influence school climate. These
components lead to students feeling valued, wanting to achieve, and to developing better
social-emotional competencies that positively influence a variety of areas. Having said
that, the vast number of programs recommended to educators by the Collaborative for
Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (CASEL) are instructional in nature and target
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specific SEL skills and competencies rather than the whole school environment (CASEL,
2003). Intuitively, it makes sense that if children and youth are immersed in a climate that
models care and concern for others and positive relationships, they will develop skills in
these areas. Empirical research to support this particular role for the interpersonal
relationship dimension of school climate at the high school level, however, is somewhat
thin.
The relevant school climate evidence that does exist in the SEL literature points to
a link between school climate and younger children’s social and personal attitudes,
motives and behavior. Caring School Community (http://www.devstu.org/caring-schoolcommunity) is an elementary and middle school program that focuses exclusively on
strengthening students’ connectedness to school, because, it is believed, this will produce
a variety of more distal outcomes, like better academic performance and prosocial
attitudes and behavior (Solomon et al., 2000; Battistich, Schaps & Wilson, 2004). The
program is characterized by an exclusive focus on creating a supportive school
community. This is done through training teachers to conduct classroom meetings which
focus on issues like bullying, welcoming new students, and conflicts on the playground; a
cross-age buddies program to create relationships across the school; a parent component
to provide continuity between home and school; and a series of school-wide activities to
build community across the school. Caring School Community envisions itself as an SEL
program, and multiple studies of the program show that it produces desirable outcomes.
Solomon et al. (2000) followed a three-year implementation of the program at six
elementary schools, with a wait-listed control group of six schools. Students in the
Caring School Community schools showed increases in their personal, social and ethical
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attitudes, values and motives, as indicated by survey data from students. Academic
achievement only increased in the two intervention schools that were using performance
assessment (which may, in fact, be a more authentic assessment) and who had a strong
local reform mandate. Impressively, the effects of the Caring School Community program
seemed to persist over time. Battistich, Schaps and Wilson (2004) found that middle
school students who had been in Caring School Community elementary schools, in
comparison to their peers who were not, reported being more engaged and committed to
school, endorsed more prosocial and fewer problem behaviors, had higher academic
performances and reported engaging with more prosocial peers. Finally, and particularly
important for investigating the link between school generosity and generous purpose, the
social and ethical outcomes achieved through the Caring School Community
implementation appear to be mediated by students’ sense of the school as a community
(Battistich, Solomon, & Watson, 1998). While Caring School Community is an
elementary grades program, it offers strong support for the effectiveness of a school
climate marked by positive interpersonal relationships in achieving a variety of positive
outcomes.
Other lines of research concerning the connection between schools and positive
youth outcomes have focused on civic commitments. Civic commitments may grow out
of some of the same dispositions as generous purpose (e.g. perspective taking, a sense of
responsibility towards others), and therefore civic research sheds light on the outcome of
interest in this dissertation. In a qualitative description and analysis of the experience of
working with Kohlberg’s Cluster School, Power (2002) describes positive changes in
student behavior arising out of the community practice of democratic principles, and
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reports that graduates of Cluster school were more civically committed 10 years after
graduation than their non-Cluster counterparts. Flanagan, Cumsille, Gill and Gallay
(2007) demonstrated a correlation between youth feeling that their teachers practiced a
democratic ethic and youth beliefs in a just society and commitment to democratic ideals.
Youniss and Yates (1997) explored the essays of high school students involved in a longterm service project through their school religion classes and concluded that exposure to
a particular ideology at their schools allowed for the development of moral and civic
commitments. Taken together with extant purpose research and SEL theory and empirical
findings, this civic research adds to the argument for the potential power of the school in
fostering generous purpose.
School is a primary context for adolescents. Emerging research suggests that the
time adolescents spend in school may contribute to the development of purpose,
particularly in the form of exposure to opportunities and teacher support of purpose.
Research in social emotional learning and civic commitments adds additional credence to
the hypothesis that school may aid in the development of generous purpose. In particular,
empirical work with younger students and theoretical work in the SEL field suggests a
role for the interpersonal dimension of school climate in influencing positive outcomes
for youth. This dissertation builds on these foundations to investigate one expression of
school climate – a climate characterized by generosity in interpersonal relationships – as
a contextual correlate of generous purpose.
Relational Spirituality and Generous Purpose
As important as school climate may be to the development of generous purpose,
however, adolescents do not enter school as blank slates. Researchers have begun to
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investigate potential individual supports for purpose within a PYD framework.
Spirituality, which is fundamentally about how one transcends the self (King, 2008;
Lerner, Roeser, & Phelps, 2008), may be one of those supports. Some PYD researchers
suggest that spirituality may foster an identity marked by contribution to others (Lerner,
Roeser, & Phelps, 2008). Therefore, in addition to investigating school generosity as a
contextual predictor of purpose, I also investigated spirituality as an individual predictor
of purpose. Spirituality may provide an ideal individual interpretive context for the
development of generous purpose (King, 2008), and in its combination of the self with
the “other,” it is not a large leap to prioritize spirituality in an investigation of beyondthe-self purpose
At its most basic level, spirituality is understood as transcendence of some sort –
connecting one’s own life and identity with the lives of others and/or with a higher power.
Within the field of positive youth development, this has been described as a “look inward
to create and recreate a link between ‘my life’ and ‘all life’ … a constant, active, and
ongoing process to create and re-create harmony between the ‘discoveries’ about the self
and the ‘discoveries’ about the nature of life-writ-large’ (Benson, 2008, pp. viii–ix).
Spirituality is fundamentally about one’s commitments and stances, what one pays
attention to and how that influences his or her life (Warren, 2006). Mircea Eliade (1959)
has illuminated the importance of the “sacred” in discussions of spirituality. The “sacred,”
in Eliade’s work, is a somewhat paradoxical integration of that which is completely other
with that which completely familiar. One definition of spirituality is to say that it is a
“search for the sacred, a process through which people seek to discover, hold on to, and,
when necessary, transform whatever they hold sacred in their lives” (Hill & Pargament,
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2003, p. 65). Each of these definitions brings something important to a contemporary
conceptualization of spirituality. Taking these different definitions together, spirituality
can be understood as a seeking of transcendence of the ordinary to that which one comes
to know as sacred, out of which important stances and commitments develop.
However, the inclusion of an intentional search for that which is sacred
sometimes appears to fall out of discussions of spirituality in PYD. In fact, the word
“sacred” only appears twice in the index for Positive Youth Development and Spirituality:
From Theory to Research, both references to the same article (Lerner, Roeser & Phelps,
2008). Instead, researchers in this field tend to use language like “commitments which go
beyond the self in time or place” (Lerner, Roeser & Phelps, 2008) or a “distinct human
capacity to become aware of what is vital in life” (Johnson, 2008). This type of phrasing
does not necessarily preclude the “sacred,” but something of the richness of the word is
lost, and there is a risk of not being able to separate that which is spiritual from simply
the “ordinary” life journey of making commitments and engaging with others.
The hesitancy to use the word “sacred” in PYD discussions of spirituality may
arise from a desire to create a definition of spirituality that is separate from religion.
Spirituality is often studied alongside, or even synonymously, with religiosity, but that is
not the intent of this dissertation. Religiosity may overlap with spirituality (Benson,
Roehlkepartain & Rude, 2003; Reich, 1996), and here is primarily understood as the
“subordination of the self to institutions that are believed to have relations with the divine”
(Lerner, Roeser, & Phelps, 2008, p. 8). In other words, religiosity is primarily about an
institutional identity, whereas spirituality is not necessarily connected to an institution.
The trend in much contemporary research about spirituality has been to set religion and
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spirituality apart from each other – including an, at times, unsubtle conceptualization of
spirituality as “good” and religion as “bad” (Hill & Pargament, 2003). Here, I do not
follow this strict demarcation between the two, but I do work with a definition of
spirituality that I intend to encompass the experiences of many – religious and not. In this
dissertation, “spirituality” may be a part of religion, or it may be something separate from
it, whereas, “religion” will refer specifically to an institutionalized, communal expression
of a kind of spirituality in which transcendence is fundamentally about connecting to a
higher power.
Some definitions of spirituality maintain that any commitments beyond the self
could be construed as spirituality, thus opening up the possibility of negative outcomes of
spirituality (Warren, 2006; Scarlett, 2008). Here though, I will focus on the degree to
which spiritual and/or religious beliefs, practices and expressions integrate the wellbeing
of the self with the wellbeing of the other. I will refer to this self-other integrated
spirituality as relational spirituality (a term I borrow from Cook & Simonds, 2011). It is
relational in that it is not simply a search for interior peace. The relationships sought are
“horizontal” in that transcendence is sought through strengthened relationships and
responsibilities to other people, or even the broader ecosystem (as compared to a purely
“vertical” relationship to an absolute higher power) (Kalton, 2000; Carotta & Carotta,
2005).2 Importantly, relational spirituality is not simply being in positive relationships

2

I have encountered the term “horizontal” in describing the relational spiritually I

investigate in this dissertation in a couple of places. Kalton (2000) uses the term to
describe “green spirituality,” which rejects conventional ideas about transcendence
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with others; instead it is engaging in those relationships because it is believed that these
are the moments where one can encounter that which is sacred.
Religion and/or spirituality are important sources of positive youth development,
including purpose.3 In theory, there are reasons to support this. King (2008) proposed a
theoretical model by which spirituality is “fertile ground” for positive youth development
– one outcome of which is the kind of contribution necessary in generous purpose. This
conceptual argument suggests that organized forms of spirituality provide three important
contexts for positive youth development. Drawing from Eriksonian thought, King
suggests that spirituality serves as a “rich ideological context” (p. 57) in which youth
interpret and give meaning to events in their lives, and a social context through which
they gain relationships, role models and formative experiences (e.g. community service
opportunities). Additionally, she explains how spiritual traditions offer experiences of
transcendence. The connection to the “other” offered through experiences of
transcendence is particularly important in thinking about how spirituality may influence

involving an absolute divine figure (which would be “vertical”) in favor of transcendence
that seeks to connect with the broader universe. The Carottas, on the other hand,
generally write for a Catholic educator audience, and use the term “horizontal”
spirituality in the same way I am using the term “relational” spirituality. They discuss it
as the type of spirituality that Catholic schools encourage through service programs.
3

In this section, I reference “religion and/or spirituality” several times. While I

distinguish the two in the study presented in this dissertation, much of the earlier research
I describe does not.
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generous purpose.
Beyond theory, there is evidence that supports the relationship between
spirituality and/or religiosity and sense of purpose. This early support is based on the 1item purpose measure, “I feel my life has a sense of purpose” discussed in Chapter 1, and
shows that sense of purpose increases for adolescents as church attendance and personal
prayer increases (Francis and Burton, 1994; Francis & Evans, 1996), and that sense of
purpose is modestly, positively related to Bible reading for adolescents (Francis, 2000).
Clearly, a 1-item measure does not fully capture the definition of purpose being used in
this study and church attendance, prayer and bible reading are expressions of a fairly
particular spirituality, but the evidence does point towards a connection between
spirituality and/or religion and purpose. This trend is confirmed by analyses in which
spirituality and religiosity predict higher scores on the Purpose-in-Life (PIL) scale
(Crumbaugh, 1968). Additionally, Molcar & Steumpfig (1988) found a positive
association between worldviews based on a belief in a personal God and scores on the
PIL for American university students. Paloutzian (1981) showed that university students
identifying as religious converts of at least 6 months scored higher on the PIL than a
control group who did not identify as religious converts.
In an effort to capture the complexity of ways in which spirituality might
influence purpose as it is defined in this dissertation, Mariano and Damon (2008)
analyzed survey data from over 400 youth between the ages of 12 and 22, later interview
data of 48 of those participants, and extended interviews with 12 purpose exemplars. The
primary focus of their work was to uncover the potential sources of purpose for young
people, and they investigated religion and spirituality as one of these potential sources. In
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interview data, religion and/or spirituality were not indicated as a primary area of purpose
dedication, in comparison to seventeen other possibilities (only 6 ranked lower).
However, analysis of the semi-structured interviews showed that religion and/or
spirituality played a role in purpose, even if it was not the primary area of dedication.
Tirri and Quinn (2010), conducted a case study analysis of two purposeful youth, and
from this theorized that forms of spirituality that foster a healthy relationship between the
self and the other (like that which was displayed in the case studies) might allow for the
kind of authenticity to self that leads to purpose. Moran et al. (2012) found that youth
who demonstrated all of dimensions of purpose in their responses during a semistructured interview often spoke of religious institutions as being particularly supportive
of the beyond-the-self dimensions of purpose, and that these religious institutions
provided what the authors called an “integrating structure” for the development of
purpose.
Beyond specific research connecting spirituality and purpose, there has also been
some research that connects spirituality to a variety of related prosocial outcomes.
Dowling, et al. (2003, 2004) examined a 1984 Search Institute dataset, and found a clear
link between spirituality and thriving. Their 2003 work utilized exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis on 91 items from the dataset that they theorized would tap
into religiosity, spirituality and thriving. From these analyses, they found that spirituality
had three first-order factors that speak to the definition of spirituality in use in this
dissertation. These factors were orientation to do good work, participation in activities of
self-interest and an orientation to help people other than the self. I cite this as evidence
that others have conceptualized an orientation to others as part of the spiritual dimension
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of life. In their 2004 work, Dowling et al. randomly sampled 1,000 youth from the same
larger dataset who ranged between 5th and 9th grades. Using structural equation modeling,
they found that the direct path between spirituality and thriving was stronger than the
path between religiosity and thriving and the path where spirituality mediated the relation
between religiosity and thriving. In tandem, these two studies give credence to the
construct of spirituality as it is described here, and offer empirical support for linking
spirituality to markers of thriving, like purpose.
While work that specifically examines the relations between spirituality defined
apart from religiosity and these prosocial outcomes is still in relative infancy, there is
data to support the relation between religion and some prosocial outcomes, particularly,
service. Youniss, McLellan and Yates (1999) cross-analyzed three national data sets in
order to examine the link between religion and service. They found that approximately
75% of youth who claimed that religion was important to them reported monthly
participation in service, as compared to 25% of youth who did not claim the importance
of religion in their lives. Additionally, they found that youth reported churches and
schools as two of the most likely places through which they were exposed to service. The
link between religion and service is further confirmed by analysis of the National
Educational Longitudinal Survey (NELS) which showed that young adults who
participated in community service as high school seniors in the context of religious
institutions were 33% more likely to report current service activities as compared to those
who had participated in service as high school seniors outside of the context of religious
institutions (Donnelly, Matsuba, Hart & Atkins, 2005). There are certainly many steps
between participation in service activities and generous purpose (and in fact, service
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participation – meaning traditional volunteer activities – is not necessarily required for
the development of generous purpose). However, these findings suggest that religion
(which often, but not always, includes some form of spiritual life) is linked to the kinds of
generous activities that may start a young person on a path towards generous purpose.
Extant theory about spirituality in a PYD framework suggests that it contributes to
positive youth development and thriving. Empirical research has linked spirituality to
both older and more contemporary concepts of purpose. Additionally, research on
religiosity, which is both related to and distinct from spirituality, suggests connections
between religiosity and service activities, which share the other-oriented focus that is key
to generous purpose. Here, I have described a particular type of spirituality, relational
spirituality, in which transcendence is sought through integrating the wellbeing of the self
with the wellbeing of others. In this dissertation, I build upon this emerging research
about spirituality in a PYD framework to hypothesize relational spirituality as an
individual predictor of generous purpose.
Linking School Generosity and Relational Spirituality
Spirituality, however, is complicated. While it functions as an individual
characteristic, there are also ways in which communities, themselves, embody particular
spiritualities. When this happens, spirituality functions as a contextual variable. While the
primary focus of this dissertation is to report results of a study that investigated relational
spirituality as an individual predictor of generous purpose, I wanted to conduct the study
with an awareness of the way in which spirituality might act as another layer of context
for adolescents. Therefore, I partially sought to understand spirituality as a school level
characteristic.

46
To my knowledge, research on spirituality as a part of school climate does not
exist. This is, perhaps, due the fact that most American youth attend public schools that
do not regularly or explicitly attend to spiritual development. This lack of attention to
spirituality in American schools likely results from a justified attempt to maintain the
separation of church and state, but if the distinction between religion and spirituality is
recalled, church/state separation does not necessarily require the non-recognition and
non-education of the spiritual lives of children and youth in public schools (Alexander &
Carr, 2006). Public schools may be an appropriate context (in concert with family,
community and religious institutions) for addressing the critical questions that arise as
one continuously makes the choice for a life worth living, and as one comes to
understand some vision of the “good” (Alexander & Carr, 2006). In this vein, Nel
Noddings (2006) puts forth self-understanding and religion as two critical lessons that
schools should address. However, an important qualification in Alexander and Carr’s and
Nodding’s arguments is that the task of the school (as it relates to spiritual education) is
to facilitate the asking of the questions, to expose children and youth to several “answers”
to the questions, to train in the skills one would need to explore the questions – but not to
provide the answers. The fact is that the “how” of spiritual education (or even simply a
moral education) in American public schools is likely messy, and fraught with potential
pitfalls into a state sanction on particular spiritual paths attached to established religious
institutions (Simon, 2001). Its difficulty, however, is not sufficient reason to ignore the
potential affordances of spirituality as a school level influence on forming individuals
who contribute to society, some of whom will do so through lives of generous purpose.
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Returning to the PYD Process of Thriving
In Chapter 1, I introduced purpose as a construct within the PYD approach to the
process of thriving (again, see Figure 1). An important dynamic in this theory is
“adaptive regulation,” which can be understand as the situation that arises when a
particular context meets the needs and leverages the strengths of adolescents so that the
relations between the context and the adolescent are mutually beneficial (Lerner,
Brentano, Dowling & Anderson, 2002). Adaptive regulation between adolescents and
their various ecologies results in positive youth development; when this occurs, youth
contribute to their families, communities and civil society, and when it does not, risk
and/or problem behaviors develop (Lerner, Bowers, Geldhof, Gestsdóttir, & DeSouza,
2012). The potential for adaptive regulation formed a backdrop to the present work; it is
why I chose to examine both an individual and a contextual variable as potential
predictors of generous purpose. One step in determining if individual and contextual
variables work together to support a particular outcome is to demonstrate individual links
between each of them and the outcome of interest. With this in mind, I designed a study
that would demonstrate the individual relations between school generosity and generous
purpose, and between relational spirituality and generous purpose, as a foundational step
for later work examining how these three variables may work together. As a secondary
investigation that pointed to the concept of adaptive regulation, I examined both how
school generosity and relational spirituality relate to each other as predictors of generous
purpose, and whether or not any of these relations functioned differently in schools with
varying spiritual contexts. Figure 1 depicts the hypothesized relations tested in the study
described in this dissertation, incorporated within a broader PYD conceptual framework.
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Bold arrows between concepts represent the primary relations under investigation here:
the predictive relation of school generosity to generous purpose, the predictive relation of
relational spirituality to generous purpose, and the relations between school generosity
and relational spirituality as they together predict generous purpose. With this conceptual
framework as a foundation, Chapter 3 outlines the methods I employed to test relations
among school generosity, relational spirituality and generous purpose during adolescence.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Drawing from the empirical and theoretical literature reviewed in Chapters 1 and 2, I
set out to investigate predictors of generous purpose using a PYD approach to the
thriving process. In Chapter 3, I describe the methods used to accomplish the goals of
this study. I begin the chapter by listing the research questions that emerged from my
review of empirical and theoretical literature. I then present the hypotheses designed to
provide empirical answers to these questions. Next I describe the sample for the study,
including demography and retention characteristics. Then I briefly describe the
primary constructs in the student and teacher surveys. Finally, I provide an overview
of my analytical plans for determining the reliability and validity of the measures, and
for testing the hypotheses of the study.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Overall, my review of the literature led me to ask questions concerning particular
individual and contextual predictors of generous purpose: school generosity and
relational spirituality. I was interested both in how each variable individually linked
with generous purpose, and in the potential relations between the two variables in their
connection to generous purpose. These broad interests generated eight specific
questions. In the first four, I inquired about the individual relations between school
generosity and generous purpose, and between relational spirituality and generous
purpose. The next three questions framed a preliminary analysis of the ways in which
spirituality and schools might associate with each other as they relate to generous
purpose. The final question sought to better understand the role of a contextual layer in
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these relations – particularly the spirituality of the school. The eight research questions
of this dissertation follow.
1. What, if any, is the relation between generosity in the high school and
generous purpose in adolescence?
2. Does generosity in the high school predict an increase in generous purpose
for adolescents over the course of the freshman year?
3. What, if any, is the relation between adolescent relational spirituality and
generous purpose?
4. Does adolescent relational spirituality predict an increase in generous
purpose for adolescents over the course of the freshman year?
5. What, if any, is the relation between generosity in the high school and
adolescent relational spirituality?
6. Does generosity in the high school predict an increase in relational
spirituality for adolescents over the course of the freshman year?
7. What, if any, are the relations among school generosity, relational
spirituality, and generous purpose?
8. Do any of the relations among school generosity, relational spirituality, and
generous purpose vary among schools with differing spiritual contexts?
Based on the existing empirical and theoretical literature that I reviewed in Chapters 1
and 2, I set out to answer these questions by formulating eight closely related
hypotheses that I tested through surveys administered at two time points (Time 1 = T1
and Time 2 = T2). These hypotheses follow:
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H1. T2 school generosity will positively correlate with T2 generous purpose
for high school freshmen.
H2. T2 school generosity will positively predict T2 generous purpose in
freshmen students, controlling for T1 school generosity, T1 generous purpose,
T1 school engagement, T1 home and friend support of purpose, T2 social
desirability, gender and school type indicators.
H3. T2 relational spirituality will positively correlate with T2 generous
purpose.
H4. T2 relational spirituality will predict T2 generous purpose, controlling for
T1 generous purpose, T1 home and friend support of purpose, T1 family and
friend religious/spiritual importance, T2 social desirability, gender and school
type indicators.
H5. T2 school generosity will positively correlate with T2 relational
spirituality.
H6. T2 school generosity will positively predict T2 adolescent relational
spirituality, controlling for T1 school generosity, T1 relational spirituality, T1
school engagement, T1 family and friend religious/spiritual importance, T2
social desirability, gender and school type indicators.
H7. T2 school generosity and T2 relational spirituality will be closely related
predictors of T2 generous purpose, controlling for T1 generous purpose, T1
school generosity, T1 school engagement, T1 home and friend support of
purpose, T1 family and friend religious/spiritual importance, T2 social
desirability, gender and school type indicators.
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H8. The relations among T2 school generosity, T2 relational spirituality and
T2 generous purpose will vary among schools claiming different spiritual
contexts.
Overall Study Design
I designed this study to investigate relations among generous purpose, school
generosity and relational spirituality during adolescence as expressed in the above
hypotheses. Ninth grade students at three high schools responded to an online survey
twice (T1 and T2) over the course of the 2011 – 2012 academic year. I also surveyed
teachers at each of the schools near the same time that students took the second survey.
The analytical plan focused on uncovering associations between variables at T2; I
primarily used T1 responses to account for where participants started the school year
on the measure of generous purpose and other control variables, and to conduct the
psychometric analyses presented in Chapter 4. Details about the sampling procedure,
sample characteristics, the survey design and procedure, and analyses plans follow.
Sampling Procedure: Schools
The sample included three high schools drawn from two similar cities in the
Western United States: 1) a Lasallian Catholic school (Catholic school), 2) a public,
charter school using Waldorf methods (Waldorf-methods school), and 3) a
community-oriented, public, charter school (community charter school). The three
schools were chosen for their different stated spiritual ideologies (or lack thereof in the
case of the community charter) – an important element of study design for the final
school-level research question. In Chapter 2, I made the claim that spirituality may
have a place in public education in the United States if it is appropriately separated
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from religious belief and practice. It was important in this study then, to distinguish
between schools with similar spiritual ideologies but differing religious or nonreligious contexts in order to disentangle relational spirituality from religious belief
and practice. Schools were found through personal knowledge, Internet searches and
multiple emails and phone calls to school principals. At the initial point of contact, I
briefly described the study and asked for a chance to meet with the principal to talk
more about it. During this selection interview, I asked more questions about the school
and invited the principal to ask questions about the study. From that process, three
schools were found to be appropriate for this study. The specific reasons for which I
selected each school follow.
Why Choose a Lasallian School?
I included a Lasallian Catholic school in the sample so that one school would
represent relational spirituality at the school level embedded within a particular
religious tradition.4 Lasallian schools are run by the De La Salle Christian Brothers, an
order of men in the Catholic Church who take vows to live in community and dedicate
themselves to giving “a human and Christian education to the young, especially the

4

My own personal knowledge of Lasallian education informed my decision to include

a Lasallian school in the sample. I taught in a Lasallian high school for five years and
participated in a leadership development program grounded in Lasallian principles.
However, the characteristics of Lasallian education that shaped my decision are public
and could be known from an outside perspective as well. The Lasallian school in this
dissertation was not the school at which I taught.
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poor” (San Francisco District Office of Education, retrieved 2013, p. 2). The Brothers
are not priests, instead dedicating their lives to the service of education. Today,
Lasallian schools in the United States are primarily led and staffed by lay people
instead of brothers, meaning individuals who have not taken formal vows to
community life in the Catholic Church. The spirituality of the Brothers, however, is
carried on in these contemporary communities made up of lay educators and some
Brothers.
The spirituality and religious traditions of Lasallian, Catholic education are
rooted in relationships. I included a Lasallian school in this study based on the most
“public” ways in which one might understand Lasallian, Catholic spirituality. One of
the universal ways in which Lasallians articulate their spirituality within Catholic
education is through the “Five Core Principles.” The website for the Christian
Brothers Conference (the central office for the North American Lasallian region)
articulates the core principles in the following way (there is no particular weight or
order to these):
•

Concern for the Poor and Social Justice: Solidarity with the poor and
advocacy for those suffering from injustice.

•

Faith in the Presence of God: A belief in the living presence of God in students,
the community, and the world.

•

Quality Education: Engaging in quality education as students, staff, and faculty
by thinking critically and examining our world in the light of faith.

•

Respect for all Persons: Honoring and respecting the dignity of all individuals.
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•

Inclusive Community: Celebrating diversity and welcoming members to the
community (Christian Brothers Conference, retrieved 2013, “5 Core
Principles”).

These principles are readily found on the websites and publically available
information about individual Lasallian schools; they were easily found as part of the
“Mission and History” description on the website for the specific school included in
this study. They were also visible in many places during my visits to the school.
Importantly, all but “quality education” might be considered, at heart, relational.
In addition to Lasallian Core Principles, Lasallian education places importance
on certain characteristics of teachers. These are derived from the writings of John
Baptist De La Salle, the 17th century, French founder of the Christian Brothers who the
Catholic Church recognizes as a saint. His writings are directed at the community of
brothers (who all took vows to educate the young, especially the poor). Today, these
writings, in combination with contemporary teacher education theory and practices,
form the foundation for teacher development in Lasallian schools. Again, it is the way
in which these ideals are digested in public forums that was important for my selection
process. The Lasallian District of San Francisco lists several qualities and attitudes of
the teacher derived from John Baptist de La Salle’s writings. The qualities of a good
teacher include: dignity, calmness, humility, prudence, wisdom, patience, self-control,
gentleness, zeal, vigilance, prayerfulness and generosity. The attitudes of the good
teacher focus on that which is necessary to form the whole person (which was the
definition of education for De La Salle). The Lasallian District of San Francisco lists
them as follows:
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•

Knowing each student as an individual and being interested in their whole life.

•

Trying to see in each student the image and likeness of God.

•

Being willing to try and maintain an open and friendly relationship with each
student.

•

Being willing to teach by witnessing to the values taught.

•

Being open to asking God’s help to overcome difficulties, misunderstandings,
or lack of easy contact with some students.

•

Being willing to recognize that close association with fellow teachers and
sharing ideals with them is a way of being mutually supportive in the ministry
of teaching (San Francisco District Office of Education, retrieved 2013, p. 6).

As with the Core Principles, the ideals to which Lasallian teachers are called can be
characterized as relational.
The Core Principles of Lasallian schools and the ideal qualities and attitudes of
Lasallian teachers point to a strong relational identity. There are many other ways in
which this focus on the relational appears in the schools as well. For example, “Enter
to learn. Leave to serve,” has become a sort of unofficial motto of Lasallian schools
around the world (San Francisco District of Education Office, retrieved 2013, p. 6).
This motto was seen in large lettering on the outside of the school selected for this
study. The implication of this is that the whole purpose of education is about
developing individuals who are relational with others in a spirit of service. Lasallian
schools answer the question of “Who are we?” with an unequivocal endorsement of
relationships with other people and with God.
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What is interesting about Lasallian schools, as I have presented them so far, is
that there is nothing particularly religious about any of these ideals. God is certainly a
central feature, but not in a solely Catholic way. Lasallians, however, would point out
that it would be a mistake to think of Lasallian schools as anything other than Catholic
Christian schools (Johnston, 1994), even if the particular ideals for which they are
known have wider, humanistic appeal. This dynamic made a Lasallian school the ideal
choice to help disentangle an education grounded in relational spirituality from its
usual association with particular religious traditions. In order to do that, I needed to
compare results at a school that embedded relational spirituality in a particular
religious context (the Lasallian school) with results from a school that embraced
relational spirituality from a more humanistic, non-religious stance. This led me to
include a Waldorf-methods charter school in my sample.
Why Choose a Waldorf-methods School?
Waldorf-methods schools, like Lasallian schools, operate from principles that
might be expressive of school level relational spirituality (as defined in this
dissertation), but they do not characterize themselves as connected to an organized
religious tradition. As with my selection of a Lasallian, Catholic school, I selected a
Waldorf-methods school based on the ways in which these schools describe
themselves. The Association of Waldorf Schools of North America (AWSNA)
maintains a website intended to be a source of information about Waldorf education.
Most of the information on this website pertains to private, Waldorf schools, but these
are the methods that inspire public, Waldorf-methods schools.
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Waldorf education is rooted in the teachings of Rudolf Steiner, a turn-of-the20th-century, Austrian philosopher. Steiner formulated what the AWSNA calls “a path
of inner development or spiritual research he called ‘anthroposophy’” (AWSNA,
retrieved 2013, “About Rudolf Steiner”).5 Anthroposophy, according to the AWSNA,
can be understood of the study of what it means to be human (an interesting parallel to
the Lasallian commitment to provide a “human” education). Over the years, the ideas
of anthroposophy have been interpreted into contemporary settings to become what is
known as “Waldorf Education.” The AWSNA has this to say about the Waldorf
student and educational journey:
For the Waldorf student, music, dance, and theater, writing, literature, legends
and myths are not simply subjects to be read about, ingested and tested. They
are experienced. Through these experiences, Waldorf students cultivate a
lifelong love of learning as well as the intellectual, emotional, physical and
spiritual capacities to be individuals certain of their paths and to be of service
to the world (AWSNA, retrieved 2013, “What is Waldorf Education?”).

5

An Internet search using the terms “Waldorf,” “anthroposophy,” or “Rudolf Steiner”

turns up an array of critics of the Waldorf approach. Especially relevant to this
dissertation are those who suggest that Waldorf methods do not belong in public
schools, because, they claim, anthroposophy is a religion. The best organized of these
groups is People for Legal and Nonsectarian Schools (PLAN) (see
www.waldorfcritics.org). However, legal challenges brought by PLAN have not stood
up in the US legal system (see Guitierrez, 2012).
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There are a couple of important features of this description in terms of considering
Waldorf-methods schools as spiritual contexts. First, spiritual capacities are assumed
to be one of the areas developed by the educational process. Second, the AWSNA
makes an explicit connection between the student’s individual path and being of
service to the world (a sort of self-transcendence) – this is similar to the Lasallian
spiritual context described earlier.
An important requirement of this study was to include a school with a spiritual,
yet not religious, context. Based on the way Waldorf education describes itself,
Waldorf schools meet this requirement. There are some, however, who suggest that
Waldorf education is religious or sectarian (see earlier footnote), and the AWSNA
takes care to address this issue on its website, saying:
Waldorf schools are non-sectarian and non-denominational. They educate all
children, regardless of their cultural or religious backgrounds. The pedagogical
method is comprehensive, and, as part of its task, seeks to bring about
recognition and understanding of all the world cultures and religions. Waldorf
schools are not part of any church. They espouse no particular religious
doctrine but are based on a belief that there is a spiritual dimension to the
human being and to all of life. Waldorf families come from a broad spectrum
of religious traditions and interest (AWSNA, retrieved 2013, “Frequently
Asked Questions”).
The AWSNA claims religious and sectarian neutrality, and again, in this dissertation, I
based school selection on the ways in which schools described themselves. However,
in order to more fully ensure that there was some separation between what could be
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called the spiritual context of the school and any religious or sectarian ideology, I
chose to include a Waldorf-methods public charter school, instead of a private,
Waldorf school, as these public schools have to be even more careful about protecting
the religious freedom of their students.
The particular high school that I chose for this study refers to itself as
“Waldorf-inspired,” and as a “Waldorf-methods” school. This is important because it
shows their connection to a view of education that, at heart, has a spiritual dimension,
even it they have to take care to express that view of education in ways that respect the
US public school context. So, when you visit the website of the school selected for
this dissertation, you will not actually find the word “spiritual.” Instead, the school
draws from traditional Waldorf ways of describing a three-pronged approach to
education that focuses on the head (critical thinking), the heart (creative expression)
and the hands (wholesome action). This education, the Waldorf-methods school in this
study suggests, is all designed to give students the ability to answer the question: How
will you engage the world? Again, there is an intentional focus in this school on
connecting self-development with the way in which the self engages the world; in the
focus on self-knowledge and self-transcendence, this Waldorf-methods school creates
a “spiritual” context for education, even if they use different language to describe it.
This is not to say that they are trying to “trick” public education into embracing a
spiritual agenda, but rather, that in removing the language of spirituality they allow for
an educational context that still embraces the self-other concerns that have
traditionally been associated with the spiritual.
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In addition to a view of education that incorporates the development of the self
with engagement with the world (a relational goal), Waldorf schools also rely on the
importance of relationships within the school in achieving this task. Kindergarten
through 8th grade Waldorf schools practice “looping,” where, the same teacher ideally
stays with the same group of students for the course of elementary school.
Additionally, the AWSNA notes that teacher commitments to knowing students as
individuals likely form a first impression of a Waldorf school for many. The high
school chosen for this study was trying to maintain the importance of long-term
student-teacher relationships by implementing an advisory teacher who students would
stay with over the four years of high school and by experimenting with particular
courses that students would stay with for more than one year.
Based on the ways in which the Waldorf-methods school selected for this
study presented its educational viewpoint, I believed it could represent a spiritual
context for education, even if it did not specifically used the term “spiritual” to
describe itself. Separating a spiritual context from the ideology (religious or
otherwise) that gave birth to it is difficult, and public, Waldorf-methods schools
offered a best-case scenario for trying to do this for this study. The Lasallian and
Waldorf-methods schools in this study shared an educational view that incorporated
individual development with engaging with the world. In this study, however, I
wanted to understand the influence of the religious and spiritual contexts. In order to
more fully isolate them, I included a school that still focused on some of the same self
and community concerns shared by the Lasallian and Waldorf-methods schools, but
that did not operate from any particular spiritual or religious context. This school was
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a charter school that included ideals of self-development and community
responsibility, but that did not attempt to place these into an integrated spiritual or
religious context.
Why Choose a Community-oriented Charter School?
I chose the community charter school to function as a sort of control context
for the hypothesis examining differences by the spiritual and religious contexts of the
school. As such, it was important that the school espouse some sort of understanding
of the importance of relationships in education without an explicit connection to a
spiritual or religious tradition. The selected school included “community” as one of its
core values, and I confirmed its commitments to helping students engage with the
world in a selection interview with the principal. Ideally, I would have been able to
select a school that had student populations similar to that of the Catholic and Waldorf
–methods schools. However, I was not able to recruit a community-centered charter
school that matched in this sense. The selected school primarily served Latino students
who would be the first in their families to pursue a college education. The other two
schools were much more diverse on these two variables.
As I move on to describe some of the specific demographic features of the
schools and the student sample, it is important to remember here that the selection
process and scope of this study identified different school spiritual contexts primarily
based on two pieces of information: 1) publically available information about the
mission and philosophy of each school, and 2) selection interviews with school
principals. The research reported here does not include a qualitative investigation into
the actual practice of these spiritual contexts at each school site. When thinking then
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about the unit of analysis for the school-level results presented in Chapter 5, it is
important to remember that “differences” between the school spiritual contexts refer to
this publically presented information confirmed through the principal selection
interview.
School-level Demographics
In this section I describe the general demographic picture of the three selected
schools, hereafter referred to as the “Catholic,” “Waldorf-methods” and “community
charter” schools. The schools were promised anonymity in the report of this study, and
thus I do not directly cite my sources for this demographic information. However, data
for the Waldorf-methods and community charter schools came from School
Accountability Report Cards (SARCs) for the year of the study (published the year
after), and data for the Catholic school came from information published by the
Lasallian district of schools in which the school was located. Approximations of
numbers are used in some cases to maintain anonymity for the school.
The Catholic school had a population of around 1,000 students, the plurality of
whom identified as Caucasian in application materials (around 49%). The next largest
group of students self-identified as Hispanic/Latino(a) (21%). African-American,
Asian and Multi-racial students comprised the remainder of the student population at
this school 72% of students in the Catholic school came from families who identified
as Catholic in their application materials. Seventy-nine teachers taught students at the
Catholic school. The Catholic school was the only tuition-driven school in the sample,
and one year’s tuition was around $11,500. 36% of students attending the Catholic
school qualified for some form of tuition assistance from the school, and by the
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school’s account, every attempt is made to offer the amount of assistance needed.
Every student who qualifies is offered some assistance. In addition, as part of a district
mandate, 5% of students admitted to the school each year must come from families
living at or below the federal poverty line. These students are provided with full
scholarships for the four years of high school, extra academic support, and financial
support for all school activities (e.g. sports, retreats, dances, etc.).
The Waldorf-methods school had an approximate population of 290 students.
The majority came from families who identified as Caucasian in enrollment materials
(around 59%). The next largest group of students identified as Hispanic/Latino(a)
(around 20%). Those groups who identified as Black or African-American, Asian, or
multi-racial each made up a little over 5% of the student population. Thirteen teachers
taught students at the Waldorf-methods school. A little over half of the students at the
Waldorf-methods school were reported as socio-economically disadvantaged in the
SARC for 2011-2012.
The community charter school had an approximate population of 400 students,
90% of whom identified as Hispanic or Latino(a). Nineteen teachers taught these
students. Approximately 84% of students at the community charter were reported as
socio-economically disadvantaged in the SARC for 2011-2012. Clearly, the
community charter school was quite demographically distinct from the other two
schools in this study. This will be taken into account when interpreting and discussing
any school-level differences in results.
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Student Participants
I invited ninth grade students at each school to participate in the study. I
selected freshmen for a particular reason. Because they were surveyed once during the
earliest days of their high school careers, the school presumably had not yet had the
chance to influence students in any substantial ways. Responses to the T1 survey
primarily provided baseline measurements of generous purpose and information for
the creation of control variables. Therefore, the information obtained from the
freshman cohort in the second survey administration offered a truer picture of the kind
of change that might be attributed to the student experience of the school, because
generous purpose was examined in relation to where students started high school on a
measure of that variable. In addition, I was able to use the T1 measure of school
generosity (as a control variable) and the T1 measure of relational spirituality (to
construct a test of moderation) as part of the analyses reported here. Details and
reasoning concerning the use of T1 scores are presented as necessary to explain
various analytical steps.
In order for students to participate, their parents had to provide signed consent
and students had to assent online before taking the survey. I encouraged students to
return consent forms (with or without permission given) by entering all students who
did in a raffle for a gift card to Jamba Juice or Starbucks or another coffee shop (the
school helped me decide which would be best). I also told students that if they
participated in the survey, they would be able to vote on an area of their school to
which a gift would be made by me. This monetary gift was sent to the school at the
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end of data collection with a note letting the principal know which area students had
selected.
This recruitment process resulted in an initial student sample of 300 students:
208 at the Catholic school (81% of the 9th grade class), 53 at the Waldorf-methods
charter school (56% of the 9th grade class), and 39 at the community charter school
(28% of the 9th grade class).6 Table 1 shows the sample size and general retention
figures for each school. At the beginning of the school year, students ranged in age
from 13 – 16 years (! = 14.02, s = .46).7 T1 age ranges and means at each school were
as follows: Catholic school (13 – 15 years, ! = 14.03, s = .44), Waldorf-methods

charter school (13 – 15 years, ! = 13.89, s = .53), and Community-oriented charter

school (13 – 16 years, ! = 14.11, s = .48).

6

While the majority of students at both the Catholic and Waldorf schools returned

parental permission forms to participate in the study, this was not the case at the
community charter school. Several factors contributed to the low numbers there,
including having to redistribute all of the Spanish-language permission slips (this was
virtually all of the permission slips at this school) and reschedule the survey
administration to accommodate this process at the request of Stanford University’s
IRB.
7

Only one participant was 16 years of age. It is unclear if this was the participant’s

true age or if this was a mistake made in reporting his year of birth.
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Aside from age, participants provided information about three other
demographic characteristics: gender, race/ethnicity, and mother’s educational
background. In terms of gender, the T1 sample had slightly more males (N = 159, 53%
of sample) than females. The percentage of males as compared to females was almost
identical at T2. A full report of the gender breakdown of the sample, as well as
retention percentages is displayed in Table 2. Overall, males and females retained at
similar rates. However, males were retained at a significantly higher rate at the
community charter school.
Participants were able to indicate as many race/ethnicity categories as they
thought applied to them. For reporting purposes here, I recoded participants who
indicated multiple races/ethnicities into one category, “multiple races/ethnicities.”
Table 3 shows a full breakdown of student report of race/ethnicity. Although no
racial/ethnic group formed a majority of the T1 sample, a plurality of participants
indicated their race/ethnicity as white (N = 107, 35.7% of the sample). Reflective of
demographic trends in the communities in which the schools were located, 28.7% (N
= 86) of the sample indicated multiple races/ethnicities for themselves. Those who
indicated their race/ethnicity as Hispanic/Latino(a) comprised 22.3% (N = 67) of the
T1 sample. All other groups comprised less than 5% each of the T1 sample.
The T2 sample was similar to the T1 sample across racial/ethnic groups. Again,
the largest single group of participants indicated their race/ethnicity as white (N = 94,
37.2% of the sample). Those who indicated multiple races/ethnicities formed the next
largest group, at 29.6% (N = 75) of the sample. At T2, 19.4% of the sample (N = 49)
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indicated their race/ethnicity as Hispanic/Latino(a). As at T1, all other groups
comprised less than 5% each of the T2 sample.
There were some differences in racial/ethnic distribution among the three
schools at T1 and T2. For example, no students at the community charter school
indicated their only race/ethnicity as white as compared to the majority of students at
the Waldorf-methods charter who did so. The entire population of students who
indicated their only race as Filipino was at the Catholic school; and a majority of
students at the community charter school (69.2% at T1 and 76% at T2) indicated their
only race/ethnicity as Hispanic/Latino(a). A complete breakdown of ethnicity by
school is shown in Table 3.
I also collected information concerning the educational attainment of
participants’ mothers as a way to assess socioeconomic status (SES). Educational
attainment is a commonly used proxy for SES (Oakes, 2012). While univariate proxies
for SES, like educational attainment, are imperfect measures of a complex social
indicator like SES, they can be appropriate to use when constraints on a study do not
allow for composite measures of SES (Oakes, 2012). In this case, the constraints were
the time period allowed for the survey at each school and the expected knowledge of
young adolescents of other measures of SES. Therefore, participants were asked to
report their mother’s highest level of educational achievement, because people are
more likely to provide truthful information about educational attainment than income
(Oakes, 2012), and it was thought that adolescents would be more likely to know
whether their mothers attended college than any particulars about others indicators of
SES.
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The demography of the sample by reported level of educational attainment for
the participant’s mother is shown in Table 4. The majority of the T1 sample (58%, N =
174) reported mothers who completed college. At T2, this group comprised 61.7% of
the sample (N = 156). Ninety-seven T1 participants (32.3% of the sample) reported
that their mothers did not complete college; this group represented 28.9% (N = 73) at
T2. Finally, 9.7% of the T1 sample (N = 29) either did not answer the question or did
not know their mother’s educational attainment. Similarly, this group represented
9.5% (N = 24) at T2. These numbers varied among the three schools, with the majority
of participants at the Catholic school reporting mothers who completed college, the
majority of students at the community charter reporting mothers who did not complete
college, and a relatively more even distribution reported at the Waldorf-methods
school (see Table 4 for specifics for the three schools).
Retention Characteristics
The percentages of students retained across the sample, among schools and for
each of the demographic variables are found in Tables 2, 3 and 4. However, important
features of the retained sample are highlighted here. Overall, retention between T1 and
T2 was high, at 84.3%. There were differences in retention rates among schools and
across demographic variables though. Participants from the Catholic and Waldorfmethods charter schools were retained at higher rates than those from the community
charter school (91% and 79.3%, respectively, as compared to 53.9%). Males and
females retained at about the same rate for the whole sample, but the T2 sample from
the community charter school retained more males (60.8%) than females (43.8%).
Those indicating their race/ethnicity as white, African American, Asian American,
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Filipino or “multiple” retained at higher overall rates than those indicating their
race/ethnicity as Hispanic/Latino(a) or “other” (See Table 3). There were differences
among the three schools in retention for different races/ethnicities. Some of these
deserve cautious interpretation due to the small numbers of certain groups at each
school, but overall, the Catholic school retained across a broad spectrum of
race/ethnicity more consistently with T1 percentages than did the other two schools.
Teacher Participants
I also invited teachers at each school to participate in this study. Their
participation involved completing a survey at the same time as or by the end of the
same school year as the student T2 survey. While teachers at each school were invited
to participate, the numbers that chose to participate were only large enough from the
Catholic school to facilitate use of data that did not compromise participant privacy.
Twenty-two teachers from the Catholic school took the survey. Two of these teachers
indicated less than 2 years of experience at the school, and 20 indicated 6 or more
years of experience. An additional nine teachers from the Waldorf-methods charter
(the highest percentage of teacher participation) and four teachers from the community
charter took the survey.
The Student Survey
Students participated in this study at two time points by taking an online
survey using the Qualtrics survey tool. The first administration took place within the
first six weeks of the 2011-2012 school year. The second administration took place
approximately six months later, during late April and May of 2012. Students
completed the surveys during school time, using school computers. Students listened
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to uniform instructions, and I was available during all sessions to troubleshoot
technological difficulties and answer further questions. Completion of the survey took
approximately 30 – 45 minutes. The student survey instrument assessed the three
central study constructs (generous purpose, school generosity, spirituality), and
collected information that was important for the creation of control variables and
psychometric testing of measures.
Survey Constructs
I explain each of the survey measures, including item examples and
psychometric properties, in detail in Chapter 4. Here I provide a brief overview of the
included constructs in order to give a sense of the scope of questions to which students
responded.
The first construct that I assessed was generous purpose. The conceptual
definition of purpose utilized in this dissertation includes intention, engagement and a
beyond-the-self dimension in order to qualify as fully purposeful. However, earlier
research has demonstrated that most young people in the 9th grade are not fully
purposeful (Moran, 2009). In this dissertation, I was mainly concerned with assessing
the degree to which the participant intended the beyond-the-self dimension of any
identified purpose to be generous, and less concerned with assessing whether
participants were fully purposeful. Therefore I asked participants to identify their
“most important purpose in life” from the seventeen categories that are included in the
Revised Youth Purpose Survey and referenced earlier in Bronk and Finch’s (2010)
work on long-term aims. Participants then responded to twelve items designed to
capture how they thought about those identified primary purposes. Nine of these items
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came from modifications of items from the IGS. Additionally, three items were
created that were designed to specifically assess the degree to which the participant’s
purpose was geared towards the wellbeing of others. These three items tapped into
Deci and Ryan’s (1985) ideas of autonomy, competence and relatedness as
foundational to wellbeing. Again, participants indicated agreement on a five-point
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Second, I assessed school generosity as expressed in interpersonal
relationships through modifications of an existing scale, the “Interpersonal Generosity
Scale” (IGS) (Smith & Hill, 2009, see Appendix A). The modifications to this scale
involved changing the IGS items to refer to “students in this school” and/or “teachers
in this school” in order to create two measures, one of perceived generosity among
students, and another of perceived generosity among teachers. Students responded to
20 items indicating levels of agreement on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The third construct that I measured was relational spirituality. Because of
concerns about asking detailed questions about religious belief or practice in public
schools (it was specifically discouraged in one of the schools), I only used items that
assessed transcendence without making specific references to God or a higher power. I
used items from the existing “Spiritual Sensitivity” scale to capture mystery-,
awareness-, value-, and community-sensing dimensions of spirituality (Tirri,
Nokelainen & Ubani, 2006). I also added three items of a similar nature designed to
assess “service-sensing” spirituality. “Relational spirituality,” where transcendence is
sought by incorporating the wellbeing of the self with the wellbeing of the other, was
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measured through the community-sensing and service-sensing items on the Spiritual
Sensitivity scale. As with the first two constructs, participants indicated levels of
agreement with each statement on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree).
Because I created new measures for all three of the primary constructs of
interest in this study, I included several similar items and scales on the survey as a way
to conduct psychometric analyses of the primary measures. These came from the
Revised Youth Purpose Survey, which has been referenced already, and from
particular subscales used in the Developmental Studies Center (DSC), Child
Development Project, Middle School Follow-Up Study (DSC, 2005). Details about the
use of these additional items and scales are included in Chapter 4.
Finally, I included items to construct control variables. These items included
the Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Short Form) (Reynolds, 1982), as
generous purpose, like many prosocial outcomes, is likely susceptible to social
desirability. While the social desirability scale is commonly used as a control variable
in studies investigating prosocial outcomes, internal consistency was not ideal in this
study’s sample (" = .583 at T2). However, because of its common use in controlling
for social desirability, it was retained in this study.8 I also included control variables

8

It is interesting to note that Matt Bundick found similarly unacceptable alpha-scores

in an older adolescent/emerging adult sample (2009). He also chose to utilize the
variable created from this scale, but this points to an area of measurement that needs
further attention.
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for family and friend religious/spiritual importance and family and friend support of
purpose, due to evidence suggesting that family and friends are significant influences
on religiosity (Oser, Scarlett & Bucher, 2006) and prosocial outcomes (Carlos, Fabes,
Laible & Kupanoff, 1999). Additional research suggests that girls tend to engage in
more prosocial activities than boys (Fabes, Carlo, Kupanoff & Laible, 1999) and that
girls are more likely to pursue other-oriented long-term aims (Bronk and Finch, 2010),
and therefore participants were asked to indicate gender.
The Teacher Survey
I designed the teacher survey to generate a secondary perspective on items
used to construct the school generosity variables. I asked teachers to respond to the
same questions as student participants about generous school climate, both concerning
their perceptions of student-to-student generosity and of student-to-teacher generosity.
Teachers also answered several open-ended questions about their school’s mission and
goals and the ways in which their school might educate about purpose. These openended questions were not utilized for the present analysis. Teachers received an
invitation to complete the survey via an email from the researcher that was delivered
via the school principal. The email contained assurances that the survey was not
mandatory and that their responses would be anonymous. The email linked to the
survey, which, like the student survey, was hosted on the Qualtrics survey platform.
Teachers completed the survey on their own time and the survey took them between 5
and 15 minutes to complete.
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Analytical Strategies
I analyzed data for two different purposes. First, I analyzed psychometric
properties of measures that had not been previously used and/or reported on. This was
done to foster higher degrees of trustworthiness in the results of the second series of
analyses. The second series of analyses directly addressed the research questions of
this study. In this section, I outline my plans for analysis in each of these areas.
Psychometric Strategies
The main purposes of the psychometric analyses I conducted were to establish
reliability and validity of the measures used for data collection. While I used some
established scales in their entirety (e.g. the Crown-Marlowe Social Desirability
Scale/Short Form), many of my measures were modified from existing scales and/or
had not been utilized with adolescents. In particular, I was concerned with the
psychometrics of the following scales: School Generosity/Students (SGS), School
Generosity/Teachers (SGT), Generous Purpose/Interpersonal Generosity and
Wellbeing (GP/IG + WB), and Spiritual Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality (SSRS). At
the very least, I wanted to demonstrate reliability in the form of internal consistency
for each of the scales at each of the two survey administrations, and I also set out to
demonstrate certain types of validity.
Reliability. My plan for determining reliability of each of the scales in terms
of internal consistency was straightforward. One measure of internal consistency is
Cronbach’s Alpha, which is a coefficient that indicates the degree to which items
within a proposed scale are measuring the same construct, and it is most appropriate
when it is assumed that the scale is measuring a single construct (Nunnally &
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Bernstein, 1994). I utilized SPSS and calculated Cronbach’s Alpha for each of the
scales at each time point. Because I assessed participants at two time points, I was also
able to assess whether internal consistency held over time by calculating Cronbach’s
Alpha for each administration. However, there was no expectation that scores for
individuals would stay the same over time, so I did not set out to show that this would
happen. I also conducted exploratory factor analysis on the measurements for the three
primary constructs in this study.
Validity. Validity is the degree to which a given measure actually assesses
what it sets out to assess. For example, it was important to know whether I was really
able to measure the complex construct of “generous purpose,” and that I wasn’t simply
picking up on the more general idea of being a nice person. There are different types
of validity and ways to assess them. Content validity for all of the scales was
established during construction of the scales by tying the scales to existing literature
and existing scales measuring related content. However, I was also interested in
showing convergent and discriminate validity. I did this by including similar items
measures of related constructs and dissimilar items and measures on the student
survey. My plan for analysis was to measure correlations among these in order to
establish various types of validity.
Primary Research Question Strategies
After demonstrating reliability and validity of key measures, I proceeded to the
analysis of my primary research questions. This involved two steps. The first was to
conduct a missing data analysis and make decisions about how to handle any missing
data. The second was to move forward with correlation and regression analysis as
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appropriate to each of the hypotheses. I explain the missing data analysis and
decisions here, with more detail provided in Chapter 5.
Missing data analysis and decisions. After creating a data set that included
only participants who took the survey at both time points, I created composite
variables for each of the primary constructs I intended to measure. Using functions
available in SPSS, I required greater than 75% of the items to be present in order to
create the composite score. When 75% fell in the middle of two whole numbers, I
required the higher number of items to be answered (e.g. a 10 item scale required 8
completed items to calculate the composite score). As such, scales comprised of 3 or
fewer items required that all items be answered to calculate a composite score. The
composite score showed as “missing” if greater than 75% of individual items were
unanswered. Using a data set composed of demographic variables, composite
variables and single item variables that would be used in my analyses, I conducted a
missing values analysis using functions available in SPSS.
Overall data patterns. Inclusive of T1 and T2, there were 10,373 data points
(253 cases 41 variables). 215 data points were missing, or 2.073% of the entire
data set. 186 (73.52%) cases were missing no data, and 67 (26.48%) cases were
missing data. Eleven variables were complete – meaning no case was missing a value
for that variable, and 30 variables were incomplete. By far, the most common
“missing” pattern on a case-wise basis was “no missingness.” The next two most
common patterns included four participants each. The remaining six patterns only
included three participants each. With such low numbers in each pattern, there was no
way to know whether any of these patterns represented anything other than a chance
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distribution across the demographic variables. Upon further inspection, the missing
values largely came from the items on the same screen of the survey, the screen that
contained all the questions for the spiritual sensitivity scale and family and friend
religious/spiritual importance items. In fact, all six variables that were missing greater
than 5% of their data were from the spirituality scale at T1. At all three schools, server
issues arose and created technological difficulties – especially during the first survey
administration. While every effort was made to make sure that participants were able
to pick up where they left off at the time of the server interruption, it is likely some
data was lost. Given that data was not missing to the same extent on these variables at
T2, there is not reason to think students intentionally did not answer the spiritual
sensitivity questions at T1. The data was considered “missing at random.” Therefore, I
included a multiple imputation process for missing values in my analysis plans; the
strategy employed and its results are discussed in the beginning of Chapter 5.
Strategies for testing hypotheses. I used correlation and regression to test the
hypotheses of this study. After creating scatterplots and fitting lines to those plots, I
chose linear regression for the shape of the regression analysis. I hierarchically entered
variables in order to understand the unique contribution of the variables of interest.
Details of each analytical step are discussed in chapter 5, but here I provide a brief
overview. I began by testing for a correlation between my primary independent
variable (T2 school generosity) and my primary dependent variable (T2 generous
purpose) (H1). Once a correlation was found, I examined the predictive role of T2
school generosity (students and teachers) on T2 generous purpose (H2), controlling for
several factors outlined in the hypotheses found at the beginning of this chapter. I used
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the following equation: !(T2GP) = "0 + "1(T1GP) + "2(T1SGS) + "3(T1SGT) + "4(T1SE) +
"5(T1PSHM) + "6(T1PSFND) + "7(T2SD) + "8(Female) + "9(Community Charter) + "10(Waldorf-methods Charter)
+ "11(T2SGS) + "12(T2SGT) + #. I tested H3 and H4, which both posited a relation
(correlational and predictive) between T2 relational spirituality and T2 generous
purpose, in a similar manner as above. First, I looked for a correlation between T2
relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose. Then, I tested the degree to which T2
relational spirituality predicted T2 generous purpose, controlling for several factors,
starting with the following equation: !(T2GP) = "0 + "1(T1GP) + "2(T1PSHM) + "3(T1PSFND) +
"4(T1RSFAM) + "5(T1RSFND) + "6(T2SD) + "7(Female) + "8(Community Charter) + "9(Waldorf-methods Charter)
+ "10(T2RS) + #.
Hypotheses 5, 6 and 7 all posited relations between the two possible predictors
of purpose (school generosity and relational spirituality). H5 and H6 suggested that
generous schools might serve as an influence on relational spirituality. I tested H5 by
looking for a correlation between T2 school generosity and T2 relational spirituality.
Once a correlation was found, I investigated the degree to which T2 school generosity
predicted T2 relational spirituality (H6), with controls to help isolate influence during
the school year from several other factors. I used the following equation: !(T2RS) = "0 +
"1(T1RS) + "2(T1SGS) + "3(T1SGT) + "4(T1SE) + "5(T1RSFAM) + "6(T1RSFND) + "7(T2SD) + "8(Female) +
"9(Community Charter) + "10(Waldorf-methods Charter) + "11(T2SGS) + "12(T2SGT) + #. H7 posited that
T2 relational spirituality and T2 school generosity would be closely related as
predictors of T2 generous purpose. This was tested by creating models that included
both variables, based on the following equation: !(T2GP) = "0 + "1(T1GP) + "2(T1RS) +
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"3(T1SGS) + "4(T1SGT) + "5(T1SE) + "6(T1PSHM) + "7(T1PSFND) + "8(T1RSFAM) + "9(T1RSFND) +
"10(T2SD) + "11(Female) + "12(Community Charter) + "13(Waldorf-methods Charter) + "14(T2RS) + "15(T2SGS)
+ "16(T2SGT) + #. The coefficients for T2 relational spirituality and T2 school generosity
were then compared to their coefficients in models where the other was not included.
Finally, H8 posited variation among the three schools (based on differing
spiritual contexts) in the way in which the variables of interest related to each other.
The inclusion of indicator variables for each of the schools was meant as an initial step
in understanding the school’s influence if other relevant variables were held constant.
However, I also conducted a correlational analysis of the primary variable relations by
school in order to understand how variables varied together in each of the three
schools.
Through the analyses plans described above, I intended to address the research
questions of this study. As a preliminary step, this required demonstrating
psychometric properties of the measures I used, the results of which I describe in
Chapter 4. Chapter 5 then reports the results of the primary analyses of this
dissertation: the potential relations between school generosity and generous purpose,
relational spirituality and generous purpose; the potential relations between school
generosity and relational spirituality as predictors of generous purpose; and the
potential link between the spiritual context of the school and any relations among
school generosity, relational spirituality and generous purpose.
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CHAPTER 4: MEASUREMENT PSYCHOMETRICS
In Chapter 4, I describe the creation and report the results of several tests of the
psychometric properties of the measures used in this dissertation. Specifically, I report on
the Generous Purpose/Interpersonal Generosity + Wellbeing (GP/IG + WB) scale, the
School Generosity/Student Perceptions of Students (SGS) and the School
Generosity/Student Perception of Teachers (SGT) scales, and the Spiritual
Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality (SSRS) scale. I also report on an exploratory factor
analysis of these scales. The results of this analysis create a foundation for the results of
the primary analyses, which are presented in Chapter 5.
Generous Purpose
Generous purpose was the primary dependent variable in this study. Researchers
at the Science of Generosity Initiative at Notre Dame University have developed one
measure of generosity, the Interpersonal Generosity Scale (IGS) (Smith and Hill, 2009)
(again, see Appendix A for scale items). Smith and Hill designed this scale to capture the
degree to which an individual reports taking a generous approach to others. It spans six
dimensions of generosity that distinguish interpersonal generosity from altruism,
prosocial behavior or a general orientation to the “good.” These six dimensions are
attention, compassion, openhandedness, self-extension, courage and verbal expression.
Ten items form the IGS, and respondents indicate their level of agreement with each
statement on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 6 (“strongly
agree”). Smith and Hill reported an internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha)
of .87, measured in two different administrations of the scale. They also demonstrated
appropriate criterion validity to distinguish interpersonal generosity from others forms of
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generosity (e.g. giving money or other goods). The initial measurement consisted of
twenty-six items, many of which were reverse coded, but their own reliability and
validity testing showed the use of a 10-item scale with no reverse-coded items to be
equally reliable and valid. Therefore, I constructed the Generous Purpose/Interpersonal
Generosity +Wellbeing (GP/IG + WB) scale (also referred to here as simply the
Generous Purpose scale) by modifying items from Smith and Hill’s IGS and by creating
items to further reflect actions intended to increase the wellbeing of others. Recall that
“generous purpose” refers to a particular type of purpose; that is, generous purpose is
purpose that embodies a spirit of generosity, intending to increase the wellbeing of others.
Therefore, the added items reflect Deci and Ryan’s (1985) human needs for subjective
wellbeing: autonomy, competence, and relatedness as indicators of wellbeing. The one
dimension from the IGS that I did not modify for the GP/IG + WB was verbal expression,
as it did not seem that talking about one’s purpose was necessarily a required component
for generous purpose in the same way that expressing love and appreciation to others was
seen as an indicator of interpersonal generosity (statements indicating action towards
purpose were retained).
An important feature of the GP/IG + WB is that it is content-specific. The
definition of purpose utilized in this dissertation requires an identified purpose – in other
words, a specific “something” towards which one is working. Working from the theory
that generosity might characterize a variety of purposes, I wanted to ensure that any
measure of generous purpose was actually referential to what the participant was most
purposeful about. In order to do this, I utilized a preliminary set of items on the survey
that asked participants to identify their top three categories of purpose from seventeen
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choices (see Appendix B). These categories of purpose emerged from research from the
Stanford Youth Purpose Project and describe the content of an individual’s purpose
(Bronk & Finch, 2010). The categories of purpose include things like “help others,”
“make things beautiful,” and “be successful.” Participants in the present study were asked
to identify their first, second and third most important purposes in life from the list of
seventeen possibilities.
In order to ensure that all participants were thinking about a similar construct
when identifying their top purpose categories, all read the following statement prior to
answering the category question: “In the following section, you are asked to think about
‘purpose.’ Here, ‘purpose’ refers to something that is meaningful to you and that you
consider the MOST IMPORTANT overall goal or goals for your life.” Existing research
also supports the idea that youth participants were thinking about purpose similarly to
that which was intended in this study. Researchers analyzing free responses to prompts
about purpose from 229 youth across grade levels found that adolescents tend to
spontaneously define purpose in the same way that it is represented in contemporary
research literature (Hill, Burrow, O’Dell & Thornton, 2010). Given this, I felt confident
that students were interpreting purpose the same as each other and the same as I intended.
Then, using Qualtrics technology, the first-most-important purpose for each
participant was piped in to the text of each GP/IG + WB scale item. In this way,
participants were prompted to think about specific purpose content, rather than a more
general idea of purpose, as they responded to the generous purpose items. An example of
how an item would appear for a participant who identified “make things beautiful”
follows: “When I make things beautiful I am helping people to be more independent.”
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The complete GP/IG + WB scale appears in Appendix C. Participants were asked to
indicate their level of agreement with each statement on a five-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A five-point scale was used in order to simplify
the screen and thought process for the early adolescents taking the survey. Descriptive
statistics, reliability and validity assessments for the GP/IG + WB follow.
Descriptive Statistics
Twelve items comprised the GP/IG + WB Scale. Descriptive statistics for each of
these items across samples are shown in Table 5. Group means for all items skewed
towards the high end of the scale (the vast majority were greater than 3.5).
Reliability
The internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) for the 12 items in the
GP/IG + WB was well within the acceptable range at both time points and among school
groups (See Table 6). Data is shown for T1 (T1), T1 values for those who were retained
at T2 (T1R) and T2 (T2). Across schools and at both time points, Cronbach’s alpha was
greater than .82. This is generally considered an acceptable alpha coefficient (Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994).
Validity
The GP/IG + WB demonstrated convergent, discriminate and criterion validity.
Convergent validity occurs when a measure correlates with another measure assessing a
similar construct. Discriminate validity is established when a measure fails to correlate
with another measure to which it should theoretically be unrelated. The GP/IG + WB
demonstrated both convergent and discriminate validity, both of which are considered
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key to establishing overall construct validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).9 Convergent
validity was established by testing for correlations between composite scores on the
GP/IG + WB and a more general concern for others and with altruism. In order to check
for these correlations, the student survey included scales measuring a concern for others
and altruism from the Developmental Studies Center (DSC), Child Development Project,
Middle School Follow-Up Study (DSC, 2005).
Table 7 shows the Time 1 and Time 2 correlations between composite scores on
the “Concern for Others” (T1 " = .795) and “Altruism” (T1 " = .818) scales from the
DSC, and composite scores on the GP/IG + WB for participants who took the survey at
both time points. Significant (p < .01) Pearson correlation coefficients between scores at
the same time point ranged from a low of .185 (T2 GP/IG + WB and T2 Concern for
Others) to a high of .349 (T1 GP/IG + WB and T1 Concern for Others). Given that there
is some requirement that one be concerned for others contained in the construct of
generosity, but not necessarily a purely altruistic requirement, these correlations make
sense (although the T2 correlation with concern for others seems a little low in
comparison to the others). Additionally, while it could be said that anyone with generous
purpose would also score high on a measure of concern for others, the converse does not
hold – everyone who shows concern for others would not necessarily demonstrate
generous purpose.

9

I did not utilize the exact method for determining convergent and discriminate validity

described by Campbell and Fiske, but instead make reference to their highlighting of the
importance of establishing this type of validity.
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Similarly, it was expected that scores on the GP/IG + WB would significantly
correlate with composite scores of select items from the Revised Youth Purpose Survey
(YPS) (again, see Bundick, et al., 2008; Steger, Frazier, Oishi & Kaler, 2006), but that
this would only be a modest correlation as the YPS picks up on sense of purpose, identity
and action towards purpose, but does not measure whether one is working to be of
consequence to the world beyond the self (the dimension of purpose within which the
generous variation is located). The full YPS has been utilized in several studies already
discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, and the 12 items used here demonstrated acceptable
internal consistency on their own (" > .72 across subsamples and time points) (See Table
8). Correlations between the composite averaged scores on the items from the YPS and
the GP/IG + WB were positive and strong (T1 = .37 and T2 = .49, p < .01) and are also
shown in Table 7.
Purpose may be generous or not, and therefore it was important to determine
whether the GP/IG + WB picked up on the right type of purpose – that which is generous.
Demonstrating that the GP/IG + WB correlated with measures of purpose that one could
interpret as generous would show a type of criterion validity for the GP/IG + WB. As
discussed in the review of literature for this study and in relation to the creation of the
GP/IG + WB, researchers at the Stanford Center on Adolescence included questions
concerning seventeen categories of identified purpose content in the YPS. These
categories were: be successful, change the way people think, create something new,
discover new things, do the right thing, earn respect, fulfill my duties, have a good career,
have fun, help others, live life to the fullest, make money, make the world a better place,
make things more beautiful, serve God/a higher power, serve my country, and support my
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family and friends. Each of these categories serves as a repository for more specific
purposes that youth might name. So, a young person wanting to be a nurse and a young
person wanting to dedicate much of their time and energy to helping children learn to
read might have both endorsed the “help others” category. Whereas if a young person
wanted to be a nurse, but was more motivated by the stable income and benefits afforded
through that career, rather than the opportunity to help people, he or she might be more
likely to choose the “have a good career” category.
Participants in the current study indicated their level of agreement with the
statement, “The purpose of my life is to,” followed by each of the seventeen purpose
categories on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).10
Clearly, some of these categories are more likely to meet the requirements of generous
purpose than others. For example, one would expect a high correlation between scores on
the GP/IG + WB and endorsements of the “help others” category of purpose. This
expectation would also hold for other purpose categories intuitively oriented towards a
positive relationship with others (e.g. do the right thing, fulfill my duties, make the world
a better place, serve my country and support my family and friends). Certain purpose
categories, like “have fun,” and “live life to the fullest,” don’t necessarily preclude
generous purpose (because generosity might be the path to these things for some), but
would also not be expected to show a high correlation with scores on the GP/IG + WB.
Finally, some purpose categories, like “make money” or “be successful” would not be
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This is different from how these categories were used for the GP/IG + WB, where

participants had to identify one category as the most important purpose in life.
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expected to correlate with scores on the GP/IG + WB. This is not because one who
desires these things can’t be generous, but because the prioritizing of these things would
seem to suggest that the orientation towards the well being of others inherent in generous
purpose is likely not a driving factor.
Correlations between the GP/IG + WB and endorsements of the seventeen
categories of purpose were tested for both Time 1 and Time 2 scores and are shown in
Table 9. In general, the hypotheses regarding correlations between the GP/IG + WB and
various purpose categories held true, though there was some variation between the two
time points. At both time points, the strongest purpose category correlation with the
GP/IG + WB was with the “help others” category of purpose (r at T1 = .469, p < .01; at
T2 = .392, p < .01). The top five positive, significant correlations at each time point were
rounded out by the same four other purpose categories: make the world a better place, do
the right thing, fulfill my duties, and support my family and friends. All of these were
greater than .25 (p < .01) correlations.
Beyond these moderate correlations, the prediction that some categories of
purpose would show no correlation (or perhaps a negative correlation) with scores on the
GP/IG + WB also held. At the first time point, four purpose categories showed no
significant correlation with the GP/IG + WB: make money, be successful, have a good
career and make something new. All four of these remained non-significant at the second
time point, with the addition of “have fun.” In addition to their non-significance, the
highest coefficient was “create something new” at the first time point (.115) and all the
other coefficients were under .10. At both time points, the correlation coefficient on
“make money” was negative (though not significant).
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The GP/IG + WB demonstrated reliability in the form of internal consistency that
held across different school groups and time points. Construct and criterion validity were
also demonstrated. Overall, the GP/IG + WB was shown to be an appropriate measure of
generous purpose in young adolescents.
School Generosity
A central goal of this dissertation was to examine generous school climate (school
generosity) as a potential predictor of generous purpose. School climate researchers have
defined school climate in a variety of ways. The earliest school climate research tended to
focus on safety and the physical plant, but there is a growing consensus among
contemporary researchers that school climate refers to four different dimensions of the
life of a school: safety, teaching and learning, relationships, and environment-structural
concerns (Cohen, et al., 2009). This dissertation focused on a particular type of school
climate – the generous school climate. In this study, a generous school climate is defined
as one in which the patterns of relationships among students and between students and
teachers is characterized by generosity. To recall, generosity is defined in this work as a
form giving of the self that is intended to increase the wellbeing of another. It has more
often been measured as an individual-level characteristic than as a measure of contextual
perception or experience.
In order to measure school generosity, which is an assessment of contextual
perception or experience, I turned again to the IGS. School generosity is essentially an
indication of the degree to which interpersonal generosity among students and between
students and teachers is a norm, rather than an exception. Therefore, to assess the degree
to which generosity characterized school climate, I modified the IGS to refer to students
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and teachers. Importantly, participants read instructions directing them to think about
“many” students or “most” teachers at their schools, not just their favorites, as they
responded to the statements. As with the GP/IG + WB, participants indicated levels of
agreement on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Student participants responded to one set of statements about other students in the school
and another about teachers in the school, for a total of 20 items. The full student
instructions and lists of items for the two scales are found in Appendix D. In order to
better assess the validity of these scales as measures of generous school climate, teachers
were presented with similar versions of both scales, modified so that they were asked to
indicate agreement/disagreement with statements about generosity among students and
between teachers and students. Reports of reliability and validity for student versions of
the School Generosity/Student Perceptions of Students (SGS) and School
Generosity/Student Perceptions of Teachers (SGT) scales follow.
School Generosity/Student Perceptions of Students
Descriptive statistics for each item comprising the SGS are displayed in Table 10.
Data is shown for T1 (T1), T1 values for those who were retained at T2 (T1R) and T2
(T2). Data is also divided to show the whole sample and values at each of the three
school sites. Of note is the fact that overall, means are near or above 3 on the 5-point
range, suggesting a generally positive (or at least, on average, neutral) student assessment
of generosity among students.
Reliability. Reliability, in the form of an internal consistency coefficient (Cohen’s
alpha), is displayed in Table 11. Alphas across the time points and between the original
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sample and those who were retained were relatively consistent, and all were above .75,
well within the acceptable range.
Validity. I also assessed validity of the SGS in a couple of different ways. First, I
examined whether or not composite scores on the SGS correlated with scores from a
similar construct measured at the same time. At T1, participants also responded to the
School Supportiveness Scale (T1 " = .81) from the Developmental Studies Center (DSC),
Child Development Project, Middle School Student Follow-Up Study (DSC, 2005). The
School Supportiveness Scale includes similar items to the SGS, but does not tap into all
of the dimensions of generosity. For this reason, it was expected that scores on the two
scales at the same time point would correlate strongly, but not completely. In fact, the
Pearson Correlation coefficient for composite scores on the two scales at the same time
point was .62 (p < .01, 2-tailed), indicating convergent validity between the SGS and the
School Supportiveness scale. When the same correlation was tested for each school, the
pattern generally held. The correlation for the Catholic school matched that of the whole
sample (p < .01, 2-tailed, N = 188), and the correlation for the Waldorf-methods charter
school sample was similar (r = .65, p < .01, 2-tailed, N = 42). However, the correlation at
the community charter was slightly lower and only marginally significant (r = .40, p
< .10, N = 20). Overall though, the correlations pointed towards convergent validity for
students at different schools between the SGS and the School Supportiveness Scale.
I also assessed validity by comparing assessments of the target construct from
different perspectives. In order to assess validity in this way I asked teachers to respond
to the same statements about generosity among students as students did. Testing for mean
differences between students and teachers assessments of generosity among students is
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one way of understanding whether “school generosity” has really been measured. As I
have described earlier, I obtained sufficient responses on the teacher survey from teachers
at the Catholic school (N = 22) to compare to the responses of students at the Catholic
school (N = 189). Descriptive statistics for the SGS for students and teachers at the
Catholic school are displayed in Table 12. The mean for students was 3.52 (SD = .59)
and the mean for teachers was 3.85 (SD = .46). Statistically, these means differ
significantly by .33 (See Table 13). However, it is important to note that overall, the
mean SGS scores for both students and teachers were positive (> 3.5 on a 5-point scale).
In this way, comparing teacher and student scores on the SGS demonstrates that the
student-perception measure likely taps into the general sense of generosity among
students, even if teacher perceptions skew in a statistically rosier direction.
School Generosity/Student Perceptions of Teachers
Descriptive statistics for each item comprising the SGT are displayed in Table 14.
As was indicated for the SGS, data is shown for T1 (T1), T1 values for those who were
retained at T2 (T1R) and T2 (T2). Again, data is also divided to show the whole sample
and values at each of the three school sites. Even more so than with the SGS, mean scores
for each item on the SGT are generally positive – greater than 3.5 on the 5-point scale,
suggesting a generally favorable student assessment of generosity between students and
teachers.
Reliability. As with the SGS, internal consistency coefficients (Cohen’s alpha) are
displayed in Table 15. Alphas across the time points and among the groups were
relatively consistent, and all were above .86, well within the acceptable range.
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Validity. I assessed validity of the SGT in a few ways. First, I examined whether
or not composite scores on the SGS correlated with scores from a similar construct
measured at the same time. At T1, participants also responded to two items from the
Positive Student Teacher Relations (PSTR) scale from the Developmental Studies Center
(DSC), Child Development Project, Middle School Student Follow-Up Study (DSC,
2005). These items were: 1) “Teachers and students treat each other with respect in this
school,” and 2) “I feel that I can talk to the teachers in this school.” These items measure
the quality of relationships between students and teachers, but do not tap into all of the
dimensions of generosity. The two items demonstrated a T1 Cronbach’s alpha of .64. It
was expected that scores on the SGT and the average of these two items at the same time
point would correlate strongly, but not completely. In fact, the Pearson Correlation
coefficient between the composite scores at the same time point was .44 (p < .01, 2-tailed,
N = 251), indicating convergent validity between the SGT and the two items from the
PSTR. When the same correlation was tested for each school, the pattern generally held.
The correlation for the Catholic school was .42 (p < .01, 2-tailed, N = 189); the
correlation for the Waldorf-methods charter school sample was .56 (p < .01, 2-tailed, N =
42); and the correlation for the community charter school was .50 (p < .05, 2-tailed, N =
20). Overall, the correlations pointed towards convergent validity for students at different
schools between the SGT and the two items from the PSTR.
As with the SGS, I was able to further test the validity of the SGT by comparing
student and teacher composite scores on the same measure. Again, I accomplished this by
comparing scores from a sample of 22 teachers from the Catholic school with student
responses from the Catholic school (N = 187). The student mean on the SGT was 3.87
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(SD = .58) and the teacher mean was 4.42 (SD = .47) (see Table 12). To a greater degree
than with the SGS, teachers saw generosity of teachers towards students in a more
positive light than did the students. This difference of .55 was significant (p < .001) (See
Table 13). It is perhaps not surprising that teachers viewed their own efforts towards
students more generously than did students. However, as with the SGS, it is maybe more
important that means on generosity from teachers to students from both groups were
generally on the positive end of the scale. It may be such that the specific values indicate
differences in perception, but it appears to be more a matter of shades of interpretation,
than that the scale misses the mark of the overall construct of school generosity.
In sum, both the SGS and the SGT proved to be reliable and valid measures of
school generosity. While it is true that both are measures of student perception, rather
than objective measures of school climate, they do allow for a way to understand how the
individual student’s experience of his or her school may influence other outcomes of
interest. Additionally, some research suggests that when assessing positive outcomes in
youth, beliefs that supports are available are more central to youth than any measure of
their actual occurrence (Barker, 2007); in other words, perceptions matter.
Spiritual Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality
This dissertation also reports the results of an examination of relational
spirituality as an individual-level predictor of generous purpose. I created the relational
spirituality measures by drawing from the Spiritual Sensitivity scale (Tirri, Nokelainen,
and Ubani, 2006). The full Spiritual Sensitivity scale is found in Appendix E. Tirri et al.
designed it as an extension of Howard Gardner’s multiple intelligences measures into the
domain of spiritual sensitivity. I specifically chose it for this study because it assessed
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different ways of transcending the self, but did not rely on a relationship with God or
gods as a foundation for spirituality. The domains of spirituality assessed in the original
Spiritual Sensitivity scale consist of awareness sensing, mystery sensing, value sensing
and community sensing. I extended the measure to pick up on another domain (or way of
seeking self-transcendence) – service sensing. The items that assess each of the original
four domains are shown in Appendix E. The items I created to assess a service sensing
dimension of spirituality follow: 1) It is important to me to get to know people who have
a more challenging life than I do. 2) I search for ways to help or serve others. 3) Helping
or serving others is an important part of who I am. I combined the community sensing
items from the Spiritual Sensitivity scale and the service sensing items I created to form
the Spiritual Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality scale (SSRS). As with measures of the
entire range of primary constructs in this study, participants indicated their level of
agreement to each statement across five points ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Descriptive statistics for each item of the SSRS are found in Table 16.
Overall, means for the whole sample, at each school, and across the time points fell
towards the higher end of the five-point range (greater than 3.3). Results of tests of
reliability and validity for the SSRS scale follow.
Reliability
Internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha) for the SSRS was generally strong (see
Table 17). The lowest obtained coefficient was .687 at T2 for the community charter
school. All other coefficients were greater than .75. I also tested the internal consistency
for the five individual components of the Spiritual Sensitivity scale (as opposed to just the
two comprising the SSRS portion) in case I determined that I needed to do any

96
comparative analysis between types of spiritual sensitivity. I only tested these individual
sensitivities for T1 and T2 values of the retained participants. These values are found in
Table 18. Alpha coefficients for the separate dimensions of the Spiritual Sensitivity scale
were mostly satisfactory, with some hovering right under .70. A notable exception to this
was at the community charter at T2 (" = .087). A closer look at the covariance matrix for
these three items at T2 at the community charter school shows that the item “It is
important to me to find a quiet moment with others,” negatively correlated with the other
two community-seeking items. If that item was deleted, " = .67. Given the communitysensing alphas for the other two schools at T2, for the community charter school at T1,
and that the alpha coefficient for the combined SSRS form approached acceptable at T2
for the community charter school, I made the decision to utilize these items as both as
part of the SSRS and on their own to represent the community-seeking dimension of
relational spirituality. However, any results based on the use of this particular scale at the
community charter should be interpreted with caution. However, in all other cases the
two dimensions of relational spirituality (community-sensing and service-sensing)
demonstrated acceptable internal consistency in their individual forms.
Validity
I assessed validity of the SSRS in a couple of different ways. First, I established
convergent validity by using the DSC Concern for Others and Altruism scales, both of
which were also used to demonstrate validity of the generous purpose scale. The SSRS
measures relational spirituality in terms of the desire to be in community with others, and
in terms of the desire to serve others. For this reason, one would expect fairly strong
correlations between both the Concern for Others and Altruism scales, as both should
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pick up on, in particular, the serving dimension of relational spirituality. This hypothesis
held. At the same time points, correlations between the SSRS and the Concern for Others
and Altruism scales were near or greater than .30 (p < .01, 2-tailed) (See 919).
Furthermore, as with generous purpose, I also thought that the SSRS should
correlate very specifically with endorsements for particular categories of purpose. Of the
seventeen purpose categories, several would suggest that being in relationship with others
is inherent to that specific purpose. For example, it is hard to “help others” if one is not
seeking relationship with others; it is tricky to “make the world a better place” without
assuming some sort of relationship with those for whom one is making the world better;
“doing the right thing” and “fulfilling duties” are generally determined within a social
context of relationships to other people. By contrast, certain categories of purpose do not
seem to require seeking positive relationships with others in the same way. While both
“making money” and “being successful” might have ends other than themselves, it is less
likely that the participant who strongly endorses these categories of purpose (when also
viewing all of the other choices) is first and foremost thinking about community or
service relationships with others. With that in mind, it was predicted that scores on the
SSRS would correlate most strongly and positively with the “help others category of
purpose, and that the “make money” and “be successful” categories would show either
non-significant and weak or significant, negative correlations. Table 20 shows the full
results of the correlation analysis between the SSRS and categories of purpose at both
time points. As predicted, the purpose category “help others” was the most strongly
correlated with scores on the SSRS (r = .427 at T1 and .474 at T2, p < .01, 2-tailed). The
top five correlations at both time points included “make the world a better place,” “do the
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right thing,” and “fulfill my duties.” Interestingly, at T1, “make things beautiful” entered
the top five correlations (r = .308, p < .01, 2-tailed), and at T2, “discover new things”
entered the top five correlations.
Most of the above tests of validity address correlations between other measures
and the service-sensing dimension of relational spirituality – although the community
dimension can be assumed in many of them. However, I also wanted to understand if the
SSRS was measuring an orientation to community a little more specifically. One way of
understanding an individual’s orientation towards community is by whether or not he or
she gets involved in organizations of varying types. Participants in this study were asked
to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement to the following statement as part of
the larger YPS: “I participate in one or more organizations that supports my purpose in
life.” The purpose of this item in the YPS is to assess actual activity towards purpose.
However, I was simply interested in using it as a measurement of participants’
willingness to get involved in organizations as an indicator of community-seeking
behavior. With this in mind, I expected a modest correlation between scores on this item
and the SSRS, realizing that someone could have a high score on the SSRS and seek out
organizations unrelated to his or her purpose (thus not endorsing this particular YPS
item). At T1, the Pearson correlation between the two was .239 (p < .01, 2-tailed) and at
T2, the correlation was .304 (p < .05, 2-tailed). These results only offer modest support
for this particular test of validity, as the results of correlation tests on other YPS items
were similar. However, overall the SSRS was shown to be a reliable and valid
measurement of relational spirituality in early adolescents.
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Exploratory Factor Analysis of Items
Individually, these measures demonstrated adequate psychometric properties, but
there was some concern that they might overlap in ways that would make for difficult
interpretation of whatever relations were found in the hypothesis testing stage of research.
Therefore, I conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of all of the items from the
primary measures in order to provide extra support to the claim that the constructs were
distinct from each other. Following recommendations from Kim and Mueller (1978), I
utilized dimension reduction functions available in SPSS for this process, specifically, the
maximum likelihood method of factor extraction. I specified oblique rotation (direct
oblimin), as I expected the extracted factors to correlate with each other. I conducted the
EFA on the entire sample at both time points.
Time 1 EFA
I included the 38 items that comprised the school generosity, generous purpose
and relational spirituality scales in the analysis. The first step of my analysis was to
generate a scree plot of the factors and examine this plot for the number of factors before
the break in the plot. The scree plot created at T1 is found in Figure 2. Four factors
appeared before the break (although it is a subtle break), and therefore, I ran a second
EFA specifying the extraction of four factors. These results are seen in Table 21. I
suppressed coefficients lower than .30 for clarity. The items at T1 distinctly loaded on
two factors without any cross-loading. The items composing these two distinct factors
were those from the School Generosity/Students and School Generosity/Teachers scales.
The ten items from each loaded on separate factors with no other factor accounting for
more than 30% of the variance in that item. The two additional factors accounted for
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variance in the items composing the Generous Purpose and Relational Spirituality scales.
One factor was responsible for the greatest amount of variance in eleven of the twelve
items from the Generous Purpose scale, and a different factor was responsible for the
greatest amount of variance in the six items from the Relational Spirituality scale. One
item from the Generous Purpose Scale – “When I [insert #1 purpose] other people can
learn a lot about who I am”. – did not load strongly on any of the four factors. It weakly
cross-loaded on the same factor as the other Generous Purpose items at .262 and on the
same factor as the Relational Spirituality items at .260. One item from the Relational
Spirituality scale – “I search for ways to serve others” – cross-loaded at .316 on the same
factor that included the items from the Generous Purpose scale. Even in this case,
however, this item had a higher loading on the same factor as the other Relational
Spirituality items.
Time 2 EFA
I worked with the data from the same 38 items at T2 in the same way. Again, the
scree plot showed four factors prior to the break in the plot (see Figure 3). Again, I ran a
second EFA specifying the extraction of four factors. Results using data from the T2
items were similar to those from the T1 analysis, although there was less clarity about the
grouping of the items from the Generous Purpose and Relational Spirituality scales, and
a one-item anomaly in the loading of items from the School Generosity/Teachers and
School Generosity/Students scales (see Table 22). Factor 1 was associated with the
greatest variance in each of the items in the School Generosity/Teachers scale. Factor 3
was associated with the greatest variance in nine of the ten of the items in the School
Generosity/Students scale. One item from this scale – “Many students in this school put
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time and effort into their friendships with other students” – loaded more strongly with the
items from the School Generosity/Teachers scale. This was at a level of .365, vs. .318 on
the factor containing the other items from the School Generosity/Students scale.
Extracted Factors 2 and 4 created some questions about the simple structure found
in the T1 results. Factor 2 included all of the Generous Purpose scale items except the
three items reflecting the Deci and Ryan conception of well-being and the item, “When I
[insert #1 purpose category] I am acting out of concern for others.” These items loaded
more strongly on Factor 4, which also included the Relational Spirituality scale items. It
is important to note, however, that the three well-being items loaded at lower levels than
the items from the Relational Spirituality scale, and one of them – “When I [insert #1
purpose category] I help people develop better relationships with each other” – loaded
somewhat equally on Factors 2 and 4. The concern with these results from the Time 2
data is that relations found between Generous Purpose and Relational Spirituality might
emerge from measures that, in part, measure the same thing. However, given the differing
T1 and T2 EFA results in this regard, and the theoretical reasons to support the inclusion
of each of the items in the scales, I created variables using the items from the scales as
they have been presented in this chapter. However, some caution should be exercised in
interpreting results of relations between generous purpose and relational spirituality.
Summary of Psychometric Results
Overall, the results of the psychometric analysis provided adequate support for the
contention that the constructs of interest were measured appropriately enough to move on
to the hypothesis testing phase of the study. Specifically, alpha coefficients were near or
above .70 for all measures used in the study, with the exception of relational spirituality
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in its community-sensing form at the community charter school. In addition, various
forms of validity were demonstrated, suggesting that all of the measures actually served
as appropriate indicators of the constructs of interest. EFA of the 38 items comprising the
scales gave modest support to their distinctive nature. With this foundation set, Chapter 5
presents results of the statistical analysis used to test each of the eight hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS
The main purpose of the research reported in this dissertation was to demonstrate
particular individual and contextual predictors of purpose, and to begin to show how
the predictors may work together. Specifically, I investigated generous school climate
and relational spirituality as individual predictors of generous purpose, and then began
to assess whether or not these two supports acted together as predictors of purpose.
Finally, I conducted a preliminary analysis of whether or not any of these relations
functioned differently in different types of schools as a preliminary investigation of
the roles of multiple layers of context in supporting purpose. This chapter addresses
the results of the various analyses employed in this task. I first explain particular
features of variable calculation. Second, I describe the data. Third, I describe the
multiple imputation process I used to create the primary data set for these analyses,
and finally, I proceed to report the results of analyses related to each of the hypotheses
of this study.
Variable Creation
The variables in this study were demographic, single item scalar and composite
scalar variables. The majority of the variables used in my analysis were composite
variables created from the scales discussed in Chapter 4. The composite score was
simply the average of all of the items the respondent answered. I used average scores
rather than summative scores because all of the scalar variables utilized five-point
scales, allowing for a more understandable interpretation of results than would have
been allowed with summative scores on scales with varying numbers of items.
However, as describe in my discussion of the analytical plan for this work, I set rules
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for how many items had to be answered in order for the composite score to be
calculated. Item-deletion analysis during the psychometric testing phase of this
dissertation suggested that the alphas for each scale did not change too much with
deletion of certain items (with the one exception of the community-sensing dimension
of relational spirituality at the community charter school). Therefore, I did not require
all items to be answered. In most cases, the mean calculation to create the composite
variable required that 75% of the scale items be answered. Where 75% was not a
whole number, the requirement rounded up to the nearest whole number (e.g. a fouritem scale required three items answered for composite variable calculation, where a
five-item scale required four items answered and a three-item scale required all three
items answered). The exception to this rule was in the creation of the generous
purpose composite variable. I required 11 of 12 items to be answered so that I could be
sure that at least two of the three “wellbeing” items were included in the composite
score. Friend and family religious/spiritual importance were the only two single item
variables (also on five-point response scales). Indicator variables were created for
gender and school. The descriptive statistics at T1 and T2 for each of the scalar
variables used in the analysis follow.
Descriptive Statistics
The data characteristics presented in this section are from the original sample
comprised of participants who took the survey at both time points, prior to imputing
values. There was one primary outcome of interest in this study: generous purpose.
However, relational spirituality was also tested as an outcome for the secondary
analysis of this study. The descriptive statistics for generous purpose (GP), relational
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spirituality (RS), relational spirituality/service (RSS) and relational
spirituality/community (RSC) are shown in Table 23. Of note is the fact that the means
for each variable skewed towards the high end of the scale, greater than 3.75 on a fivepoint scale in all cases. Skewness and kurtosis statistics for all variables indicate
relatively normal distributions – all are between -.5 and .6. I also conducted paired
samples t-test on each of the outcome variables in order to determine if, as a whole,
there were significant differences between T1 and T2 means. The results of this
analysis are presented in Table 24, and show that there were no significant differences
in means for the outcome variables between T1 and T2. I also examined correlations
between T1 and T2 values on both generous purpose and relational spirituality. T1
generous purpose moderately correlated with T2 generous purpose (Pearson’s r = .417,
p < .01, 2-tailed, N = 253), and T1 relational spirituality moderately correlated with T2
relational spirituality (Pearson’s r = .541, p < .01, 2-tailed, N = 253). The mean
difference and correlational analyses indicate that any differences found are the result
of particular combinations of independent variables within individuals, rather than
what might be considered a developmental norm of change over the studied period of
time.
There were two primary independent variables tested in this analysis: school
generosity and relational spirituality. The descriptive statistics for relational
spirituality were just reviewed, as it also functioned as an outcome variable in some of
the later analyses. Descriptive statistics for school generosity are presented in Table 25.
School generosity, recall, was measured in two parts: school generosity/students and
school generosity/teachers. As with the outcome variables of this study, means at both
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time points for both types of school generosity were on the higher end of the five-point
scale; all were greater than 3.5. School generosity/teachers (SGT), however, was
higher at both time points than school generosity/students (SGS). Compared to
generous purpose and relational spirituality, the school generosity variables were
distributed slightly less normally according their kurtosis statistics (see Table 25).
Kurtosis for all but T1 school generosity/teachers was greater than 1, but less than 2
(and less than 1.2 for both T1 and T2 school generosity/students). I also compared the
means of the school generosity variables between T1 and T2. These results are shown
in Table 26. The mean of school generosity/students was not significantly different
between T1 and T2, whereas the mean of T2 school generosity/teachers was
significantly lower than the mean of T1 school generosity/teachers (M diff. = -.136, p
= .002).
I included other variables as control variables in this analysis: T1 school
engagement (T1SE), T1 home support of purpose (T1PSHM), T1 friend support of
purpose (T1PSFND), T2 social desirability (T2SD), T1 family religious/spiritual
importance (T1RSFAM) and T1 friend religious/spiritual importance (T1RSFND).
Table 27 shows descriptive statistics for each of these variables. Means, again, tended
to skew slightly to the higher end of the scale for each variable. Family and friend
religious and/or spiritual importance and home and friend support of purpose all had
means greater than 3 on a five-point scale. School engagement was measured on a
four-point scale and had a mean of 3.38 (SE = .029). Skewness and kurtosis statistics
revealed relatively normal distributions, most ranging between -.80 and .40. However,
T1 school engagement was more severely kurtosed at 2.23 (SE = .31).
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Missing Data and Creating the Dataset Through Multiple Imputations
After tabulating descriptive data for the variables used in the analysis, I returned to the
missing data analysis, specifically missing data for participants who tool the survey at
both time points. Patterns of missingness were discussed in Chapter 3. Recall that I
analyzed missingness after creating composite variables. To summarize here, there
were no really significant or large patterns of missingness other than “no missingness.”
All of the other patterns contained less than four participants, and thus there was no
good way to know if the distribution of falling into that pattern across any other
variables was any different than a chance distribution. I also specifically analyzed the
three variables that had greater than 5% missing values. These variables included the
T1 spiritual sensitivity measures: T1 relational spirituality, T1 relational
spirituality/community and T1 relational spirituality/service. Since the latter two make
up T1 relational spirituality, it is not a surprise that all three had greater than 5%
missing values. I wanted to understand the characteristics of this missingness in two
ways. First, I wanted to understand whether missingness on either of these variables
contributed to significant mean differences in any of the other variables used in my
analysis. Second, I wanted to understand whether missingness on these variables was
distributed in any significant way across the indicator variables used in my analysis.
In order to conduct the first analysis, I used a function within SPSS’s “missing
value analysis” command, which conducted t-tests on the means of groups formed by
an indicator variable of missingness for each of the variables in the analysis. Fourteen
cases were missing a score for T1 relational spirituality. Means on all other variables
used in the analysis did not significantly differ from each other based on T1 relational
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spiritualty missingness. The results were slightly different when T1 relational
spirituality was broken down into its component parts: T1 relational
spirituality/community and T1 relational spirituality/service. There were significant
differences for the means of T2 home support of purpose and T2 school engagement
between groups formed based on missingness of T1 relational spirituality/community.
In both cases, the group that was missing T1 relational spirituality/community had a
significantly higher mean (p < .05). For T2 home support of purpose, means were as
follows: T1RSC = present (M = 3.946); T1RSC = missing (M = 4.370). The means for
T2 school engagement were similar in pattern: T1RSC = present (M = 3.278); T1RSC
= missing (M = 3.444). Missingness on T1 relational spirituality/service (Missing N =
14) behaved a little differently, with mean differences based on this missingness found
only in T2 relational spirituality variables – T2 relational spirituality/service and T2
relational spirituality/community. In both cases means significantly differed at a p
< .05 level with the missing group having a lower mean than the non-missing group:
T2 relational spirituality/service (T1RSS = present, M = 3.820; T1RSS = missing, M =
3.486); T2 relational spirituality/community (T1RSS = present, M = 3.829; T1RSS =
missing, M = 3.500).
With the scalar variable analysis complete, I turned to an analysis of
missingness in variables missing greater than 5% of their data across the indicator
variables used in my analysis. These included school and gender indicators. Given the
small expected values for many cells in this analysis, Fisher’s exact test was used in
all cases. The only distributions that were significantly different from that which
would be expected were between T1 relational spirituality/service and the Catholic
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school indicator (Fisher’s Exact Test, p = .004) and between T1 relational
spirituality/service and the Waldorf-methods charter indicator (Fisher’s Exact Test, p
= .010). In examining the numbers, it is likely that the Waldorf-methods charter had
fewer than expected who had complete data for T1 relational spirituality/service and
that the Catholic school had more than expected, though Fisher’s Exact Test does not
indicate which cells are driving the significance.
The question, ultimately, is what exactly is driving the missingness in this data.
Is the missingness driven by something we can account for in the observed data and
not connected to unobserved values on the variables in question, and thus considered
Missing at Random (MAR)? The most suspect variable in this case is T1 relational
spirituality/service; its missingness seems to drive mean differences in T2 scores for
the same variable, which might suggest that T1 values also drive the missingness.
However, the indicator variable analysis and the researcher’s knowledge of the survey
administration contribute to a MAR conclusion. First, two schools experienced server
interruptions in the middle of the first survey administration, the most significant of
these occurring at the Waldorf-methods charter. While every attempt was made to
assure that participants could continue where they left off when the server came up
again, it is likely that data was lost in this process. It is also likely that at least some
students were at the same point in the survey when the server went down. This, in
combination with the results of the Fisher’s Exact Test on the school type indicators
suggests that the missingness was more likely driven by the server interruption, than
by any other characteristic. Because the school can be controlled for, as can T2 values,
the data was considered MAR.
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With the data considered MAR, the decision was made to impute missing
values for analysis variables using multiple imputations. A fully conditional model
using predictive mean matching was specified.11 All variables used in the analysis
were included in the model. Demographic variables (gender, school) were only used
as predictors as they were all complete. Five imputations were created, and the
analyses that follow are split by imputation. Pooled results are provided when
available, and when not, individual results for each of the imputations are provided.
Generous Schools and Generous Purpose
The first two hypotheses of this dissertation related to each other –
investigating the correlational and predictive relations between school generosity and
generous purpose. To recall, I hypothesized the following:
H1. Generous high school climate will positively correlate with generous
purpose for high school freshmen.
H2. The degree of T2 generosity in the high school will positively predict T2
generous purpose in freshmen students, controlling for T1 school generosity,
T1 school engagement, T1 home and friend support of purpose, T2 social
desirability, gender and school type.

11

A fully conditional model using linear regression was also attempted. However,

when the variables were left unconstrained, implausible values were inserted. Then
when variables were constrained, plausible values were not drawn after maximum
numbers of sample and parameter draws were allowed. All imputed values were to be
to interval values, and predictive mean matching is an appropriate method for this.
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I began my analysis by testing for a correlation between T2 school generosity and T2
generous purpose. I used T2 scores because, theoretically, T2 school generosity would
be more accurate due to participants having more experiences from which to draw in
making their assessments of each of the statements in the scale. I examined T2 school
generosity/students and T2 school generosity/teachers. The pooled Pearson correlation
coefficient for T2 school generosity/students and T2 generous purpose was .282 (p
< .001, 2-tailed, N = 253), and for T2 school generosity/teachers and T2 generous
purpose was .223 (p < .001, 2-tailed, N = 253).
There are no universally agreed upon guidelines for interpreting correlation
coefficients. Perhaps one of the more widely used standards is that of Cohen (1988),
who suggested that correlations between 0 and .3 should be considered small, those
between .3 and .5 should be considered medium, and those greater than .5 should be
considered large. By this standard, the correlations between T2 school
generosity/students and T2 generous purpose would be considered small, approaching
medium. However, Hemphill (2003) commented on these standards after a review of
correlations reported in two separate meta-analyses of psychological assessment
literature and found that correlations meeting Cohen’s standard for “large”
correlations were only reported for studies in the 89th and 97th percentiles in the two
meta-analyses. This suggests that in practice small and medium correlations are
considered to be worth investigation. For the purposes of this dissertation, I followed
Cohen’s guidelines in order to be more conservative in interpretation. With that in
mind, the answer to the first research question is that T2 school generosity,
particularly as represented by student relationships, does correlate with T2 generous
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purpose; the correlation approaches a medium-sized correlation and is significant.
Figure 4 is a scatterplot of T2 school generosity/students and T2 generous purpose
with a fitted linear line that suggests that hypothesizing a linear relationship is
plausible. Additionally, there is no theoretical reason to assume any other sort of
relationship between these variables. Figure 5 shows the same information for the
relation between T2 school generosity/teachers and T2 generous purpose.
After establishing that T2 school generosity did, in fact, correlate with T2
generous purpose, I was interested in understanding the degree to which the two types
of T2 school generosity predicted T2 generous purpose. The correlation showed that
there was a relation between the two and visual inspection and theoretical knowledge
suggested it was linear in nature. I used linear multivariate regression to determine the
nature of that relation, controlling for several other factors.
Regression Analysis of School Generosity and Generous Purpose
The following equation guided my regression analysis for understanding the
degree of the relation between T2 school generosity and T2 generous purpose
(Hypothesis #2): !(T2GP) = "0 + "1(T1GP) + "2(T1SGS) + "3(T1SGT) + "4(T1SE) + "5(T1PSHM) +
"6(T1PSFND) + "7(T2SD) + "8(Female) + "9(Community Charter) + "10(Waldorf-methods Charter) + "11(T2SGS) +
"11(T2SGT) + #. The dependent variable was T2 generous purpose (T2GP). The
independent variables of primary interest in this model were T2 school
generosity/students (T2SGS) and T2 school generosity/teachers (T2SGT). However,
for reasons outlined in the methods section of this dissertation, several control
variables were included. The first was T1 generous purpose (T1GP). I was interested
in understanding supports for purpose during the course of the ninth grade year, and
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therefore I accounted for where participants started the year in terms of generous
purpose by including this variable. By including T1 school generosity/students and
teachers (T1SGS and T1SGT), I hoped to account for students who might have had a
more “rosy” view of school from the start – in effect controlling for the perceptive
nature of the T2 school generosity reports. I included T1 school engagement (T1SE)
because I wanted to disentangle the perception of the school’s generosity from the
degree to which a student engaged him or herself in the life of the school. Parent and
friend support of purpose at T1 (T2PSHM and T2PSFND) were included to control
for support of purpose coming from sources outside of the school that were likely to
correlate T2 generous purpose. I included T2 social desirability (T2SD) to control for
the degree to which participants’ responses regarding purpose and generosity might be
influenced by a desire to provide socially desirable responses. Males functioned as the
reference group for the female indicator variable. Indicator variables for the
Community Charter and the Waldorf-methods Charter were included in order to
understand whether the schools themselves had any influence on generous purpose if
all the other variables were held constant.12 Therefore, the reference group in this case

12

The existence of different schools in my sample suggests a nested model. However,

the sample at Community Charter was very small (N = 21), and the sample at
Waldorf-methods Charter (N = 42) was small relative to the Catholic school sample
(N = 190). Additionally, with only one school of each type, statistical inference at the
school level was not possible. With that in mind, the decision was made not to utilize
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was participants from the Catholic school. I entered variables in four steps. Step 1
included only T1 generous purpose. Step 2 included gender and the school indicator
variables. Step 3 included the remaining control variables and Step 4 added the school
generosity variables.
Full results of the regression analysis are found in Table 28. Depending on the
imputation, the final model explained between 22.5% and 23.5% of the variation in T2
generous purpose (See Table 28 for complete model statistics). The strongest predictor
of T2 generous purpose was T1 generous purpose (B = .383, SE = .071; p < .001). T1
home support of purpose was also significant, and predicted a .092 increase in T2
generous purpose (SE = .043, p = .035). Interestingly, T1 school generosity/students
was negatively predictive of T2 generous purpose (B = -.188, SE = .080, p = .019).
Even with the influence of these predictors accounted for, however, T2 school
generosity/students, one of the independent variables of interest here, predicted a .169
increase in T2 generous purpose (SE = .066, p = .010). T2 school generosity/teachers
was a marginally significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .106, SE = .063, p
= .091). The inclusion of the variables of interest did create a significant change in the
R-squared value of the model. Across the imputations, the addition of T2 school
generosity (students and teachers) accounted for an additional 6.2% to 6.4% of the
variation in T2 generous purpose.

multilevel modeling, and to instead just account for whether the schools alone
contributed to any variance in generous purpose.
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With these results in mind, I turned to analyses designed to illuminate the relation
between relational spirituality and generous purpose.
Relational Spirituality and Generous Purpose
The third and fourth hypotheses of this dissertation focused on the relation
between relational spirituality and generous purpose. They were similar in form to the
two hypotheses I have already explored. They follow here:
H3. T2 relational spirituality will positively correlate with T2 generous
purpose.
H4. T2 relational spirituality will predict T2 generous purpose, controlling for
T1 generous purpose, T1 home and friend support of purpose, T1 family and
friend religious/spiritual importance, T2 social desirability, gender and school
type indicators.
The correlation analysis of T2 relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose showed
a moderate pooled Pearson correlation coefficient between the two variables (r = .461,
p < .001, 2-tailed, N = 253). I also examined the individual components of T2
relational spirituality separately for correlations with T2 generous purpose. T2
relational spirituality/community correlated moderately with T2 generous purpose (r
= .346, p < .001, 2-tailed, N = 253), as did T2 relational spirituality/service (r = .465, p
< .001, 2-tailed, N = 253). Like the relation between T2 school generosity and T2
generous purpose, I created scatterplots of each of these variable combinations, fitted
with a linear line in order to visual inspect the appropriateness of linear regression.
These scatterplots are seen in Figures 6, 7 and 8. Visually, these appear to be some of
the strongest linear relationships in the study. I then turned to regression analysis to
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determine the degree to which T2 relational spirituality predicted T2 generous purpose.
Again, I built the model in steps guided by theory. Step 1 included only T1 generous
purpose. In Step 2, I added gender and the school indicator variables. Step 3 included
the remaining control variables. In Step 4, T2 relational spirituality was added, and in
Step 5, it was removed and replaced with T2 relational spirituality/service and T2
relational spirituality/community.
Regression Analysis of T2 Relational Spirituality and T2 Generous Purpose
The following equation guided my analysis of the predictive relationship
between T2 relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose: !(T2GP) = "0 + "1(T1GP) +
"2(T1RSFAM) + "3(T1RSFND) + "4(T1PSHM) + "5(T1PSFND) + "6(T2SD) + "7(Female) + "8(Community
Charter)

+ "19(Waldorf-methods Charter) + "10(T2RS) + #. I also regressed T2 generous purpose on

T2 relational spirituality partitioned into its community and service dimensions. As
with the regression analysis targeting Hypothesis #2, T2 generous purpose (T2GP)
was the dependent variable. The independent variable of interest was T2 relational
spirituality (T2RS) (T2 relational spirituality/service [T2RSS] and T2 relational
spirituality/community [T2RSC] in the later analysis). T1 generous purpose (T1GP)
was included as a control in order to parse out purpose development that could be
attributed to the participant’s time in the school. T1 family and friend
religious/spiritual importance (T2RSFAM and T2RSFND) were viewed as potential
confounds of T2 relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose, and therefore they
were also included. I included T1 home and friend support of purpose (T2PSHM and
T2PSFND) for the same reason. Social desirability, as well as gender and school type
indicators functioned as control variables in these analyses.

117
The complete results of the regression analysis of T2 generous purpose on T2
relational spirituality appear in Table 29. The amount of variance in T2 generous
purpose accounted for by this model ranged from 31.2% to 33.7%, depending on the
imputation (see Table 29 for complete model statistics). T1 generous purpose was a
strong predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .285, SE = .069, p < .001). However,
even holding T1 generous purpose constant, T2 relational spirituality predicted a .364
increase in T2 generous purpose (SE = .054, p < .001). T2 home support of purpose
was also a predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .091, SE = .041, p = .027). Friend
religious/spiritual importance was slightly negatively predictive of T2 relational
spirituality (B = -.073, SE = .035, p = .039). The inclusion of T2 relational spirituality
created a significant change in the degree to which variation in T2 generous purpose
could be explained by the model. Including T2 relational spirituality in the model
explained additional variation across the imputations ranging between 12.8% and
16.3%, all significant at the p < .001 level.
After examining overall T2 relational spirituality as a predictor of T2 generous
purpose, I replaced T2 relational spirituality with two separate variables: T2 relational
spirituality/community and T2 relational spirituality/service. This model accounted for
between 33.1% and 34.2% of the variation in T2 generous purpose, depending on the
imputation. In the pooled data, T1 generous purpose predicted a .271 increase in T2
generous purpose (SE = .068, p < .001). T1 home support of purpose remained a
significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .088, SE = .041, p = .039). T1 friend
religious/spiritual importance remained as a negative predictor of T2 generous purpose
(B = -.069, SE = .035, p = .049). One primary variable of interest, T2 relational
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spirituality/service, remained a significant predictor of T2 generous purpose in this
model (B = .255, SE = .060, p < .001). The other, T2 relational spirituality/community,
was only a marginally significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .115, SE
= .059, p = .058). The inclusion of the separate components of relational spirituality
explained an additional 14.9% to 17% of the variance in T2 generous purpose, as
compared to the model with only the control variables included.
With T2 relational spirituality and T2 relational spirituality/service established
as predictors of T2 generous purpose in separate models, I turned to a preliminary
investigation of how school generosity and relational spirituality might work together
to influence purpose.
School Generosity, Generous Purpose and Relational Spirituality
My analysis so far has shown that both hypothesized predictors of generous
purpose did, in fact, predict increases in generous purpose, controlling for, among
other things, T1 scores on generous purpose. I examined school generosity as a
predictor of generous purpose and found that T2 school generosity/students
significantly predicted T2 generous purpose, and that T2 school generosity/teachers
was marginally significant as a predictor of T2 generous purpose. I also examined
relational spirituality as a predictor of generous purpose, and found that T2 relational
spirituality significantly predicted T2 generous purpose, but that when relational
spirituality was divided into its two parts, only the service component robustly
remained a significant predictor of T2 generous purpose. Next, I turn attention to
preliminary analyses of the ways in which school generosity and relational spirituality
might relate as predictors of generous purpose.
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Confirming Hypotheses #5 and #6 would form part of the foundation for
investigating the way in which school generosity and relational spirituality potentially
act together to predict generous purpose. To recall:
H5. T2 school generosity will positively correlate with T2 relational
spirituality.
H6. T2 school generosity will positively predict T2 adolescent relational
spirituality, controlling for T1 school generosity, T1 school engagement, T1
family and friend religious/spiritual importance, T2 social desirability, gender
and school type.
I began this next step in my analysis by testing for a correlation between both forms of
T2 school generosity (students and teachers) and T2 relational spirituality. Again, I
used T2 scores because, theoretically, T2 school generosity would be more accurate
due to participants having more experience from which to draw in making their
assessments of each of the statements in the scale. T2 school generosity/students
showed a .292 Pearson correlation with T2 relational spirituality (p < .001, 2-tailed, N
= 253). The Pearson correlation for T2 school generosity/teachers and T2 relational
spirituality was .275 (p < .001, 2-tailed, N = 252). Scatterplots of these correlations are
shown in Figures 9 and 10. Both scatterplots are fitted with a linear line that visually
supports a linear relationship between the two variables. After establishing that T2
school generosity correlated with T2 relational spirituality, I turned to linear
regression analysis to determine the nature of the relationship. Similar steps as used
previously were employed, where Step 1 included only T1 relational spirituality, Steps
2 and 3 included control variables, and Step 4 included the school generosity variables.
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Regression Analysis of School Generosity and Relational Spirituality
The following equation guided my regression analysis for understanding the
relation between T2 school generosity and T2 relational spirituality: !(T2RS) = "0 +
"1(T1RS) + "2(T1SGS) + "3(T1SGT) + "4(T1SE) + "5(T1RSFAM) + "6(T1RSFND) + "7(T2SD) + "8(Female) +
"9(Community Charter) + "10(Waldorf-methods Charter) + "11(T2SGS) + "12(T2SGT) + #. The dependent
variable was T2 relational spirituality (T2RS). The primary independent variables of
interest were T2 school generosity/students (T2SGS) and T2 school
generosity/teachers (T2SGT). As with the analysis of T2 school generosity and T2
generous purpose, I included T1 relational spirituality (T1RS) to isolate the portion of
T2 relational spirituality that could be attributed to the time period of the study. I also
included T1 school generosity (students and teachers) (T1SGS and T1SGT) for the
same reason it was included in previous analyses – to control for more or less “rosy”
views of school generosity that might correlate strongly with the prosocial dependent
variable. I also controlled for the degree to which participants agreed with statements
about their friends and family valuing religion and/or spirituality. As with my earlier
analysis of school generosity and generous purpose, I controlled for T2 social
desirability (T2SD) and included indicator variables for gender and the community
and Waldorf-methods charter schools.
The pooled results of the regression analysis of T2 school generosity and T2
relational spirituality are found in Table 30 and an overview is presented here. The
model accounted for between 37.7% and 41% of the variation in T2 relational
spirituality, depending on the imputation (see Table 30 for complete model statistics).
As with T1 and T2 generous purpose, the strongest predictor of T2 relational
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spirituality was T1 relational spirituality (B = .548, SE = .063, p < .001). Attending the
Waldorf-methods school was a marginally significant predictor of T2 relational
spirituality (B = .152, SE = .091; p = .094). T1 school generosity/teachers was
marginally, negatively related to T2 relational spirituality (B = -.120, SE = .073; p
= .099). The independent variables of interest, T2 school generosity/students and T2
school generosity/teachers were both significant predictors of T2 relational spirituality.
A one-unit increase in T2 school generosity/students predicted a .169 increase in T2
relational spirituality (SE = .067, p = .012), and T2 school generosity/teachers
predicted a .171 increase in T2 relational spirituality (SE = .065, p = .008). The
inclusion of T2 school generosity (students and teachers) created a significant change
in the degree to which variation in T2 generous relational spirituality could be
explained by the model. Including T2 school generosity (students and teachers) in the
model explained additional variation in T2 relational spirituality across the
imputations ranging between 6.3% and 7%, all significant at the p < .01 level.
Recall though, that the Relational Spirituality scale was composed of the
community-sensing dimension of the Spiritual Sensitivity scale (Tirri, Nokelainen, and
Ubani, 2006) and three service-sensing items that I created. While both are relational,
they are slightly different. The community-sensing dimension may be more about
finding a community of support, where the service sensing-dimension may be more
about reaching out to others (perhaps beyond one’s own community). Therefore, I was
interested in whether or not T2 school generosity/students and T2 school
generosity/teachers predicted the two dimensions of T2 relational spirituality
differently. In order to do this, I utilized the same equation as above, but replaced T1
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and T2 relational spirituality with T1 and T2 relational spirituality/community and T1
and T2 relational spirituality/service in two separate regressions. The results of both
regressions are also found in Table 30.
Relational spirituality/community. The model for predicting T2 relational
spirituality/community accounted for between 25.3% and 28.4% of the variation in
that variable (see Table 30 for full model statistics). As with combined T2 relational
spirituality, T1 relational spirituality/community was, not surprisingly, the largest
single predictor of T2 relational spirituality/community (B = .459, SE = .072, p < .001).
Being a student in the Waldorf-methods charter also significantly predicted T2
relational spirituality/community (B = .235, SE = .116, p = .044). T1 school
engagement was a marginally significant predictor of T2 relational
spirituality/community (B = .183, SE = .100, p = .066). T2 school generosity/teachers,
one of the primary variables of interest, predicted a .188 increase in T2 relational
spirituality/community (SE = .081, p = .020). The addition of the T2 school generosity
variables into the model uniquely explained 4% to 4.8% of the variation in T2
relational spirituality.
Relational spirituality/service. Table 30 also shows the results of the analysis
of the relation between T2 school generosity (students and teachers) and T2 relational
spirituality/service. The final models accounted for between 31.5% and 35.2% of the
variation in the service dimension of T2 relational spirituality (again, full model
statistics are shown in Table 30). As expected, T1 relational spirituality/service
predicted T2 relational spirituality/service (B = .452, SE = .061, p < .001). Two of the
indicator variables included in the model were predictors of T2 relational
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spirituality/service. Being female was marginally significant and associated with
a .149 increase in T2 relational spirituality/service (SE = .083, p = .072), and being a
student in the community charter school was associated with a .37 increase in T2
relational spirituality/service (SE = .148, p = .012). The two primary variables of
interest were both associated with significant increases in T2 relational
spirituality/service: T2 school generosity/students (B = .222, SE = .080, p = .006) and
T2 school generosity/teachers (B = .152, SE = .078, p = .050). Overall, the inclusion of
the T2 school generosity variables in the model accounted for between 6.1% and
6.42% of unique variation in T2 relational spirituality/community, depending on the
imputation.
Summary of Relations between School Generosity and Relational Spirituality
Overall, T2 school generosity was a significant predictor of T2 relational
spirituality. When T2 relational spirituality was divided into its two parts, the
community and service sensing dimensions, T2 school generosity functioned slightly
differently. Only T2 school generosity/teachers predicted T2 relational
spirituality/community, where both T2 school generosity/students and T2 school
generosity/teachers predicted T2 relational spirituality/service (although there was less
support for the role of teachers in the stepwise results). With the link between T2
school generosity and T2 relational spirituality established, I turned to exploratory
analyses of how school generosity and relational spirituality might relate as predictors
of generous purpose.
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Exploratory Analyses of Relations Among Generous Purpose, School Generosity
and Relational Spirituality
Hypothesis #7 is better understood as a target for an exploratory analysis than
as a strong hypothesis. The goal of this stage of the study was to establish a foundation
for future work investigating the directionality over time of the relations among these
variables (e.g. mediator and moderator analyses). Hypothesis #7 posited that T2
school generosity and T2 relational spirituality would be closely related as predictors
of T2 generous purpose. Recall:
H7. T2 school generosity and T2 relational spirituality will be closely related
predictors of T2 generous purpose, controlling for T1 generous purpose, T1
school generosity, T1 school engagement, T1 home and friend support of
purpose, T1 family and friend religious/spiritual importance, T2 social
desirability, gender and school type indicators.
In order to test this hypothesis I first built two regression models that included T2
relational spirituality (combined, and separated into community and service). The first
model created to test H7 utilized the following equation: !(T2GP) = "0 + "1(T1GP) +
"2(T2SGS) + "3(T1SGT) + "5(T1SE) + "6(T1RSFAM) + "7(T1RSFND) + "8(T1PSHM) + "9(T1PSFND) +
"10(T2SD) + "11(Female) + "12(Community Charter) + "13(Waldorf-methods Charter) + "14(T2RS) + "15(T2SGS)
+ "16(T2SGT) + #. I have explained the reasons for including each of these variables in
previous analyses. This model accounted for between 36.1% and 36.6% of the
variability in T2 generous purpose (see Table 31, Model 6 for complete model
statistics). T1 generous purpose continued to be one of the strongest significant
predictors of T2 generous purpose (B = .274, SE = .069, p < .001). T2 home support of
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purpose also remained a significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .097, SE
= .041, p = .018). In this model, there were three independent variables of interest: T2
school generosity/students, T2 school generosity/teachers and T2 relational spirituality.
T2 school generosity/students was a marginally significant predictor of T2 generous
purpose (B = .105, SE = .061, p = .088), and T2 relational spirituality was a significant
predictor (B = .345, SE = .056, p < .001). Two other predictors emerged in this model
though. T1 school generosity/students negatively and significantly predicted T2
generous purpose (B = -.169, SE = .076, p = .026), and T1 school generosity/teachers
was a marginally significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .180, SE = .067, p
= .007). Table 31 shows that T2 school generosity/students has a lower and only
marginally significant B when T2 relational spirituality is included in the model. This
indicates that if reported relational spirituality is held constant, generosity among
students is less of a predictor of generous purpose than when relational spirituality is
not accounted for. The R-squared change reported in Table 31 also indicates that the
inclusion of both the school generosity and the relational spirituality variables created
significant increases in the overall variability in T2 generous purpose explained by
these models.
While T2 relational spirituality can be viewed as a unified dimension, its
component parts (community and service) functioned differently in previous analyses.
For this reason, I also wanted to examine how T2 school generosity, T2 relational
spirituality/community and T2 relational spirituality/service acted when included
together in a model predicting T2 generous purpose. The equation for this model was
the same as the one immediately prior, but the variable for T2 relational spirituality
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was replaced with T1 and T2 variables for its two parts (community and service). The
full results of this regression are displayed in Table 31, Model 7. This model
accounted for between 36.6% and 36.9% of the variation in T2 generous purpose,
depending on the imputation. Unsurprisingly, T1 generous purpose was again a
significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .262, SE = .069, p < .001), and again,
T2 home support of purpose significantly predicted T2 generous purpose (B = .094,
SE = .041, p = .021). However, when the two dimensions of T2 relational spirituality
were separated, T2 school generosity/students was no longer significant, and of the
relational spirituality components, only T2 relational spirituality/service functioned as
a significant predictor of generous purpose (B = .242, SE = .060, p < .001). T2
relational spirituality/community was a marginally positive predictor of T2 generous
purpose (B = .11, SE = .057, p = .058). Again, T1 school generosity/students was a
negative and significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = -.181, SE = .076, p
= .017), while T1 school generosity/teachers was a significant predictor of T2
generous purpose (B = .179, SE = .066, p = .007). In these models, adding in the
school generosity variables accounted for an additional 5.8% to 6.1% of the variability
in T2 generous purpose, and adding in the relational spirituality variable accounted for
an additional 11.6% to 13.4% of the variability in T2 generous purpose. In comparison,
model that included relational spirituality separated into two parts accounted for an
additional 12.3% to 14.0% of the variance in T2 generous purpose.
Moderator analyses. I also examined Hypothesis #7 by testing whether or not
the degree to which a student entered high school with a certain level of relational
spirituality moderated the influence of school generosity on generous purpose. The
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theory behind this analysis was drawn from King’s (2008) framework suggesting that
spirituality might serve as an ideal interpretive context for positive youth development.
In the constructs of this study, the question was about whether or not school generosity
would differentially predict generous purpose in students who entered school (T1)
endorsing a spirituality based in service and community versus students less attuned to
this sort of spirituality at T1.
In order to explore this idea, I first used regression to test whether T1 relational
spirituality, on its own, served as a predictor of T2 generous purpose. It did (B = .140,
SE = .066, p = .033). Then I created a variable to separate participants into high and
low T1 relational spirituality groups. “High” relational spirituality was assigned to
participants who scored greater or equal to 3.5 on the Relational Spirituality Scale.
The reasoning for this was that an average of 3.5 likely indicated students who, on
average, felt something beyond the neutral statement of “neither disagree nor agree”
on the five-point response scale. Those participants who obtained an average score on
the relational spirituality score of less than 3.5 were assigned “Low” relational
spirituality. In the original, non-imputed dataset, 87 participants fell into the low
relational spirituality group and 152 participants fell in the high relational spirituality
group (14 participants had missing data). After creating these indicator variables I
created an interaction term between the relational spirituality group and school
generosity/students. When this interaction term was included in the regression, its
effect was almost non-existent and it was not significant (B = .155, SE = .126, p
= .220). This would suggest that T1 relational spirituality does not act as a moderator
on the relation between school generosity/students and generous purpose. An
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interaction term between the relational spirituality group and school
generosity/teachers was tested in the same regression. While T2 school
generosity/teachers did not predict T2 generous purpose in the model built in
theoretical steps, it did in the many of the models created in the stepwise procedure.
However, the interaction term between the T1 relational spirituality group and T2
school generosity/teachers did not prove significant as a predictor of generous purpose.
In part, hypothesis #7 was supported by these analyses; T2 school
generosity/students and T2 relational spirituality were closely related as predictors of
T2 generous purpose. While both functioned as significant predictors of T2 generous
purpose on their own, entering them both into the same model tends to decrease the
absolute value and significance of T2 school generosity/students, while relational
spirituality – either as a single variable or just as its service dimension – tends to retain
its absolute value and significance as a predictor of T2 generous purpose. The
exploratory moderation analysis did not support a moderator role for T1 relational
spirituality on the relation between T2 school generosity/students or teachers and T2
generous purpose. This would suggest that school generosity has the potential to
similarly predict generous purpose for students endorsing varying degrees of relational
spirituality at the time they enter the high school environment.
School-level Analysis
In the final research question of this dissertation I asked whether or not the
primary relations among school generosity, relational spirituality and generous
purpose varied based on the spiritual context of the school participants attended. The
goal here was not so much to infer conclusions about broader categories of school
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types, but to start to understand whether the school itself functioned as a moderator of
these relations in order to lay the foundation for future work targeting school types.
Recall that Hypothesis #8 posited that there would be variation by school type:
H8. The relations among T2 school generosity, T2 relational spirituality and
T2 generous purpose will vary among schools claiming different spiritual
contexts.
I began to examine this hypothesis by including an indicator variable for the schools in
each of the regressions discussed so far. However, while this controlled for the school,
it was a limited approach. In linear regression, each of the resulting coefficients are
interpreted as the increase in Y associated with X, holding all other variables in the
equation constant. Because the Catholic school had the largest sample size by far, and
the fewest problems during survey administration, it was utilized as the reference
group in each of the previous analyses.13 In most of the analyses, being a student at the
community or Waldorf-methods charter schools was not significantly associated with

13

Note that the Catholic school functioned as the reference group in all regressions.

Theoretically, there would have been strong support to make the community charter
the reference group in each regression, as it was meant to function as a sort of control
condition. However, because of the significantly larger numbers of students who
participated at the Catholic school (the majority of the sample) and the number of
variables in each regression, the Catholic school was made the reference group. This
makes interpretation of the results of the indicator variable inclusions slightly more
complicated.
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any increase in Y (generous purpose or relational spirituality). There were two
exceptions to this. The Waldorf-methods charter, holding all other variables constant,
was predictive of T2 relational spirituality/community (B = .2435, SE = .116, p = .044)
(See Table 30), and the community charter school, holding all other variables constant,
significantly predicted T2 relational spirituality/service (B = .370, SE = .148, p = .012)
(See Table 30).
The limitation of the indicator variable approach is that it does not allow
variables to covary. This scenario would often suggest using a multilevel model.
However, multilevel modeling was not considered the most efficient or productive
technique here due to a variety of factors related to characteristics of the data once
separated into school groups. There was no real inferential power to be gained at the
school level, as each school “type” had an N of 1. Additionally, the sample sizes
within each school were not at all equivalent, and given the number of variables in the
various regression equations used to investigate the hypotheses of this dissertation,
they were too small at the community and Waldorf-methods charters to conduct
individual regressions for comparison. With that in mind, the school-level analysis
presented here compares correlations and is meant to be exploratory, potentially laying
the foundation for further study at the level of the school.
I conducted the school-level analysis by determining whether or not
correlations among the primary variables of interest in this study varied at all by
schools claiming different spiritual contexts. I examined the significant relations that
emerged in the regression models. Table 32 shows the full list of correlations between
sets of variables for each school. T2 school generosity/students was a significant
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predictor of T2 generous purpose on its own (Table 28, Model 4) and marginally
predictive in the model that included T2 relational spirituality (Table 31, Model 6). In
the correlation analysis, T2 school generosity/students did not significantly correlate
with T2 generous purpose for the community charter school. The Pearson correlation
coefficient for T2 school generosity/students and T2 generous purpose at the
community charter school was not statistically significant at -.023 (N = 21), as
compared to correlations significant at the .01 level for both the Catholic school (r
= .293, N = 190) and the Waldorf-methods charter (r = .415, N = 42). The data at
hand suggest that there is not a significant correlation between T2 school
generosity/students and T2 generous purpose at the community charter school, but the
small sample size at that school leaves much room for a lack of confidence in those
results.
The association between relational spirituality and generous purpose was also a
primary focus of this dissertation, and this correlation proved significant within all
three schools. In the regression analyses presented earlier, T2 relational spirituality
was a significant predictor of T2 generous purpose (B = .364, SE = .054, p < .001) (see
Table 29, Model 4). Correlation analysis of this relationship separated by school
showed a significant association between these two variables across school types:
Catholic school (r = .450, N = 190, p < .001); community charter (r = .715, N = 21, p
< .001); and Waldorf-methods charter (r = .455, N = 42, p < .001). Recall that T2
relational spirituality was also tested broken down into its two parts, community and
service orientations. When it was separated in this way, only T2 relational
spirituality/service remained a significant predictor of T2 school generosity for the
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reference group population – the Catholic school. The correlation analysis revealed
significant correlations between T2 relational spirituality/students and T2 generous
purpose at all three schools: Catholic school (r = .440, N = 190, p < .001), community
charter (r = .696, N = 21, p < .001), and the Waldorf-methods charter (r = .559, N =
42, p < .001). Overall, there were no real school differences in the correlations
between T2 relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose among the three schools in
this study.
Another significant set of relations in the regression analysis was between both
T2 school generosity/students and T2 school generosity/teachers and T2 relational
spirituality (see Table 30). In the regression model specifically testing this relation, the
Waldorf-methods charter was marginally predictive of T2 relational spirituality,
holding all other variables constant (B = .152, SE = .091, p = .094). In the correlational
analysis, only the Catholic school showed a significant correlation between T2 school
generosity/students and T2 relational spirituality (r = .290, N = 190, p ! .01). Both the
Catholic school and the Waldorf-methods charter showed significant correlations

between T2 school generosity/teachers and T2 relational spirituality (Catholic school r
= .291, N = 190, p ! .01; Waldorf-methods charter r = .309, N = 42, p ! .05). As with
the school-level correlation comparison of T2 school generosity/students and T2

generous purpose, concluding a real difference by school in the relation between T2
school generosity/students and T2 relational spirituality is not strongly supported by
the data.
When relational spirituality was separated into its two components for the
regression analysis, T2 school generosity/teachers predicted both the community and
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service dimensions of T2 relational spirituality. However, only T2 relational
spirituality/service was predicted by T2 school generosity/students. In the correlation
analysis, only the Catholic school showed a significant correlation between T2 school
generosity/teachers and T2 relational spirituality/community (r = .245, N = 190, p
! .01) (See Table 32). The correlation between T2 school generosity/teachers and T2

relational spirituality/service was significant at both the Catholic (r = .234, N = 190, p
! .01) and the Waldorf schools (r = .411, N = 42, p ! .01). All three schools

displayed significant correlations between T2 school generosity/students and T2
relational spirituality/service (see Table 32). As with the correlational analysis
between various forms of school generosity and generous purpose, the correlational
analysis between school generosity and various forms of relational spirituality points
to some ways in which there may be school differences, but the sample characteristics
leave doubt concerning the meaning of these comparisons.
Another way of examining the correlations at each of the schools is to look not
at their significance, but instead to used a Fisher’s r to Z transformation to statistically
test the differences between pairs of correlations.14 To be clear, this test ignores the
significance of the individual correlations and instead tests for significant differences
between correlations of the same variables across two independent groups. I ran this
transformation and test for each of the primary variable correlations listed in Table 32
between the following independent sample pairs: Catholic school and community
charter; Catholic school and Waldorf-methods charter; and the community charter and

14

I used an online calculator for this process found at http://vassarstats.net/rdiff.html.
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Waldorf-methods school. Despite seemingly large differences in some absolute r
values (e.g. the differences across schools for the correlation between T2 school
generosity/students and T2 generous purpose, See Table 32), only one pair
demonstrated a marginally significant difference. The correlation between T2
relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose was marginally significantly higher at
the community charter as compared to the Catholic school (p = .095, 2-tailed) (neither
was significantly different from the correlation found at the Waldorf-methods school).
Overall, evidence from the correlational analysis combined with evidence from
the regression analysis leads to more uncertainty than conclusiveness in terms of the
hypothesis that the relations among school generosity, relational spirituality and
generous purpose vary by school type. The school was not a significant predictor of
T2 generous purpose in any of the regression models. This means that holding all
other variables in those equations constant, simply being a student at either the
community or Waldorf-methods charters did not differentially predict generous
purpose in comparison to being a student in the Catholic school. However, when T2
relational spirituality was the dependent variable, school types were predictors, but
only when T2 relational spirituality was separated into its two components. When this
was done, being a student at the Waldorf-methods charter significantly and positively
predicted T2 relational spirituality/community, and being a student at the community
charter significantly and positively predicted T2 relational spirituality/service.
I also described a correlational analysis performed on each of the primary
variable relations of interest separated by school. There were modest, positive and
significant correlations between all variable pairs at the Catholic school (see Table 32).
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At the community charter school, correlations between T2 school generosity in both of
its forms and T2 generous purpose were not significant. At the Waldorf-methods
charter, T2 school generosity/students and T2 generous purpose significantly
correlated, but the same did not hold for T2 school generosity/teachers. T2 school
generosity/students positively and significantly correlated with T2 relational
spirituality/service at the community charter school, but there were no other
significant correlations between forms of school generosity and relational spirituality
there. T2 school generosity/teachers positively and significantly correlated with the
combined form of T2 relational spirituality at the Waldorf-methods charter, and both
forms of T2 school generosity positively and significantly correlated with T2
relational spirituality/service there. The correlations between the forms of T2
relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose were all significant and positive at the
community charter school. Both the combined form of relational spirituality and its
service dimension positively and significantly correlated with T2 generous purpose at
the Waldorf-methods charter, but there was no significant correlation between the
community dimension of relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose there. A
series of significance tests of the difference between the correlation pairs, however,
only unearthed one significant difference; the correlation between T2 relational
spirituality and T2 generous purpose was significantly higher at the community charter
than at the Catholic school. The results of the tests of significant differences among
correlations across the schools do not offer strong support to Hypothesis #8. In this
data, there is little statistical support for the contention that relations among school
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generosity, relational spirituality and generous purpose vary by the spiritual context of
the school.
Summary of Results
In this chapter, I presented an explanation of the results of my primary data
analysis. I began with an explanation of how variables were created and moved on to
present the descriptive statistics for the variables of interest in this work. Generous
purpose, the primary dependent variable in this study, generally skewed high in the
sample; the group mean was over 3.8 out of 5 at both time points. In addition, there
was not a significant difference between means on generous purpose between the two
time points. I examined two variables as possible predictors of generous purpose:
school generosity and relational spirituality. The sample skewed towards higher
ratings on both of these independent variables at both time points (greater than an
average of 3.5 on a 5 point scale). As with generous purpose, there were not
significant mean differences on ratings of relational spirituality or of school
generosity/students between the two time points. However, student perceptions of
school generosity/teachers were significantly lower at T2 than they were at T1 (a mean
difference of .14 on the 5-point scale). I also presented descriptive statistics for each of
the control variables. There was nothing remarkable about these. Having established
the descriptive picture of the data as it was collected, I moved into a discussion of how
missing values were imputed to create a dataset to use for the hypothesis-testing phase
of this research.
Results of the hypothesis testing were organized in the following way: 1) the
role of generous schools in predicting generous purpose; 2) the role of relational
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spirituality in predicting generous purpose; 3) the relation between generous schools
and relational spirituality as they predicted generous purpose, and 4) a school-level
analysis of the relations among generous schools, relational spirituality and generous
purpose. T2 school generosity/students was a significant, positive predictor of T2
generous purpose. This effect was found controlling for T1 generous purpose, which
gives greater support to an interpretation that suggests that the relation between school
generosity/students actually drove a change in generous purpose over the course of the
study. Likewise, T2 relational spirituality was a significant, positive, predictor of T2
generous purpose, accounting for T1 generous purpose. When relational spirituality
was split into its component parts, only T2 relational spirituality/service was a
significant predictor of T2 generous purpose. With both school generosity and
relational spirituality established as supports for generous purpose, I then presented
the results of the two steps of the analysis meant to preliminarily investigate how the
supports might function together in the development of purpose.
First, I hypothesized that while students might come to school with a certain
degree of relational spirituality, relational spirituality was also likely open to influence
from the school. In fact, I found that this was true. Both T2 school generosity/teachers
and T2 school generosity/students predicted an increase in T2 relational spirituality.
As with earlier analyses, I controlled for the T1 score on relational spirituality, thus
isolating the increase in relational spirituality that could be attributed to the time
students were in their high schools. When relational spirituality was divided into its
community- and service-sensing dimensions, T2 school generosity/teachers predicted
an increase in the T2 community-sensing dimension, whereas an increase in the T2
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service-sensing dimension was predicted by both the teacher and student forms of
school generosity. Having established that school generosity acted as an influence on
relational spirituality, I then reported the results of an analysis intended to begin to
show how they might relate as predictors of generous purpose.
In order to investigate how school generosity and relational spirituality might
work together as predictors of generous purpose, I entered them together into the
regression equation predicting generous purpose, and then compared those results to
earlier models that only contained one of the support variables. When I did this, school
generosity tended to decrease in magnitude and significance as a predictor of purpose,
while relational spirituality (in its combined form and in its service-sensing form)
tended to maintain its magnitude and significance as a predictor of generous purpose.
Taken together, this suggests that not only do school generosity and relational
spirituality individually support generous purpose, but also that there is empirical
support for future work testing a meditational role for relational spirituality in the link
between school generosity and generous purpose.
Finally, because schools operate with different ideologies concerning
spirituality, I was interested in whether schools with different spiritual ideologies
might provide a context in which the relations among school generosity, relational
spirituality and generous purpose might function differently. There were many
limitations in my data concerning this question, the first of which was the greatly
different sample sizes across the three schools. Therefore, the results of these tests are
really only meant to suggest areas of future work, rather than offer conclusive,
inferential evidence. With that said, in the models that explored the relation between
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school generosity and relational spirituality, the Waldorf-methods charter, holding all
other variables constant, accounted for an increase in relational spirituality/community,
and the community charter, holding all other variables constant, accounted for an
increase in relational spirituality/service.
In order to see how particular relations between variables compared across the
schools, I conducted a correlational analysis of major variable relations investigated in
the regression analysis, meaning I tested correlations between dependent and
independent variables from the regressions at each school. The sample size at the
community charter was very low, and it was fairly low at the Waldorf-methods
charter; this means that achieving statistical significance for the Pearson correlation
coefficient was more difficult, and the varying sample sizes complicated
interpretations. However, a significance test of differences between the correlations
did not support school-level differences in most cases. In fact, the only correlation that
demonstrated a marginally significant difference between two schools was T2
relational spirituality and T2 generous purpose between the community charter and
Waldorf-methods school. The correlation was higher at the community charter school.
Taken together, these results suggest a predictive role for both school
generosity and relational spirituality for generous purpose. However, there are also
potential complexities both in how the two predictors work together, and in how they
function in different school contexts. In Chapter 6, I present possible interpretations of
these results and their significance for what is known about supporting purpose during
adolescence.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Chapter 5 provided a detailed description of the results of the hypothesis
testing that formed the core of this dissertation study. In Chapter 6, I discuss the ways
in which those results might be explained and interpreted. Then I discuss the
limitations of this work and suggest future directions for research. Finally, I offer
concluding thoughts regarding the process and findings of this dissertation study.
Overall, the results of this study offer confirmation that school generosity and
relational spirituality predict generous purpose. The results also point to ways in which
school generosity and relational spirituality might work together as predictors of
purpose. If we return to the PYD approach to contemporary developmental theory that
I discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, these results offer confirmation of individual and
contextual supports working towards a desired outcome, and the results offer evidence
that further tests of the longitudinal relations among these variables and of the
potential adaptive regulation process between school generosity and relational
spirituality might be fruitful endeavors. Before turning to these future directions,
however, I offer possible interpretations of the results of this dissertation study.
Explaining the Link Between School Generosity and Generous Purpose
Recall that the results of the first regression analysis (not including any
measures of relational spirituality) showed that students’ perceptions of generosity
among students at T2 predicted their own generous purpose at T2, controlling for,
among other things, both T1 school generosity among students and T1 generous
purpose. What does this mean? Remember that I included the T1 measures of school
generosity to account for students who might have embraced a particularly “rosy”
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view on life at their schools – they had hardly been there long enough at the time of
the first survey to rate school climate based on much real experience in the school. T2
measures were likely more indicative of a more stable and experience-rich perception
of the climate of generosity among students. So T1 generous purpose, again, was
measured so that any increase in generous purpose detected could be isolated to that
which happened during the course of the study – giving greater credence to the idea
that it could actually be attributed to the school’s climate.
A possible general interpretation of this finding is that school generosity
contributed to stage-environment fit for the adolescents in this sample. Stageenvironment fit is a concept that refers to the appropriateness of a given context to the
developmental stage of the individuals that context is meant to serve (see Eccles &
Midgley, 1989 for an early formulation of this concept, and Eccles & Roeser, 2009 for
a more contemporary formulation). The earliest stage-environment fit studies emerged
in the context of learning about students’ transitions to middle school. Many of the
theorists working in this framework have focused on improving student-teacher
relationships as a way to create a more positive school climate. In the context of this
study though, one has to ask, what is it about the specific climate of generosity that
created a good fit – so that participants experienced increases in generous purpose? A
closer look at the teacher and student dimensions of school generosity holds a clue; the
degree to which participants perceived most students at their school to be generous
was associated with the degree to which they endorsed statements describing their
primary life purpose as generous. Perceived teacher generosity did not have this effect.
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One conclusion, therefore, that can be drawn from these results is that during a
period of life when peers begin to take up a lot of adolescents’ time (Larson &
Richards, 1991), a peer climate characterized by generosity provides a better fit in
terms of encouraging adolescents on a path to generous purpose. This echoes a finding
from the qualitative work of Malin et al. (2013). In their study, the authors (including
the author of this dissertation) found that adolescents who lost the beyond-the-self
dimension of purpose during the years between middle school and the first year of
high school often described having switched their focus to peer groups with more
hedonistic aims and concerns. Here though, those young people who perceived the
peer climate at their schools to be one of generosity also tended to increase in
generous purpose – contrasting with the loss seen in the Malin et al. work. Adding
strength to this is the fact that perceptions of peer generosity also influenced relational
spirituality in the study presented here. Adolescent peer culture can be leveraged then,
towards positive developmental outcomes. This finding confirms existing research on
the influence of peers on prosocial and moral development during adolescence (see
Carlo, Fabes, Laible & Kupanoff, 1999 for a review). Carlo et al. interpret this
research to claim that mutually reinforcing cycles of prosocial behavior are more
likely to occur among peers than between adolescents and adults, because of the equal
social status among peers.
How then, did generosity among peers spiral outward to become generous
purpose, which is not necessarily directed at peers – though it may be. After all, it
would not be all that surprising to find that adolescents do good things for each other
when in an environment where peer relationships are interpersonally generous.
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Generous purpose, however, shifts the focus from immediately reciprocal forms of
generosity to something more integrated with ones’ goals in life. Thinking about
Expanding Circle Morality (ECM) (Templeton & Eccles, 2008) may offer some
thoughts about how “most students in this school are generous” associated with a
personal desire to infuse one’s life purpose with a generous spirit. Templeton and
Eccles write that: “ECM refers to the development of individuals’ commitments to
expanding their circle of caring continually to include greater and greater numbers of
sentient beings” (p. 198). In Christian spirituality, this is sometimes expressed in a
question meant to challenge and broaden one’s target of love and care: Who is my
neighbor? It is possible that young people in this dissertation study who experienced
peers at their school as generous to each other were gently being pulled into a wider
circle of moral concern. Remember that the School Generosity/Students measure asked
students to reflect on “most students at this school, not just my closest friends”
(emphases added here). This is important – it could mean that students who perceived
this sort of generosity were beginning to see how care and concern could be expressed
in increasingly wider circles (e.g. beyond their closest friends). Generous purpose is a
potentially wider circle (though one could also be generous in a purpose directed
towards one’s family and friends). The idea though, is that by being immersed in a
peer culture characterized by generosity, adolescents may have more opportunities to
receive and practice generosity with those who are simply peers, rather than friends.
Explaining Relational Spirituality as a Predictor of Generous Purpose
Relational spirituality also emerged as a predictor of generous purpose. As was
true of the regression of generous purpose on school generosity, the regression of
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generous purpose on relational spirituality accounted for significant, positive variation
in T2 generous purpose scores. So, while school generosity may have provided a
contextual support for generous purpose, the results suggest that the presence of
relational spirituality also contributed to an increase in generous purpose during the
time of the study. In some ways, the connection between relational spirituality and
generous purpose is more intuitive than the one between school generosity and
generous purpose. In fact, it is a connection that has received much theoretical
attention in PYD literature (see King, 2008; Lerner, Roeser & Phelps, 2008; Mariano
& Damon, 2008). In order to explain this, it is helpful to return to the definition of
spirituality that is at the heart of this dissertation (and most PYD work in the field). In
this conception of spirituality, spirituality is fundamentally about transcendence.
Interpreting Reich (1998, cited in Lerner, Roeser & Phelps, 2008), “transcendence
represents a commitment to ideas or institutions that go beyond the self in time or
place,” and involves, “defining one’s self and one’s relations to others, to nature and to
the universe in a manner that goes beyond provincialism or materialism and expresses
authentic concerns about the world” (p. 7). The type of spirituality assessed in this
dissertation drew from the relational features of this definition, so that spirituality was
not simply defining the self and relations to others, but defining the self by and
through relations to others. It makes sense that once one defines the self as relational
(and by extension, defines others as inextricably tied to the self), that generous
purpose might develop. Purpose, as research reviewed earlier in this dissertation has
shown, is intricately connected to identity; it can be considered both a support for
identity and an expression of identity. Relational spirituality forges an identity that is
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bound to others, and thus may support the expression of identity through generous
purpose.
King (2008) offers another possible interpretation for why relational
spirituality positively associated with generous purpose in this study. She theorizes
that spirituality serves as an interpretive context for positive youth development
(inclusive of purpose) in three ways: as an ideological context, as a social context, and
as a transcendent context. Given the items that measured relational spirituality, it is not
likely that relational spirituality served as a particularly ideological context for
positive youth development, but it may have served as a social and transcendent
context. When King describes spirituality as a social context for PYD, she is referring
to the idea of having fellow travelers on the journey – people with common ideals and
values with whom one shares experiences. The youth in this study who indicated
varying degrees of relational spirituality were indicating varying degrees to which they
sought out community, or sought out relationships with people in need. In becoming
involved in those experiences, they likely saw in the individuals they encountered
multiple ways of being relational – of incorporating what is most important to the self
with what is positively consequential to others. In the social context that emerged from
this relational spirituality, youth may have had the ability to “try on” a few different
ways of being generous about their purposes, making it more likely that they would
find ways to approach their own passions and interests generously.
Similarly, King describes spirituality as a transcendent context for positive
youth development. By this, she means that spirituality offers the chance to connect
with something different from oneself. In this dissertation study, the service-sensing
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dimension of relational spirituality held as a predictor of generous purpose when
relational spirituality was split into its two parts. The community-sensing dimension
did not. One of the items for Relational Spirituality/Service was “It is important to me
to get to know people who have a more challenging life than I do.” Adolescents who
endorse a statement like this are certainly opening themselves up to opportunities for
transcending the self. In so doing, they create a context in which their own passions
and interests can be interpreted in light of people who have a different life, potentially
allowing them to be more open to ways in which their self-oriented concerns might
connect in generous ways to the lives of others. The results of the regression of
generous purpose on relational spirituality offer empirical support for existing PYD
theory about the role of spirituality in supporting purpose.
School Generosity and Relational Spirituality as Adaptive for the Path to
Purpose
The results of the present research suggest that school generosity and relational
spirituality may serve as predictors of generous purpose during the first year of high
school. If one takes seriously the developmental systems approach, however, one
would expect that individual and contextual predictors would interact with each other
to support positive youth development across a variety of dimensions, one of which
may be generous purpose. While it would take, at minimum, another time point to
more fully understand how school generosity and relational spirituality work together
to support purpose, the results of this study do suggest that this would be a worthwhile
endeavor. First, student perceptions of both forms of school generosity (among
students and between students and teachers) were associated with a small increase in
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T2 relational spirituality. Like in the regression analyses of generous purpose, the
strongest correlate of T2 relational spirituality was, in fact T1 relational spirituality,
but T2 school generosity individually accounted for some of the variation in T2
relational spirituality scores. The importance of this is that it shows that in just a short
span of about six months, relational spirituality can grow (or, conversely, attenuate) in
tandem with student perceptions of school generosity. Therefore one way in which the
two predictors might be related is that school generosity may help form relational
spirituality. Longitudinal testing would help bear this out.
I also wanted to know if school generosity and relational spirituality were
related as predictors of generous purpose; in other words, were they potentially
engaged in a process of adaptive regulation? To do this, I regressed generous purpose
on these variables together. When I did this, T2 relational spirituality (and when
broken down, its service form) remained significantly associated with T2 generous
purpose. T2 school generosity/students, however, lost some of its magnitude and
became only marginally significant. Given that the results of this study establish both
school generosity and relational spirituality as predictors of generous purpose, that
school generosity predicts relational spirituality, and that school generosity loses some
of its strength as a predictor once relational spirituality is included in the model, there
is some reason to hypothesize that the path between school generosity among students
and generous purpose is at least partially mediated by relational spirituality. At this
point though, that is just a hypothesis. The results of this study only allow for the
claim that there is some relation between school generosity among students and
relational spirituality as predictors of generous purpose. To put this finding back into
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the language of contemporary developmental theory, these results offer reason to
continue to test the relations between school generosity among students (or related
constructs) and relational spiritualty (or related constructs) as a type of adaptive
regulation between person and context that supports a particular PYD outcome –
generous purpose.
Thinking About School Context
On an individual level, the results of this study offered support for the
hypotheses concerning individual predictive relations among school generosity,
relational spirituality and generous purpose. Specifically, both school generosity and
relational spirituality emerged as predictors of generous purpose, and some support
emerged for their relation to each other in predicting generous purpose. However,
Erikson’s theoretical work suggests that young people benefit from developing within
an ideological context (1968). This has been empirically demonstrated for moral and
civic identity development (Youniss & Yates, 1997). With this role for the ideological
context in mind, I wanted to understand whether or not the relations among school
generosity, relational spirituality and generous purpose might vary across different
school-level spiritual contexts. The evidence to support this was mixed.
For example, in the regressions of the community and service dimensions of
T2 relational spirituality on T2 school generosity, the Waldorf-methods charter
significantly predicted the community dimension of relational spirituality and the
community charter significantly predicted the service dimension of relational
spirituality. This shows that, in comparison to the Catholic school students, students at
the other two schools scored, on average, higher on these measures of relational
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spirituality. However, this information does not provide any insight into the way in
which school generosity and relational spirituality might vary together in any of the
different spiritual contexts of the schools in this study. Also important to note here is
that when generous purpose was the dependent variable, neither of the comparison
schools accounted for any of its variation. Taken together, this might suggest that the
spiritual context of the school may differentially link to the dimensions of relational
spirituality, but that, in the end, this does not differentially influence generous purpose.
I attempted to further understand the potential role of the spiritual context of
the school on relations among school generosity, relational spirituality and generous
purpose by testing for correlations between each of the independent and dependent
variables in this study, broken down by school. Results of these analyses were even
less supportive of school-level differences in relations among the variables that might
explain generous purpose. This conclusion is the result of interpreting both the
significance of correlations within each school and of the significant differences
between correlations on the same variables among the schools. Table 32 displays the
correlations found at each school and shows whether these correlations were
significant. A quick glance at the table would suggest that the Catholic school largely
drives the results of this study (all correlations were positive and significant), followed
first by the Waldorf-methods school (about half of the correlations were positive and
significant), and then by the community charter school (about one third of the
correlations were positive and significant). This quick glance would also suggest that
generous purpose for students at the community charter is not correlated with school
generosity, and instead is primarily correlated with relational spirituality, which itself
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was correlated with school generosity among students. At the Waldorf-methods school,
school generosity among students correlated with generous purpose, but school
generosity between students and teachers did not. Conversely, school generosity
among students did not correlate with relational spirituality (its combined form), while
school generosity between students and teachers did. Additionally, there was no
correlation between school generosity and the community dimension of relational
spirituality at the Waldorf-methods school.
Looking, however, at the r-values for each of the correlations in the table and
the sample sizes at each school suggest that these results tell us more about how
significance testing works for correlations than they tell us about the potential role for
the spiritual context of the school in determining any of the relations tested in this
study. To try and further clarify these results, I conducted significance tests of the
differences between pairs of correlations among the schools. This method, in effect,
set aside the question of the significance of the correlation on its own and instead tried
to uncover whether or not the correlations in each school were significantly different
from each other. This testing revealed only one marginally significant difference – the
correlation between relational spirituality and generous purpose was marginally higher
at the community charter than at the Catholic school. Correlations between these two
variables, however, were moderate to strong and significant at all three schools.
In the end, what do the results of this study really say about the spiritual
context of the school in determining the relations among school generosity, relational
spirituality and generous purpose? Statistically speaking, these results offer only very
tentative support for a hypothesis that would suggest that the spiritual context of the
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school matters for these variables. The lack of explicit spiritual context at the
community charter may serve to increase the significance of individual relational
spirituality as a correlate of generous purpose. For these students, generous purpose
may be much more about individual strengths that they bring to the thriving process
than it is about their perception of generosity in their schools. To help explain this, I
return to my earlier discussion of expanding circle morality. In the community charter
school, students tended to report levels of school generosity that were similar to those
reported in the Catholic and Waldorf-methods schools. However, those reports of
school generosity did not significantly correlate with generous purpose in the
community charter. One possible interpretation is that the interpretive framework
provided in the spiritual context of the Catholic and Waldorf-methods schools
facilitated the move from simply “being nice to others” to generous purpose; the
spiritual context may have provided a way of expanding the circle of morality in a way
that it did not for students in the community charter. Students in the community
charter, on the other hand, when they endorsed relational spirituality also strongly
tended to endorse generous purpose – in the community charter, the individual
predictor of relational spirituality really seemed to matter. In the end though, the
results of this study concerning the spiritual context of the school primarily point to
the need for future work where sample sizes are more similar between the schools, and
large enough to utilize more sophisticated statistical methods.
Limitations
There were certain limitations to this study. First, the goal of exploring the way
in which generous purpose and relational spirituality might work together as predictors
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of generous purpose would have been better supported by data collected at three time
points. Due to the time constraints on the dissertation (e.g. data collection had to be
completed within one school year in order to report to the primary funder), this was
not possible. Had data been collected over three time points, the relational nature of
individual and contextual predictors could have been more thoroughly tested, for
example, through a meditation analysis. Although some have conducted the steps of
mediation with cross-sectional data (see Burrow & Hill, 2011), interpretation of
mediation without a minimum of three time points is ambiguous, to say the least. The
implication of this for this dissertation is that I was limited to concluding that school
generosity and relational spirituality were related as predictors of generous purpose,
but I could not speculate about a more long-term trajectory. The encouraging nature of
these results, however, is that they offer support for designing a study that investigates
mediation among generous schools, relational spirituality and generous purpose.
The second limitation of the study is that the baseline and target assessments
were relatively close together for the measurement of a complex and lifelong
developmental process like generous purpose. The two surveys took place about six
months apart during the course of participants’ 9th grade year of high school. The
transition to high school places young people in environments that are likely quite
different than the ones they found themselves in before. In the Catholic school, for
example, many students – perhaps a majority – would have been at K – 8, small,
private, Catholic schools in the year before high school, while others would have been
coming from public middle schools where students were already dealing with multiple
teachers, changing classes and a larger peer network. With variation like that in mind,
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one could expect a lot of different types of changes to occur among students, without
particular commonalities that would emerge in such a short time period. In addition to
that dynamic, as was mentioned in the discussion of measures, researchers have
demonstrated that most 9th graders do not display fully developed forms of purpose
(see Moran, 2009), and that there is variation within each developmental stage
throughout adolescence and emerging adulthood in terms of the type of purpose
development that occurs (see Malin, et al., 2013). So while it would have been ideal to
have three time points, there also might have been a better likelihood of detecting
change in generous purpose if the time points had been a full year apart. Again,
however, there is a positive side to this particular limitation. The fact that some change
was detected during such a short time period, even if the magnitude was small, is
promising for thinking about the potential of these particular predictors of generous
purpose over longer time periods.
The complexity of defining and measuring the primary constructs of this study
also created a set of interpretive limitations, specifically in regard to generous purpose
and relational spirituality. First, it is important to remember that the measure of
generous purpose (like all of the measures in this study) was self-report. Therefore, it
much more measures the young person’s perception that his or her purpose is generous,
rather than being an objective measurement of whether that purpose actually is
generous. In this sense, generous purpose as it is discussed in this dissertation is really
about the adolescent’s intent to be generous through his or her purpose. Second, while
a significant and positive relation was found between relational spirituality and
generous purpose, the ongoing struggle in PYD research to define spirituality in a way
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that is invitational to individuals from a variety of religious and non-religious
backgrounds also means that there is the risk of defining it so broadly that there is no
longer something distinct contained in the definition. Due to some of the limitations of
asking questions that appeared to inquire about religious belief or practice in public
schools, the relational spirituality construct here does not pick up well on the “sacred”
part of that construct discussed in Chapter 2. This means that most of what was left to
measure in terms of relational spirituality concerned the reported intentionality and
importance of seeking relationships with others. This limitation emerged in the EFA of
the Time 2 data, where there was some cross-loading between items from the scales
measuring relational spirituality and generous purpose. However, the generous
purpose items were conceptually distinct from the relational spirituality items in that
they were content-bound to the individual’s #1 purpose category.
This study was most limited in its ability to answer questions about schoollevel spiritual context. First, while the initial design of the study held the potential for
large enough numbers of students at each school to utilize techniques like multilevel
modeling, the realities of data collection did not bear out these desired numbers. The
correlational analysis that followed was adequate for pointing to possible school-level
differences on a descriptive level, but inadequate for making any sorts of inferences
beyond the schools in the study. Second, while I was intentional about characterizing
the spiritual context of the school by the ways in which the schools described
themselves, this approach does not really uncover what it really looks like for a school
to create a spiritual context within or outside of a particular religious context. Third,
while the experimental ideal would have been to include schools that were similar to
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each other in all ways except their spiritual context, the practical realities of
recruitment made this next to impossible. I chose to move forward with the schools
that did want to participate, but this resulted in three key ways in which the schools
varied on other key dimensions: 1) the Catholic school was tuition-driven while the
others were not, 2) the community charter served primarily Latino students who would
be the first in their families to graduate high school and go to college, while the others
did not, and 3) two of the schools were in one city, while the third school was in
another.
Overall, the limitations of this study point to ways in which the results of this
work call for careful interpretation. I have already discussed the interpretive
limitations emerging from issues of defining and measuring the constructs. Two other
interpretive implications emerge though. Perhaps the most important to remember is
that the results presented in this dissertation represent data collected at only two points
in time that were relatively close together. In other words, the change detected in this
study is part of the overall portrait of purpose development, but it would not be
appropriate to speculate beyond the scope of the period of time captured in this data
about the relations among these variables. The other area of interpretation that
deserves caution is that surrounding school-level data. While these results point to
some differences (and more similarities) among the schools in this study, it would not
be appropriate to suggest that the school-level results hold much inferential power
beyond the schools in this study. Even with the limitations of this study however, this
research does establish links among school generosity, relational spirituality and
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generous purpose, which, taken into consideration with the bounds of interpretation
that are possible with this study design, points to future directions for research.
Future Directions
I designed the study described in this dissertation, in part, to lay the foundation
for further research; the actual results of the study point to directions for future work
that fall into three areas. First, longitudinal work over three or more points in time
would allow the links among school generosity, relational spirituality and generous
purpose that were established in this study to be tested for a trajectory of influence on
each other over time. This type of research would also better place the relations
studied in the present work into the PYD process of thriving. As an analytical
technique, structural equation modeling using longitudinal data might prove especially
fruitful as a way to demonstrate multiple causal pathways among the variables in this
study as young people move towards thriving. More simply, a study with three time
points would allow for tests of mediation and moderation that would better explain the
manner in which school generosity and relational spirituality influence each other and,
together, influence generous purpose. While this study demonstrated the links among
the three, longitudinal research encompassing more points in time would explain the
process more fully.
Second, while the school-level spiritual context results here were inconclusive,
there was some descriptive support for the idea that school generosity links to
generous purpose differently in different school-level spiritual contexts. Future work
that selects enough schools and participants within those schools to utilize more
sophisticated multilevel modeling techniques might prove fruitful. Answering the
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school-level question is important; if we find that school generosity and relational
spirituality are important for the development of generous purpose, and we think that
creating citizens who care for both themselves and others is an appropriate goal of
schools, then it is quite important to understand whether or not school spiritual
contexts – of which there are many, even if unstated – matter.
Third, while this study operationalized and measured school generosity,
relational spirituality and generous purpose, there is still much room for further
conceptual refinement – especially in terms of how these constructs might be named,
observed or measured. For example, the way in which spirituality was defined in this
dissertation – as a transcendence of the self to connect one’s own life with something
beyond the self – does not require a belief in the “spirit” or in the divine. A legitimate
question for future research about “spirituality” might actually be to investigate the
use of the term in research to describe something that is, at least in much PYD
literature, not necessarily about the “spirit.” In other words, I (and many others) have
claimed that the term may indicate self-transcendence that is not about the divine, but
in practice, do individuals routinely refer to “spirituality” devoid of some conception
of the divine? If they do not, is there a better word researchers who are interested in
this construct might be able to use that more accurately indicates the phenomenon
being studied? At the point at which the spirit is removed from spirituality, are we not
then talking about a type of identity that incorporates the self with the other in a
particular way? The answer to that question is important. Likewise, this study
identified the spiritual context of the school by how the school described itself in
publically available materials. Qualitative research would allow for a better
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understanding of the “treatment” of spiritual context, so to speak. What, in particular,
does a school-level spiritual context look like when it is not in the context of a
religious school? How is it any different from a school where people are just nice to
each other?
Overall, longitudinal, school-level and qualitative research on the relations
among school generosity, relational spirituality and generous purpose would increase
our understanding of particular processes on the path to thriving for young people. The
results of this study suggest that these future directions for research would be
worthwhile endeavors in the broader field of study in PYD.
Conclusion
I introduced the work of this dissertation by proposing educating for purpose
as an alternative to thinking about education as merely a variable in the US economy.
PYD researchers suggest that a healthy society is intricately tied to the positive
development of its young people, and purpose can be understood as a catalyst in this
process. Purpose that contributes to the wellbeing of others, or generous purpose, is
good for others and for society, but I also presented prior research that has suggested
that it might be particularly supportive of young people on the path to thriving. It
makes sense then, both for young people and broader society, to investigate the ways
in which generous purpose might be supported. This dissertation study took initial
steps towards doing that by examining school generosity and relational spirituality as
predictors of generous purpose.
The results of this study of ninth grade students in three high schools of
varying spiritual contexts demonstrated certain relations among school generosity,
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relational spirituality and generous purpose. First, both school generosity among
students and relational spirituality emerged as significant predictors of generous
purpose, even controlling for participants’ baseline scores on generous purpose.
Second, school generosity and relational spirituality proved to be related to each other
in a couple of different ways; school generosity predicted relational spirituality, and
school generosity among students declined in magnitude and significance as a
predictor of generous purpose when it was included in the same equation as relational
spirituality. Importantly, relational spirituality (at T1) did not moderate the link
between school generosity among students and generous purpose, suggesting that
school generosity among students connects to generous purpose for students endorsing
relational spirituality to varying degrees. Finally, while the school-level analysis was
largely inconclusive, enough questions remain to support further tests of the
hypothesis that the spiritual context of the school may strengthen (or attenuate) the
connection between school generosity and generous purpose.
The work presented in this dissertation has implications for both PYD theory
and education. Youth purpose is an increasingly studied phenomenon in PYD, but
much of the research on purpose to date has necessarily focused on defining the
construct, distinguishing it from other constructs and showing how purpose may
support other desired outcomes. Less research has examined the individual and
contextual correlates of purpose that might, through longitudinal study, prove to be
supports for purpose. In demonstrating the links between school generosity and
generous purpose and relational spirituality and generous purpose, the results of the
study described in this dissertation point to two potentially rich areas to longitudinally
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explore as supports for purpose: the school and the type of spirituality endorsed by the
individual. This dissertation has demonstrated a key feature of PYD theory – context
matters, but so does what the adolescent brings to the context.
For educators who care to play a part in shaping young people who will
contribute to society, perhaps through generous purpose, the results presented in this
dissertation offer reasons to focus on two areas not always attended to in
contemporary educational discourse. First, if school generosity among students links
to generous purpose, then it may make sense to direct efforts towards cultivating these
types of interpersonal relationships as normative. Related to this, whether it is referred
to as a “spiritual context” or not, it may make sense for school communities to discern
and express a local ideological context so that these generous relationships have the
potential move beyond just students being nice to each other. The move from school
generosity to generous purpose, in other words, may require some intentionality
around a broader interpretive framework for young people. Second, attention to
spiritual development may be another area of focus for those who work with young
people and wish to cultivate contribution in them. Spirituality, in the sense that it is
presented in this dissertation is about transcending the self with something greater than
the self; when this transcendence is sought through relationships with and actions on
behalf of others, is may be particularly good for society. Setting aside for a moment
potential uneasiness in U.S. public schools with the term “spirituality,” the results
presented here suggest that one area of focus for schools who want to develop purpose
(or other forms of contribution) may be to increase opportunities in which adolescents
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can discover their own interests and talents as they encounter people through a variety
of community and service relationships.
Generous purpose is an expression of purpose in which the beyond-the-self
dimension is directed towards the wellbeing of others. By demonstrating links
between generous purpose and both school generosity and relational spirituality, this
dissertation contributes to what is known about purpose and lays the foundation for
future research targeting the potential supportive role of each of these variables in the
development of purpose. For those who wish to broaden the discourse around
education to include its role in shaping young people who contribute to society,
attending to interpersonal relationships within the school and the spiritual
development of young people may provide rich areas to enact new practices and start
new conversations.
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Tables
Table 1. Overall Student Sample Numbers
Time 1
Participants
th
9 Grade
(N/Percent of
Enrollment
Sample)
Whole Sample
476
300
Community
Charter
136
39 (13%)
Waldorf-methods
Charter
96
53 (17.67%)
Catholic
257
208 (69.33%)

Time 2
Participants
(N/Percent of
Sample)
253

Percent
Retained
between T1
and T2
84.33%

21 (8.3%)

53.85%

42 (16.6%)
190 (75.1%)

79.25%
91.35%
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Table 2. Student Sample Gender
Time 1
Whole Sample
300
Male
159 (53%)
Female
141 (47%)
Community Charter
39
Male
23 (59%)
Female
16 (41%)
Waldorf-methods
Charter
53
Male
24 (45.3%)
Female
29 (54.7%)
Catholic
208
Male
112 (53.8%)
Female
96 (46.2%)

Time 2
253
133 (52.57%)
120 (47.43%)
21
14 (66.7%)
7 (33.3%)

Percent Retained
84.33%
83.65%
85.12%
53.85%
60.8%
43.75%

42
18 (42.9%)
24 (57.1%)
190
101 (53.2%)
89 (46.8%)

79.25%
75%
82.76%
91.35%
90.18%
92.71%
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Table 3. Student Sample Ethnicity
Ethnicity (as indicated Time 1
Time 2
Percent Retained
by participant)
(N = 299)
(N = 252)
(84.3% Overall)
White
107 (35.7%)
94 (37.2%)
87.9%
Community Charter
Waldorf-methods
Charter
28 (52.8%)
23 (54.8%)
82.1%
Catholic
79 (38.0%%)
71 (37.4%)
89.9%
African American
11 (3.7%)
10 (4.0%)
90.9%
Community Charter
2 (5.1%)
1 (4.8%)
50.0%
Waldorf-methods
Charter
1 (1.9%)
1 (2.4%)
100%
Catholic
8 (3.8%)
8 (4.2%)
100%
Asian American
9 (3.0 %)
8 (3.2%)
88.9%
Community Charter
1 (2.6%)
0 (0.0%)
0%
Waldorf-methods
Charter
Catholic
8 (3.8%)
8 (4.2%)
100%
Filipino
5 (1.7%%)
5 (2.0%)
100%
Community Charter
Waldorf-methods
Charter
Catholic
5 (2.4%%)
5 (2.6%)
100%
Hispanic or Latino
67 (22.3%)
49 (19.4%)
73.1%
Community Charter
27 (69.2%)
16 (76.2%)
59.3%
Waldorf-methods
5 (9.4%)
4 (9.5%)
80.0%
Charter
Catholic
35 (16.8%)
29 (15.3%)
82.9%
Other
14 (4.7%)
11 (4.3%)
78.6%
Community Charter
3 (7.7%)
0 (0.0%)
0.0%
Waldorf-methods
Charter
5 (9.4%)
5 (11.9%)
80.0%
Catholic
6 (2.9%)
6 (3.2%)
100%
Multiple
Races/Ethnicities
86 (28.7%)
75 (29.6%)
87.2%
Community Charter
6 (15.4%)
4 (19.0%)
66.7%
Waldorf-methods
Charter
14 (26.4%)
8 (19.0%)
57.1%
Catholic
66 (31.7%)
62 (32.6%)
93.9%
Note: One participant did not provide information regarding race/ethnicity.
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Table 4. Mother’s Education Level Across the Student Sample
Time 1
Time 2
Whole Sample
300
253
Completed college
174 (58%)
156 (61.7%)
Did not complete
college
97 (32.3%)
73 (28.9%)
Did not answer or
student did not know
29 (9.7%)
24 (9.5%)
Community Charter
40
21
Completed college
4 (10.3%)
3 (14.3%)
Did not complete
college
26 (66.7%)
11 (52.4%)
Did not answer or
student did not know
9 (23.1%)
7 (33.3%)
Waldorf-methods
Charter
53
42
Completed college
21 (39.6%)
19 (45.2%)
Did not complete
college
26 (49.1%)
19 (45.2%)
Did not answer or
student did not know
6 (11.3%)
4 (9.5%)
Catholic
208
190
Completed college
149 (71.6%)
134 (70.5%)
Did not complete
college
45 (21.6%)
43 (22.6%)
Did not answer or
student did not know
14 (6.7%)
13 (6.8%)

Percent Retained
84.3%
89.7%
75.3%
82.8%
52.5%
75%
42.3%
77.8%
79.3%
90.5%
73.1%
66.7%
92.7%
89.9%
95.6%
92.9%

T2
4.14
(.75)
3.63
(.84)
3.82
(.79)
3.82
(.86)
4.01
(.81)
4.03
(.85)
3.62
(.99)
3.79
(.88)
4.00
(.79)
4.08
(.82)
3.63
(.98)
3.65
(1.04)

Catholic School
Mean
(SD)
T1
T1R T2
4.18 4.19 4.14
(.72) (.72) (.76)
3.56 3.60 3.62
(.85) (.86) (.86)
3.90 3.95 3.88
(.83) (.81) (.79)
3.74 3.74 3.80
(.87) (.87) (.87)
4.07 4.07 3.98
(.80) (.81) (.82)
4.08 4.11 4.08
(.82) (.82) (.79)
3.77 3.77 3.66
(.96) (.97) (.96)
3.82 3.83 3.81
(.85) (.85) (.84)
4.04 4.04 4.03
(.71) (.72) (.76)
4.08 4.09 4.07
(.83) (.85) (.80)
3.74 3.74 3.68
(.86) (.85) (1.01)
3.79 3.79 3.64
(.88) (.90) (1.04)

Community Charter
Mean
(SD)
T1
T1R
T2
3.94
4.05
4.16
(.84)
(.81)
(.77)
3.49
3.43
3.89
(.74)
(.60)
(.81)
3.69
3.81
3.58
(.93)
(.98)
(.90)
3.69
3.71
4.11
(.90)
(.90)
(.66)
4.06
3.95
3.95
(.77)
(.74)
(1.03)
3.77
3.76
3.95
(.81)
(.77)
(.91)
3.54
3.43
3.47
(.95)
(.93)
(1.22)
3.83
3.86
3.89
(1.15) (1.20) (1.20)
4.00
3.95
3.79
(.94)
(.74)
(1.13)
3.86
3.76
3.95
(.73)
(.70)
(1.13)
3.63
3.76
3.32
(.77)
(.70)
(1.00)
3.80
3.62
3.42
(.83)
(.865) (.90)

Waldorf-methods
Charter
Mean
(SD)
T1
T1R
4.08
4.15
(.88)
(.75)
3.70
3.85
(.89)
(.81)
3.84
3.92
(.89)
(.77)
3.86
3.92
(.88)
(.81)
4.02
4.10
(.89)
(.75)
4.02
4.03
(.92)
(.843)
3.50
3.56
(1.09) (1.02)
3.80
3.85
(1.03) (.90)
4.02
4.05
(.98)
(.89)
4.08
4.18
(.90)
(.76)
3.60
3.64
(1.01) (.93)
3.92
3.82
(1.03) (.91)

T2
4.12
(.71)
3.54
(.78)
3.71
(.75)
3.78
(.88)
4.15
(.65)
3.85
(1.04)
3.49
(.98)
3.66
(.91)
3.98
(.72)
4.17
(.74)
3.56
(.81)
3.78
(1.08)

Note. Listwise sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 279, T1R and T2 = 237); Catholic School (T1 = 194, T1R and
T2 = 177); Community Charter (T1 = 35, T1R = 21, T2 = 19); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 50, T1R = 39, T2 = 41). “T1”
includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1 descriptive statistics for only those
participants who were retained at the second time point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.

GP1. When I [insert #1 purpose] I help others.
GP2. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping
people be more independent.
GP3. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping
people develop better relationships with each other.
GP4. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping
people learn new skills.
GP5. I really pay attention to ways that I can
[insert #1 purpose].
GP6. When I [insert #1 purpose] it is a way I can
be kind to other people.
GP7. One way that I can support someone who is
hurting is to [insert #1 purpose].
GP8. I put a lot of time and effort into work to
[insert #1 purpose].
GP9. I am happy to put a lot of time and effort into
work to [insert #1 purpose].
GP10. When I [insert #1 purpose] other people can
learn a lot about who I am.
GP11. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am acting out
of concern for others.
GP12. I am willing to risk my feelings getting hurt
if it means I will [insert #1 purpose].

Whole Sample
Mean
(SD)
T1
T1R
4.13 4.17
(.77) (.73)
3.58 3.62
(.84) (.84)
3.86 3.93
(.85) (.821)
3.75 3.77
(.88) (.86)
4.06 4.07
(.81) (.79)
4.03 4.06
(.84) (.82)
3.70 3.71
(.98) (.98)
3.82 3.84
(.92) (.89)
4.03 4.03
(.79) (.75)
4.05 4.08
(.83) (.83)
3.70 3.73
(.87) (.85)
3.81 3.78
(.90) (.90)

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Generous Purpose/IG + WB Scale Items (12 items)
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Table 6. Internal Consistency Coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) for Generous
Purpose/IG + WB Scale (12 items)
T1
T1R
T2
Whole Sample
! = .861 ! = .849 ! = .863
Catholic School
! = .831 ! = .837 ! = .869
Community Charter
! = .865 ! = .832 ! = .890
Waldorf-methods Charter ! = .919 ! = .897 ! = .835
Note. Sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 279, T1R and T2 = 237);
Catholic School (T1 = 194, T1R and T2 = 177); Community Charter (T1 = 35, T1R =
21, T2 = 19); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 50, T1R = 39, T2 = 41). “T1”
includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1
descriptive statistics for only those participants who were retained at the second time
point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.
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Table 7. Correlations Demonstrating Convergence Between the Generous Purpose/IG
+ WB and Other Scales at Time 1 and Time 2
T1
T2
Concern Concern
for
for
T1
T2
Others Others Altruism Altruism T1 YPS T2 YPS
Pearson
.349** .209** .322** .528** .371** .371**
T1 GP/IG Correlation
+ WB
N
247
248
246
246
244
244
Pearson
.223** .185** .252** .279** .491** .491**
T2 GP/IG Correlation
+ WB
N
250
251
249
248
247
247
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 8. Internal Consistency Coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) for Items from the
Youth Purpose Survey (12 items)
T1
T1R
T2
Whole Sample
! = .768 ! = .751 ! = .748
Catholic School
! = .726 ! = .733 ! = .721
Community Charter
! = .840 ! = .797 ! = .773
Waldorf-methods Charter ! = .825 ! = .814 ! = .827
Note. Sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 284, T1R = 241, T2 = 231);
Catholic School (T1 = 199, T1R = 182, T2 = 169); Community Charter (T1 = 35, T1R
= 19, T2 = 21); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 50, T1R = 40, T2 = 41). “T1”
includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1
descriptive statistics for only those participants who were retained at the second time
point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.

Significant, Positive
Correlations
Pearson
N
Correlation
.469**
250
.451**
249
.368**
250
.315**
249
.311**
249
.270**
250
.243**
249
.240**
249
.220**
249
.197**
248
.165**
246
.139*
250
.137*
244
Non-significant
Correlations
Pearson
N
Correlation
-.049
249
.083
249
.090
250
.115
249

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Make money
Be successful
Have a good career
Create something new

Purpose Category

Help others
Make the world a better place
Do the right thing
Fulfill my duties
Support my family and friends
Make things beautiful
Serve God/A higher power
Discover new things
Change the way people think
Earn respect
Have fun
Serve my country
Live life to the fullest

Purpose Category

Time 1

Make money
Create something new
Have fun
Have a good career
Be successful

Purpose Category

Help others
Do the right thing
Support my family and friends
Make the world a better place
Fulfill my duties
Live life to the fullest
Earn respect
Discover new things
Make things beautiful
Serve God/A higher power
Change the way people think
Serve my country

Purpose Category

Table 9. Correlations between Generous Purpose/IG + WB and Categories of Purpose
Time 2

Non-significant
Correlations
Pearson
N
Correlation
-.075
251
.054
250
.068
252
.071
251
.083
253

Significant, Positive
Correlations
Pearson
N
Correlation
.392**
252
.382**
249
.329**
252
.315**
250
.270**
248
.215**
246
.200**
250
.178**
.172**
252
.158*
251
.132*
251
.125*
249
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T2
3.82
(.74)
3.63
(.82)
2.98
(.85)
3.90
(.86)
4.04
(.83)
3.65
(.76)
3.52
(.87)
3.29
(.83)
3.00
(.91)
3.67
(.87)

T1R
3.84
(.64)
3.58
(.68)
2.99
(.77)
3.97
(.71)
4.08
(.67)
3.77
(.62)
3.67
(.78)
3.50
(.77)
3.08
(.80)
3.81
(.75)

T1
3.85
(.62)
3.57
(.67)
2.98
(.76)
3.98
(.69)
4.08
(.69)
3.76
(.62)
3.69
(.76)
3.49
(.75)
3.08
(.79)
3.80
(.75)

T1R
3.77
(.68)
3.54
(.70)
3.01
(.79)
3.90
(.72)
4.05
(.67)
3.73
(.64)
3.62
(.77)
3.43
(.79)
3.09
(.81)
3.75
(.74)

T1
3.74
(.70)
3.51
(.72)
2.99
(.78)
3.88
(.75)
4.00
(.74)
3.68
(.67)
3.61
(.79)
3.43
(.80)
3.06
(.85)
3.69
(.82)

T2
3.81
(.71)
3.61
(.85)
2.95
(.90)
3.86
(.88)
4.06
(.85)
3.66
(.76)
3.49
(.87)
3.27
(.84)
2.96
(.95)
3.65
(.89)

T1
3.32
(.82)
3.24
(.93)
3.19
(.94)
3.62
(.86)
3.89
(.70)
3.41
(.64)
3.41
(.87)
3.27
(1.07)
2.81
(1.05)
3.32
(1.00)

T1R
3.26
(.81)
3.26
(.87)
3.32
(1.11)
3.47
(.77)
4.05
(.52)
3.42
(.61)
3.37
(.68)
2.95
(.97)
2.84
(1.02)
3.47
(.77)

T2
3.95
(.61)
3.80
(.62)
3.10
(.79)
4.15
(.75)
4.10
(.64)
3.85
(.75)
3.80
(.77)
3.65
(.75)
3.25
(.72)
3.55
(.76)

Community Charter
Mean
(SD)
T1
3.63
(.77)
3.44
(.73)
2.88
(.73)
3.65
(.79)
3.77
(.88)
3.58
(.80)
3.44
(.83)
3.31
(.78)
3.19
(.89)
3.52
(.85)

T1R
3.71
(.72)
3.46
(.67)
2.95
(.71)
3.80
(.68)
3.88
(.71)
3.66
(.73)
3.51
(.75)
3.37
(.73)
3.22
(.73)
3.61
(.63)

T2
3.83
(.93)
3.65
(.80)
3.05
(.68)
3.95
(.82)
3.95
(.85)
3.48
(.75)
3.50
(.91)
3.20
(.79)
3.05
(.82)
3.80
(.82)

Waldorf-methods
Charter
Mean
(SD)

Note. Sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 287, T1R = 240, T2 = 234); Catholic School (T1 = 198, T1R = 180, T2 =
174); Community Charter (T1 = 37, T1R = 19, T2 = 20); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 52, T1R = 41, T2 = 40). “T1”
includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1 descriptive statistics for only those
participants who were retained at the second time point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.

SGS2. Pay attention to the problems of other students.
SGS3. Put off doing fun or important things to help
each other.
SGS4. Try hard to be kind to other students who are
upset or sad.
SGS5. Put time and effort into their friendships with
other students.
SGS6. Seem happy to give time to other students who
need something.
SGS7. Find it just as important that other students are
happy, as it is that they are happy.
SGS8. Make decisions based on concern for other
students.
SGS9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it
means they can help out another student.
SGS10. Make it a point to let each other know they
are important and appreciated.

Many students in this school (more than just my close
friends)…
SGS1. Take their time to help other students if it is
needed.

Catholic School
Mean
(SD)

Whole Sample
Mean
(SD)

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics for School Generosity/Students Scale Items (10 items)
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Table 11. Internal Consistency Coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) for School
Generosity/Students Scale (10 items)
T1
T1R
T2
Whole Sample
! = .848 ! = .829 ! = .877
Catholic School
! = .833 ! = .839 ! = .880
Community Charter
! = .821 ! = .763 ! = .779
Waldorf-methods Charter ! = .885 ! = .795 ! = .887
Note. Sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 287, T1R = 240, T2 = 234);
Catholic School (T1 = 198, T1R = 180, T2 = 174); Community Charter (T1 = 37, T1R
= 19, T2 = 20); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 52, T1R = 41, T2 = 40). “T1”
includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1
descriptive statistics for only those participants who were retained at the second time
point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.
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Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for Catholic School Students’ and Teachers’ School
Generosity Composite Scores
School
Generosity
(SG)
Student
scores
Teacher
scores

N

Mean

SD

SE of Mean

SG
Students

SG
Teachers

SG
Students

SG
Teachers

SG
Students

SG
Teachers

SG
Students

SG
Teachers

189

187

3.52

3.87

.59

.58

.04

.04

22

22

3.85

4.42

.46

.47

.10

.10
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Table 13. Mean Comparison between Student and Teacher School Generosity
Composite Scores (Independent Samples Test)
Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances

School
Generosity/
Students

School
Generosity/
Teachers

F
Equal
variances
assumed
1.155
Equal
variances
not assumed
Equal
variances
assumed
.217
Equal
variances
not assumed

t-test for Equality of Means
Std.
Error
Diff.

95%
Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper

Sig. t

df

Sig. (2- Mean
tailed) Diff.

.284 -2.530

209

.012

-.32779 .12958

-.58324 -.07234

29.736 .004

-.32779 .10629

-.54494 -.11064

207

.000

-.55364 .12736

-.80472 -.30256

29.059 .000

-.55364 .10807

-.77465 -.33263

-3.084
.642 -4.347
-5.123

T2
4.26
(.66)
3.99
(.79)
3.78
(.88)
3.91
(.86)
3.87
(.81)
3.95
(.81)
3.77
(.85)
3.90
(.85)
3.43
(.86)
3.90
(.90)

T1R
4.40
(.53)
4.22
(.65)
3.84
(.87)
4.00
(.70)
3.94
(.73)
4.09
(.72)
4.03
(.73)
3.92
(.84)
3.61
(.90)
4.14
(.75)

T1
4.40
(.53)
4.21
(.64)
3.85
(.85)
4.03
(.69)
3.95
(.71)
4.10
(.71)
4.03
(.72)
3.91
(.81)
3.61
(.88)
4.12
(.73)

T1R
4.38
(.56)
4.18
(.69)
3.83
(.87)
4.02
(.73)
3.95
(.77)
4.06
(.73)
4.00
(.74)
3.90
(.83)
3.55
(.91)
4.08
(.80)

T1
4.35
(.61)
4.14
(.73)
3.85
(.87)
4.02
(.75)
3.95
(.78)
4.04
(.75)
3.98
(.82)
3.89
(.82)
3.54
(.91)
4.05
(.83)

T2
4.25
(.63)
3.99
(.78)
3.82
(.88)
3.90
(.85)
3.89
(.82)
3.93
(.79)
3.76
(.83)
3.90
(.84)
3.40
(.81)
3.90
(.89)

T1
4.15
(.67)
3.85
(.90)
3.79
(.92)
4.00
(.92)
3.87
(.83)
3.85
(.81)
3.74
(.97)
3.72
(.89)
3.41
(.97)
3.90
(1.05)

T1R
4.29
(.56)
4.00
(.78)
3.71
(.90)
4.10
(.94)
3.95
(.81)
3.81
(.75)
3.67
(.91)
3.67
(.91)
3.29
(.90)
4,05
(.92)

T2
4.33
(.58)
4.19
(.512)
3.76
(.77)
4.10
(.63)
4.05
(.74)
4.14
(.73)
4.00
(.84)
4.05
(.81)
3.48
(.93)
4.00
(.78)

Community Charter
Mean
(SD)
T1
4.31
(.81)
4.08
(.86)
3.88
(.92)
4.00
(.84)
3.98
(.98)
3.96
(.84)
3.94
(.78)
3.94
(.83)
3.37
(.95)
3.87
(.97)

T1R
4.37
(.66)
4.12
(.78)
3.88
(.84)
4.07
(.72)
4.00
(.92)
4.02
(.79)
4.02
(.69)
3.95
(.77)
3.41
(.92)
3.83
(.89)

T2
4.24
(.80)
3.85
(.94)
3,63
(.94)
3.83
(1.00)
3.71
(.81)
3.95
(.92)
3.68
(.93)
3.85
(.94)
3.49
(1.03)
3,85
(.99)

Waldorf-methods
Charter
Mean
(SD)

Note. Sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 291, T1R = 245, T2 = 235); Catholic School (T1 = 200, T1R = 183, T2 =
173); Community Charter (T1 = 39, T1R = 21, T2 = 21); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 52, T1R = 41, T2 = 41). “T1” includes
all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1 descriptive statistics for only those participants who
were retained at the second time point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.

SGT8. Make decisions based on concern for students.
SGT9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it
means they can help out a student.
SGT10. Make it a point to let students know they are
important and appreciated.

SGT2. Pay attention to the problems of students.
SGT3. Put off doing fun or important things of their
own to help students.
SGT4. Try hard to be kind to students who are upset or
sad.
SGT5. Put time and effort into their relationships with
students.
SGT6. Seem happy to give time to students who need
something.
SGT7. Find it just as important that students are happy,
as it is that they are happy.

SGT1. Take their time to help students if it is needed.

Many teachers in this school (more than just my
favorite or least favorite teachers)…

Catholic School
Mean
(SD)

Whole Sample
Mean
(SD)

Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for School Generosity/Student Perceptions of Teachers Scale Items (10 items)
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Table 15. Internal Consistency Coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) for School
Generosity/Student Perceptions of Teachers Scale (10 items)
T1
T1R
T2
Whole Sample
! = .896 ! = .876 ! = .903
Catholic School
! = .868 ! = .869 ! = .900
Community Charter
! = .937 ! = .922 ! = .888
Waldorf-methods Charter ! = .917 ! = .873 ! = .917
Note. Sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 291, T1R = 245, T2 = 235);
Catholic School (T1 = 200, T1R = 183, T2 = 173); Community Charter (T1 = 39, T1R
= 21, T2 = 21); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 52, T1R = 41, T2 = 41). “T1”
includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1
descriptive statistics for only those participants who were retained at the second time
point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.

Waldorf-methods
Whole Sample
Catholic School
Community Charter Charter
Mean
Mean
Mean
Mean
(SD)
(SD)
(SD)
(SD)
T1
T1R T2
T1
T1R T2
T1
T1R T2
T1
T1R T2
SSRS1. It is important to me to find a 3.84
3.89 3.97
3.97 3.99 3.98
3.35
3.32 3.71 3.69
3.68 4.07
(.86) (.78) (.86) (.74) (.75) (.87) (1.11) (.89) (.96) (.94) (.74) (.75)
community where I belong.
SSRS2. It is important to me to share 3.43
3.46 3.46
3.38 3.37 3.35
3.33
3.58 3.43 3.69
3.84 3.98
a quiet moment with others.
(1.00) (.96) (1.04) (.97) (.97) (1.04) (1.10) (.77) (.93) (1.04) (.93) (.95)
SSRS3. I want to find a community
3.95
3.96 4.00
4.00 3.99 3.99
3.62
3.68 4.05 4.00
3.95 4.02
(.81) (.76) (.78) (.72) (.73) (.79) (1.06) (.95) (.74) (.90) (.80) (.75)
where I can grow in a lot of ways.
SSRS4. It is important to me to get to
know people who have a more
3.69
3.75 3.78
3.73 3.77 3.70
3.51
3.58 4.05 3.67
3.73 4.02
challenging life than I do.
(.90) (.84) (.92) (.84) (.84) (.97) (.96) (.84) (.67) (1.06) (.87) (.75)
SSRS5. I search for ways to help or
3.71
3.76 3.80
3.75 3.77 3.79
3.43
3.47 3.95 3.73
3.87 3.76
(.84) (.79) (.80) (.78) (.79) (.82) (.99) (.84) (.67) (.93) (.78) (.79)
serve others.
SSRS6. Helping or serving others is
3.77
3.85 3.77
3.86 3.89 3.80
3.32
3.42 3.86 3.75
3.86 3.62
an important part of who I am.
(.88) (.79) (.87) (.79) (77) (.90) (1.03) (.84) (.73) (1.00) (.86) (.80)
Note. Listwise sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 277, T1R = 233, T2 = 243); Catholic School (T1 = 195, T1R =
178, T2 = 180); Community Charter (T1 = 36, T1R = 19, T2 = 21); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 46, T1R = 36, T2 = 42).
“T1” includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1 descriptive statistics for only those
participants who were retained at the second time point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.

Table 16. Descriptive Statistics for Spiritual Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality Scale (6 items)
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Table 17. Internal Consistency Coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) for Spiritual
Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality (6 items)
T1
T1R
T2
Whole Sample
! = .827 ! = .791 ! = .795
Catholic School
! = .751 ! = .768 ! = .807
Community Charter
! = .915 ! = .807 ! = .687
Waldorf-methods Charter ! = .891 ! = .874 ! = .794
Note. Sample sizes were as follows: Whole Sample (T1 = 277, T1R = 233, T2 = 243);
Catholic School (T1 = 195, T1R = 178, T2 = 180); Community Charter (T1 = 36, T1R
= 19, T2 = 21); and Waldorf-methods Charter (T1 = 46, T1R = 36, T2 = 42). “T1”
includes all participants who took the survey at the first time point. “T1R” refers to T1
descriptive statistics for only those participants who were retained at the second time
point. T2 includes participants who took the survey at both time points.

Table 18. Internal Consistency Coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) for Different Categories of Spiritual Sensitivity
T1
T2
WaldorfWhole
Catholic
Community methods
Whole
Catholic
Community
Sample
School
Charter
Charter
Sample
School
Charter
Awareness
! = .553
! = .530
! = .688
! = .583
! = .690
! = .707
! = .781
Sensing (2 items) (N = 238)
(N = 182)
(N = 18)
(N = 38)
(N = 248)
(N = 186)
(N = 21)
Mystery Sensing ! = .661
! = .598
! = .835
! = .796
! = .673
! = .615
! = .611
(3 items)
(N=240)
(N = 184)
(N = 19)
(N = 37)
(N = 241)
(N = 179)
(N = 21)
Value Sensing (3 ! = .610
! = .582
! = .670
! = .717
! = .717
! = .738
! = .613
items)
(N = 239)
(N = 182)
(N = 19)
(N = 38)
(N = 245)
(N = 182)
(N = 21)
Community
! = .654
! = .635
! = .701
! = .806
! = .690
! = .734
! = .087
Sensing (3 items) (N = 235)
(N = 179)
(N = 19)
(N = 37)
(N = 244)
(N = 181)
(N = 21)
Service Sensing
! = .776
! = .763
! = .827
! = .793
! = .749
! = .747
! = .771
(3 items)
(N = 240)
(N = 185)
(N = 19)
(N = 36)
(N = 248)
(N = 185)
(N = 21)

Waldorfmethods
Charter
! = .567
(N = 41)
! = .821
(N = 41)
! = .667
(N = 42)
! = .677
(N = 42)
! = .784
(N = 42)
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Table 19. Correlations Demonstrating Convergence between the Spiritual
Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality Scale and Other Scales at T1 and T2
T1 Concern T2 Concern T1
for Others for Others Altruism
.314**
.229**
.308**
T1 Relational Pearson Correlation
Spirituality N
237
237
238
Pearson
Correlation
.210**
.292**
.222**
T2 Relational
Spirituality N
246
247
245
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

T2
Altruism
.311**
232
.413**
242

239
235
238

N

Significant, Positive
Correlations
Pearson
N
Correlation
.427**
239
.377**
238
.335**
239
.314**
238
.308**
239
.287**
238
.248**
239
.231**
239
.204**
235
.203**
239
.187**
239
.166**
239
.152*
239
.138*
238
Non-significant
correlations

Pearson
Correlation
Make money
.013
Have fun
.120
Be successful
.122
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

Purpose Category

Help others
Make the world a better place
Do the right thing
Fulfill my duties
Make things beautiful
Serve God/A higher power
Change the way people think
Discover new things
Live life to the fullest
Support my family and friends
Earn respect
Have a good career
Serve my country
Create something new

Purpose Category

Time 1

Make money
Have a good career
Be successful

Purpose Category

Help others
Do the right thing
Discover new things
Make the world a better place
Fulfill my duties
Live life to the fullest
Change the way people think
Create something new
Support my family and friends
Make things beautiful
Earn respect
Serve God/A higher power
Serve my country
Have fun

Purpose Category

Time 2

Significant, Positive
Correlations
Pearson
N
Correlation
.474**
247
.443**
244
.370**
246
.335**
245
.332**
243
.259**
241
.250*
246
.234**
245
.223**
247
.222**
247
.206**
245
.194*
246
.186*
244
.134*
247
Significant, Negative and
Non-significant
Correlations
Pearson
N
Correlation
-.132*
246
.012
247
.060
248

Table 20. Correlations between Spiritual Sensitivity/Relational Spirituality and Categories of Purpose
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Table 21. Exploratory Factor Analysis Pattern Matrix for T1 Items
Items
SGS1. Take their time to help other students if it is needed.
SGS2. Pay attention to the problems of other students.
SGS3. Put off doing fun or important things to help each other.
SGS4. Try hard to be kind to other students who are upset or sad.
SGS5. Put time and effort into their friendships with other students.
SGS6. Seem happy to give time to other students who need
something.
SGS7. Find it just as important that other students are happy, as it is
that they are happy.
SGS8. Make decisions based on concern for other students.
SGS9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it means they can
help out another student.
SGS10. Make it a point to let each other know they are important
and appreciated.
SGT1. Take their time to help students if it is needed.
SGT2. Pay attention to the problems of students.
SGT3. Put off doing fun or important things of their own to help
students.
SGT4. Try hard to be kind to students who are upset or sad.
SGT5. Put time and effort into their relationships with students.
SGT6. Seem happy to give time to students who need something.
SGT7. Find it just as important that students are happy, as it is that
they are happy.
SGT8. Make decisions based on concern for students.
SGT9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it means they can
help out a student.
SGT10. Make it a point to let students know they are important and
appreciated.
GP1. When I [insert #1 purpose] I help others.
GP2. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping people be more
independent.
GP3. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping people develop better
relationships with each other.
GP4. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping people learn new
skills.
GP5. I really pay attention to ways that I can [insert #1 purpose].
GP6. When I [insert #1 purpose] it is a way I can be kind to other
people.
GP7. One way that I can support someone who is hurting is to
[insert #1 purpose].
GP8. I put a lot of time and effort into work to [insert #1 purpose].
GP9. I am happy to put a lot of time and effort into work to [insert
#1 purpose].
GP10. When I [insert #1 purpose] other people can learn a lot about
who I am.
GP11. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am acting out of concern for
others.
GP12. I am willing to risk my feelings getting hurt if it means I will
[insert #1 purpose].
SSRS1. It is important to me to find a community where I belong.

Factorsa, c
1
2

3
.511
.598
.468
.518
.399

4

.559
.695
.539
.501
.601
.672

.509

.464
.535
.636
.662
.748
.634
.551
.653

.667

.540
.833
.708
.369
.615
.558
.343
.366
.262a

.260

.568
.365

.562
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Factorsa, c
1
2

Items
3
4
SSRS2. It is important to me to share a quiet moment with others.
.418
SSRS3. I want to find a community where I can grow in a lot of
ways.
.613
SSRS4. It is important to me to get to know people who have a
.514
more challenging life than I do.
SSRS5. I search for ways to help or serve others.
.316
.564
SSRS6. Helping or serving others is an important part of who I am.
.670
a
Coefficients < .30 are not shown, with the exception of GP10.
b
This item did not load at a value > .30 on any factor in the four factor solution. The two values > .20
are shown.
c
Maximum Likelihood Extraction, 4 factors requested, Direct Oblimin Rotation with Kaiser
Normalization
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .838; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Aprrox.
Chi-Square = 3265.03, df = 703, Sig. = .000); Goodness-of-fit Test (Chi-square = 960.942, df = 557,
Sig. = .000)
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Table 22. Exploratory Factor Analysis Pattern Matrix for T2 Items
Items
SGS1. Take their time to help other students if it is needed.
SGS2. Pay attention to the problems of other students.
SGS3. Put off doing fun or important things to help each other.
SGS4. Try hard to be kind to other students who are upset or sad.
SGS5. Put time and effort into their friendships with other students.
SGS6. Seem happy to give time to other students who need
something.
SGS7. Find it just as important that other students are happy, as it is
that they are happy.
SGS8. Make decisions based on concern for other students.
SGS9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it means they can
help out another student.
SGS10. Make it a point to let each other know they are important
and appreciated.
SGT1. Take their time to help students if it is needed.
SGT2. Pay attention to the problems of students.
SGT3. Put off doing fun or important things of their own to help
students.
SGT4. Try hard to be kind to students who are upset or sad.
SGT5. Put time and effort into their relationships with students.
SGT6. Seem happy to give time to students who need something.
SGT7. Find it just as important that students are happy, as it is that
they are happy.
SGT8. Make decisions based on concern for students.
SGT9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it means they can
help out a student.
SGT10. Make it a point to let students know they are important and
appreciated.
GP1. When I [insert #1 purpose] I help others.
GP2. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping people be more
independent.
GP3. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping people develop better
relationships with each other.
GP4. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am helping people learn new
skills.
GP5. I really pay attention to ways that I can [insert #1 purpose].
GP6. When I [insert #1 purpose] it is a way I can be kind to other
people.
GP7. One way that I can support someone who is hurting is to
[insert #1 purpose].
GP8. I put a lot of time and effort into work to [insert #1 purpose].
GP9. I am happy to put a lot of time and effort into work to [insert
#1 purpose].
GP10. When I [insert #1 purpose] other people can learn a lot about
who I am.
GP11. When I [insert #1 purpose] I am acting out of concern for
others.
GP12. I am willing to risk my feelings getting hurt if it means I will
[insert #1 purpose].
SSRS1. It is important to me to find a community where I belong.

Factorsa, b
1
2

.365

3
.627
.637
.597
.583
.318

4

.707
.735
.580
.566
.638

.740
.757
.659
.632
.625
.783
.683
.723
.568
.624

.427

.320
.369

.346
.683

.373
.394

.382
.432
.751
.799
.374

.324

.313

.526

.419

.703
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Factorsa, b
1
2

Items
3
4
SSRS2. It is important to me to share a quiet moment with others.
.557
SSRS3. I want to find a community where I can grow in a lot of
ways.
.572
SSRS4. It is important to me to get to know people who have a more
.450
challenging life than I do.
SSRS5. I search for ways to help or serve others.
.553
SSRS6. Helping or serving others is an important part of who I am.
.557
a
Coefficients < .30 are not shown.
b
Maximum Likelihood Extraction, 4 factors requested, Direct Oblimin Rotation with Kaiser
Normalization
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .867; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Aprrox.
Chi-Square = 3668.313, df = 703, Sig. = .000); Goodness-of-fit Test (Chi-square = 941.370, df = 557,
Sig. = .000)

Table 23. Descriptive Statistics for Outcome Variables
Mean
N
Minimum Maximum (Statistic/SE)
T1 Generous
Purpose
246 2.50
5.00
3.897 .033
T2 Generous
Purpose
246 2.42
5.00
3.849 .035
T1 Relational
Spirituality (RS) 239 2.00
5.00
3.775 .037
T2 Relational
Spirituality (RS) 248 1.83
5.00
3.804 .039
T1 RS/Service
240 2.00
5.00
3.786 .044
T2 RS/Service
248 1.67
5.00
3.784 .045
T1
RS/Community
235 1.67
5.00
3.776 .042
T2
RS/Community
244 1.00
5.00
3.813 .045
.296
.333
.382
.454
.500
.412
.500

.544
.577
.618
.674
.707
.642
.707

-.374

-.289

-.141
-.097
-.203

-.015

.078

.156

.159

.155
.157
.155

.157

.155

.155

.260

.510

.015

Skewness
Variance (Statistic/SE)

Std.
Deviation

.551

.408

.086
-.203
-.069

.022

-.225

-.085

.310

.316

.308
.313
.308

.314

.309

.309

Kurtosis
(Statistic/SE)

201

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

95% Confidence Interval
of the Difference
Lower
Upper

t

df

T2GP – T1GP
Pair 1 (N = 239)
-.04707 .55918
.03617
-.02418
.11833
-1.301 238
T2RS – T1RS
Pair 2 (N = 236)
.03573 .55000
.03580
-.10627
.03480
.998
235
T2RSS – T1RSS
Pair 3 (N = 236)
.00424 .68726
.04474
-.09237
.08390
.095
235
T2RSC – T1RSC
Pair 4 (N = 237)
.04258 .69388
.04605
-.13333
.04817
.925
226
Note: GP = generous purpose; RS = relational spirituality; RSS = relational spirituality/service; RSC = relational
spirituality/community

Mean

Table 24. Mean Comparisons Between T1/T2 Outcome Variable Pairs
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences

.356

.925

.319

.194

Sig. (2tailed)
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T1 School
Generosity/Students
T2 School
Generosity/Students
T1 School
Generosity/Teachers
T2 School
Generosity/Teachers
1.50
2.40
1.60

252
252
249

5.00

5.00

5.00

3.871 .038

4.002 .033

3.541 .036

3.597 .030

1.90

250

5.00

Mean
Minimum Maximum (Statistic/SE)

N

Table 25. Descriptive Statistics for School Generosity

.594

.529

.574

.472

Std.
Deviation

.352

.280

.330

.223

-.541

.018

-.335

-.245

.154

.153

.153

.154

Skewness
Variance (Statistic/SE)

1.546

-.092

1.006

1.118

.307

.306

.306

.307

Kurtosis
(Statistic/SE)
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Std.
Deviation

Std. Error
Mean
-1.509
-3.173

.01837
-.05161

95% Confidence Interval of
the Difference
Lower
Upper
t

T2SGS - T1SGS
Pair 1 (N = 249)
-.06021 .62958
.03990
-.13879
T2SGT - T1SGT
Pair 2 (N = 249)
-.13606 .67658
.04288
-.22050
Note: SGS = school generosity/students; SGT = school generosity/teachers

Mean

Table 26. Mean Comparisons Between T1/T2 School Generosity
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences

248

248

df

.002

.133

Sig. (2tailed)
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Table 27. Descriptive Statistics for Control Variables used in Analysis
Mean
N
Minimum Maximum (Statistic/SE)
T1 Friend
Religious/Spiritual
Importance
237
1
5
3.69
.073
T1 Family
Religious/Spiritual
Importance
243
1
5
3.24
.062
T1 Home Support
of Purpose
239
1.33
5.00
3.964 .0522
T1 Friend Support
of Purpose
242
1.00
5.00
3.443 .053
T2 Social
Desirability
251
1.00
2.00
1.439 .0132
T1 School
Engagement
244
1.00
4.00
3.382 .029
.945
.650
.672
.044
.210

.972
.806
.820
.2088
.458

-.947

.256

-.381

-.654

-.368

.156

.154

.156

.157

.156

.158

1.256

1.121

-.644

Skewness
Variance (Statistic/SE)

Std.
Deviation

2.230

.113

.078

.096

-.020

-.311

.310

.306

.312

.314

.311

.315

Kurtosis
(Statistic/SE)
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t
6.861

.162, .182
.158, .178
(1, 237) = 45.678***,
(1, 221) = 49.103***

Model 1
B
SE B
.438 .064

Sig.
.000

t
6.777
-.434
-.327
-.045

.163, .185
.001, .003
.148, .170
(4, 234) = 11.352***,
(4, 218) = 12.386***

Model 2
B
SE B
.437
.065
-.028 .065
-.038 .116
-.004 .090

F-statistic
Notes:
a
These are the coefficients from the pooled results.
b
These are the model statistics for the imputations with the lowest and highest R2 at Model 1.
* p ! .05, ** p ! .01, *** p ! .001

Dependent Variable = T2 Generous Purpose
Independent Variablesa
T1 Generous Purpose
Gender
Community-centered Charter
Waldorf-methods Charter
T2 Social Desirability
T1 School Generosity/Students
T1 School Generosity/Teachers
T1 Purpose Support/Home
T1 Purpose Support/Friends
T1 School Engagement
T2 School Generosity/Students
T2 School Generosity/Teachers
Model Statisticsb
R2 (Imputation 1, Original)
R2 Change
Adjusted R2
Sig.
.000
.664
.743
.964

t
5.220
-.196
-.532
-.093
.426
-1.596
2.495
1.902
-.479
.119

.200, .213
.038, .028
.165, .176
(10, 228) = 5.710***,
(10, 212) = 5.753***

Model 3
B
SE B
.379
.073
-.014 .070
-.064 .120
-.008 .090
.074
.174
-.128 .080
.176
.071
.085
.045
-.021 .045
.009
.076

Table 28. Multivariate Linear Regression: T2 School Generosity and T2 Generous Purpose
Sig.
.000
.844
.595
.926
.671
.110
.013
.057
.632
.905

t
5.435
.396
-1.020
-.238
.152
-2.345
1.897
2.113
-.706
-.342
2.580
1.689
.264, .276
.064***, .062***
.225, .235
(12, 226) = 6.761***,
(12, 210) = 6.667***

Model 4
B
SE B
.383
.071
.027
.069
-.120 .117
-.021 .087
.026
.168
-.188 .080
.133
.070
.092
.043
-.031 .043
-.026 .075
.169
.066
.106
.063

Sig.
.000
.692
.308
.812
.879
.019
.058
.035
.480
.732
.010
.091
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6.725
-.337
.018
.053

.440
-.022
.002
.005

.164, .182
.149, .168
(4, 226) = 11.100***,
(4, 226) = 12.580***

.065
.066
.120
.092

t

Model 2a
B
SE B

.000
.736
.986
.958

Sig.
.073
.067
.121
.041
.177
.045
.046
.032
.039

5.314
-.075
-.153
.092
.658
1.934
.067
2.062
-1.380

t

.203, .214
.039, .032
.170, .182
(9, 221) = 6.252***,
(9, 221) = 6.693***

.388
-.005
-.019
-.004
.117
.087
.003
.065
-.053

Model 3
B
SE B

.000
.940
.878
.452
.213
.053
.947
.039
.168

Sig.
.069
.060
.111
.084
1.310
.041
.041
.029
.035
.054

4.135
-.801
-.764
.065
.191
2.219
-.802
1.254
-2.061
6.787

t

.366, .342
.163***, .128***
.337, .312
(10, 220) = 12.674***,
(10, 220) = 11.432***

.285
-.048
-.085
.005
.162
.091
-.033
.036
-.073
.364

Model 4
B
SE B
.000
.423
.445
.948
.756
.027
.423
.210
.039
.000

Sig.

.060
.059

.256
.115

4.275
1.950

3.975
-.881
-.971
.184
1.266
2.134
-.972
1.235
-1.972

t

.373, .363
.170***, .149***d
.342, .331
(11, 219) = 11.864***,
(11, 219) = 11.346***

.068
.061
.110
.084
.162
.041
.041
.029
.035

.271
-.053
-.107
.016
.205
.088
-.040
.036
-.069

Model 5
B
SE B

.000
.058

.000
.379
.331
.854
.207
.033
.331
.217
.049

Sig.

F-statistic
Notes:
a
Model 1 only included T1 generous purpose and is not shown here. There was not a significant difference in the R2 value with the addition of the variables in Model 2.
b
These are the coefficients from the pooled results.
c
These are the model statistics for the imputations with the lowest and highest R2 at Model 1.
d
R2 change calculated between Model 5 and Model 3.
* p ! .05, ** p ! .01, *** p ! .001

Dependent Variable = T2 Generous Purpose
Independent Variablesb
T1 Generous Purpose
Gender
Community-centered Charter
Waldorf-methods Charter
T2 Social Desirability
T1 Purpose Support/Home
T1 Purpose Support/Friends
T1 Religious/Spiritual Importance/Family
T1 Religious/Spiritual Importance/Friends
T2 Relational Spirituality
T2 Relational Spirituality/Service
T2 Relational Spirituality/Community
Model Statisticsc
R2 (Imputation 1, Imputation 4)
R2 Change
Adjusted R2

Table 29: Multivariate Linear Regressions: T2 Relational Spirituality and T2 Generous Purpose
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.163
.106
.094
.838
.099
.152
.154
.287
.866
.012
.008

.409 (Imputation 3), .442 (Original)
.063***, .070***
.377, .410
(12, 224) = 12.901***,
(12, 210) = 13.849***

1.397
1.619
1.675
.204
-1.650
1.435
-1.427
1.064
.169
2.511
2.651

.100
.202
.152
.017
-.120
.114
-.233
.034
.007
.169
.171

.072
.125
.091
.084
.073
.079
.164
.032
.040
.067
.065

Sig.
.000
.083
.148
.108
.100
.086
.093
.191
.038
.045
.080
.078

.149
.370
.067
.106
-.099
.055
-.221
.044
.037
.222
.152

1.798
2.507
.619
1.058
-1.153
.589
-1.158
1.166
.829
2.775
1.958

7.355
.072
.012
.536
.290
.249
.556
.247
.244
.407
.006
.050

.000

.350 (Imputation 3), .385 (Imputation 1)
.061***, .062***
.315, .352
(12, 224) = 10.032***,
(12, 224) = 11.702***

.061

.452

Dependent Variable =
T2 Relational Spirituality/Service
B
SE B
t
Sig.

F-statistic
Notes:
a
These are the coefficients from the pooled results.
b
These are the model statistics for the imputations with the lowest and highest R2 at the final model.
* p ! .05, ** p ! .01, *** p ! .001

Independent Variablesa
T1 Relational Spirituality
T1 Relational Spirituality/Service
T1 Relational Spirituality/Community
Gender
Community-centered Charter
Waldorf-methods Charter
T1 School Generosity/Students
T1 School Generosity/Teachers
T1 School Engagement
T2 Social Desirability
T1 Religious/Spiritual Importance/Family
T1 Religious/Spiritual Importance/Friends
T2 School Generosity/Students
T2 School Generosity/Teachers
Model Statisticsb
R2 (Imputation 3, Original)
R2 Change (from model with controls)
Adjusted R2

Dependent Variable =
T2 Relational Spirituality
B
SE B
t
.548
.063
8.714
.072
.091
.159
.116
.107
.096
.100
.209
.041
.052
.086
.081

6.351
.762
-.033
2.020
-.536
-1.291
1.839
-1.134
.785
.142
1.594
2.318

.000
.447
.974
.044
.592
.198
.066
.257
.432
.887
.111
.020
.291 (Imputation 4), .324 (Original)
.040**, .048***
.253, .284
(12, 224) = 7.675***,
(12, 202) = 8.083***

.459
.070
-.005
.235
-.057
-.123
.183
-.237
.032
.007
.136
.188

Dependent Variable =
T2 Relational Spirituality/Community
B
SE B
t
Sig.

Table 30. Multivariate Linear Regression: Final Models for T2 School Generosity and T2 Relational Spirituality
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t
5.183
.374
-.706
-.036
.282
-2.088
1.831
2.249
-.573
.026
2.647
1.558

.265, .277
.058***, .061***d
.237, .220
(12, 199) = 5.968***,
(12, 218) = 6.952***

Model 4b
B
SE B
.370
.071
.026
.069
-.085 .121
-.003 .090
.049
.173
-.170 .081
.131
.072
.099
.044
-.025 .044
.002
.076
.175
.066
.099
.063
Sig.
.000
.708
.480
.972
.778
.037
.067
.025
.567
.980
.008
.119

t
5.124
.424
-.712
.160
.306
-1.881
1.755
2.097
-.328
.067
2.499
1.567
1.603
-1.248

.277, .287
.012, .010
.226, .241
(14, 197) = 5.394***,
(14, 216) = 6.203***

Model 5
B
SE B
.371
.072
.029
.069
-.086 .120
.014
.090
.053
.172
-.154 .082
.126
.072
.093
.044
-.015 .045
.005
.077
.166
.066
.099
.063
.049
.031
-.047 .038

F-statistic
Notes:
a
These are the coefficients from the pooled results.
b
The models showing the inclusion of control variables are not shown.
c
These are the model statistics for the imputations with the lowest and highest R2 at Model 4.
d 2
R change calculated from Model 3 (not shown), which included only control variables.
e 2
R change calculated from Model 5.
* p ! .05, ** p ! .01, *** p ! .001

Dependent Variable =
T2 Generous Purpose
Independent Variablesa
T1 Generous Purpose
Gender
Community-centered Charter
Waldorf-methods Charter
T2 Social Desirability
T1 School Generosity/Students
T1 School Generosity/Teachers
T1 Purpose Support/Home
T1 Purpose Support/Friends
T1 School Engagement
T2 School Generosity/Students
T2 School Generosity/Teachers
T1 Religious/Spiritual Importance/Family
T1 Religious/Spiritual Importance/Friends
T2 Relational Spirituality
T2 Relational Spirituality/Service
T2 Relational Spirituality/Community
Model Statisticsc
R2 (Original, Imputation 2)
R2 Change
Adjusted R2
Sig.
.000
.672
.477
.873
.760
.060
.079
.036
.743
.946
.013
.117
.109
.212

t
3.963
-195
-1.122
-.279
1.138
-2.220
2.703
2.376
-1.243
-.661
1.707
.463
.989
-1.689
6.184

.411, .403
.134***, .116***
.366, .361
(15, 196) = 9.118***,
(15, 215) = 9.658***

Model 6
B
SE B
.274
.069
-.012 .063
-.125 .112
-.023 .084
.183
.161
-.169 .076
.180
.067
.097
.041
-.052 .042
-.047 .071
.105
.061
.028
.060
.028
.028
-.059 .035
.345
.056
Sig.
.000
.845
.262
.780
.256
.026
.007
.018
.214
.509
.088
.643
.322
.091
.000

4.020
1.935

.242
.110

.417, .410
.140***, .123***e
.369, .366
(16, 195) = 8.709***,
(16, 214) = 9.283***

.060
.057

t
3.811
-.335
-1.343
-.186
1.106
-2.388
2.701
2.306
-1.351
-.529
1.594
.433
.967
-1.599

Model 7
B
SE B
.262
.069
-.022 .064
-.150 .111
-.016 .084
.178
.161
-.181 .076
.179
.066
.094
.041
-.056 .042
-.038 .072
.098
.062
.026
.059
.027
.028
-.056 .035

Table 31: Multivariate Linear Regression: T2 School Generosity, T2 Relational Spirituality, and T2 Generous Purpose

.000
.058

Sig.
.000
.738
.179
.852
.269
.017
.007
.021
.177
.597
.111
.665
.333
.110
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Table 32. Primary Variable Correlations Split by Schools/Pooled Results
Correlation Variables

Catholic School

Community Charter

T2 SGS and T2 GP

.293**

-.023

Waldorf-methods
Charter
.415**

T2 SGT and T2 GP

.235*

.170

.226

T2 SGS and T2 RS

.290**

.368

.270

T2 SGT and T2 RS

.291**

.291

.309*

T2 SGS and T2 RSC

.214**

.200

.096

T2 SGT and T2 RSC

.245**

.114

.124

T2 SGS and T2 RSS

.300**

.453*

.371*

T2 SGT and T2 RSS

.234**

.399

.411**

T2 RS and T2 GP

.450**

.715**

.455**

T2 RSC and T2 GP

.352**

.588**

.250

T2 RSS and T2 GP

.440**

.696**

.539**

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
Notes: Catholic School (N = 190); Community Charter (N = 21); Waldorf-methods Charter (N = 42);
SGS = school generosity/students, SGT = school generosity/teachers, GP = generous purpose, RS =
relational spirituality, RSC = relational spirituality/community, RSS = relational spirituality/service.

Figure 1. The Development of Purpose as part of the Thriving Process in a Positive Youth Development Framework
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Figure 2. T1 Scree Plot of Generous Purpose, School Generosity and Relational
Spirituality Items
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Figure 3. T2 Scree Plot of Generous Purpose, School Generosity and Relational
Spirituality Items
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Figure 4. Scatterplot of T2 School Generosity/Students and T2 Generous Purpose
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Figure 5. Scatterplot of T2 School Generosity/Teachers and T2 Generous Purpose
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Figure 6. Scatterplot of T2 Relational Spirituality and T2 Generous Purpose
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Figure 7. Scatterplot of T2 Relational Spirituality/Community and T2 Generous
Purpose

218

Figure 8. Scatterplot of T2 Relational Spirituality/Service and T2 Generous Purpose
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Figure 9. Scatterplot of T2 School Generosity/Students and T2 Relational Spirituality
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Figure 10. Scatterplot of T2 School Generosity/Teachers and T2 Relational
Spirituality
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Appendix A
Interpersonal Generosity Scale Items (Smith and Hill, 2009)
Respondents indicate their level of agreement to each statement on a scale of 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 6` (“strongly agree”). Respondents are not shown the
dimensions of interpersonal generosity (attention, compassion, etc.).
Attention
1. When one of my loved ones needs my attention, I really try to slow down and
give them the time and help they need.
2. I am known by family and friends as someone who makes time to pay attention
to others’ problems.
Compassion
3. I’m the kind of person who is willing to go the “extra mile” to help take care of
my friends, relatives and acquaintances.
4. When friends or family members experience something upsetting or
discouraging I make a special point of being kind to them.
Openhandedness
5. When it comes to my personal relationships with others, I am a very generous
person.
6. It makes me very happy to give to other people in ways that meet their needs.
Self-Extension
7. It is just as important to me that other people around me are happy and thriving
as it is that I am happy and thriving.
8. My decisions are often based on concern for the welfare of others.
Courage
9. I am usually willing to risk my own feelings being hurt in the process if I stand
a change of helping someone else in need.
Verbal Expression
10. I make it a point to let my friends and family know how much I love and
appreciate them.

222
Appendix B
Categories of Purpose
Instructions: The following drop-down lists show some different purposes in life15.
Using the drop-down lists below, please select your #1, #2 and #3 purposes in life out
of the choices provided.16
My #1 purpose is to…
1. Create something new.
2. Serve my country.
3. Change the way people think.
4. Help others.
5. Have fun.
6. Make the world a better place.
7. Become successful.
8. Work in a good career.
9. Serve God/a higher power.
10. Make things more beautiful.
11. Fulfill my duties.
12. Do the right thing.
13. Make money.
14. Discover new things about the world.
15. Earn the respect of others.
16. Support my family and friends.
17. Live life to the fullest.
My #2 purpose is to…
(remaining 16 choices shown)
My #3 purpose is to…
(remaining 15 choices shown)

15

An earlier screen on the survey provided the following working definition for
“purpose”: “Purpose refers to something that is meaningful to you and that you
consider the most important, overall goal or goals for your life.”
16
Participants then moved through three different screens, one for each of the #1, #2
and #3 purpose categories. Once a purpose category was chosen, it did not show as an
option on the next screen.
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Appendix C
Generous Purpose/Interpersonal Generosity + Wellbeing
Instructions: You selected [insert #1 category of purpose] as your #1 purpose in life.
All of the questions in this section refer to that particular purpose, so keep it in mind
as you answer these questions.
How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
1. When I [insert #1 category of purpose] I help others.17
2. When I [insert #1 category of purpose] I am helping people be more
independent.
3. When I [insert #1 category of purpose] I am helping people develop better
relationships with each other.
4. When I [insert #1 category of purpose] I am helping people learn new skills.
5. I really pay attention to ways I can [insert #1 category of purpose].
6. When I [insert #1 category of purpose] it is a way I can be kind to other people.
7. One way I can support someone who is hurting is to [insert #1 category of
purpose].
8. I put a lot of time and effort into work to [insert #1 category of purpose].
9. I am happy to put a lot of time and effort into work to [insert #1 category of
purpose].
10. When I [insert #1 category of purpose] other people can learn a lot about who I
am.
11. When I [insert #1 category of purpose] I am acting out of concern for others.
12. I am willing to risk my feelings getting hurt if it means I will [insert #1
category of purpose].

17

Items 1 and 5 through 12 assessed the dimensions of purpose as an extension of
interpersonal generosity (modifications of the IGS). Items 2 – 4 more directly assessed
intent towards increasing the wellbeing of another.
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Appendix D
School Generosity/Students
Instructions: The following items all refer to “many students in this school.” For each of these
statements, you should think about how true it is for many students at your school, not just your closest
friends.
How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
1 (Strongly Disagree) 2 (Disagree) 3 (Neither agree nor disagree) 4 (Agree) 5 (Strongly agree)
Many students in this school (more than just my close friends)…
1. Take their time to help other students if it is needed.
2. Pay attention to the problems of other students.
3. Put off doing fun or important things to help other students.
4. Try hard to be kind to other students who are upset or sad.
5. Put time and effort into their friendships with other students.
6. Seem happy to give time to other students who need something.
7. Find it just as important that other students are happy, as it is that they are happy.
8. Make decisions based on concern for other students.
9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it means they can help out another student.
10. Make it a point to let each other know they are important and appreciated.
School Generosity/Teachers
Instructions: The following items all refer to “most teachers in this school.” For each of these
statements, you should think about how true it is for most teachers at your school, not just your favorite
or least favorite teachers.
How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
1 (Strongly Disagree) 2 (Disagree) 3 (Neither agree nor disagree) 4 (Agree) 5 (Strongly agree)
Most teachers in this school (more than just my favorite or least favorite teachers)…
1. Take their time to help students if it is needed.
2. Pay attention to the problems of students.
3. Put off doing fun or important things of their own to help students.
4. Try hard to be kind to other students who are upset or sad.
5. Put time and effort into their relationships with students.
6. Seem happy to give time to students who need something.
7. Find it just as important that students are happy, as it is that they are happy.
8. Make decisions based on concern for students.
9. Will risk their own feelings being hurt if it means they can help out student.
10. Make it a point to let students know they are important and appreciated.
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Appendix E
Spiritual Sensitivity (Tirri, Nokelainen, and Ubani, 2006)
Respondents indicate their level of agreement with each statement on a scale ranging
from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).
Awareness sensing
1. In the midst of busy everyday life I find it important to contemplate.
2. I try to listen to my body when I study and work.
Mystery sensing
3. The use of imagination makes life more enjoyable.
4. Narratives and symbols are important things for me in life.
5. Even ordinary, every-day life is full of miraculous things.
Value sensing
6. I often reflect on the meaning of life.
7. It is important to me to find my own mission in the world.
8. I am searching for goodness in life.
Community Sensing
9. It is important to me to find a community where I belong.
10. It is important to me to share a quiet moment with others.
11. I want to find a community where I can grow spiritually.

*Additional items created for this study:
Service Sensing
12. It is important to me to get to know people who have a more challenging life
than I do.
13. I search for ways to help or serve others.
14. Helping or serving others is an important part of who I am.

