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Abstract
The comparative case study investigated the effects of The Leader in Me (LIM) training on
teacher philosophy and student success. The study included a quasi-experimental design
measuring the effects of LIM teaching philosophy on student success among 25 LIM schools
who participated in LIM training and 25 non-LIM schools. Participants in this study included
approximately 2,000 teachers from 50 schools across Texas. Mann-Whitney tests and Spearman
correlations were used to understand the relationship between LIM teaching philosophy and
student outcomes including academic achievement and attendance using the State of Texas
Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) achievement data for grades 3-5. Additionally, an
open-ended questionnaire was sent to 25 LIM and 25 non-LIM administrators knowledgeable
about campus professional development and teacher leadership to provide context for the study.
Out of 28 math and reading standardized test score indicators, one indicator was found
significantly different between the two types of schools. Specifically, a significant difference (p
= .03) was found on math growth scores from 3rd to 4th grade in the LIM schools (M = 67.00)
versus non-LIM schools (M = 59.56). Results from the study will assist administrators, teachers
and researchers reviewing evidence-based practices to improve schools, working to understand
teacher leadership philosophies impacting student learning and behavior.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
School leaders are continually challenged to find new ways to improve student
success. Numerous factors have been determined to contribute to a student’s success.
However, among school-related factors, the role of the teacher is estimated to have one of
the largest impacts on student success (Rivkin, Hanushek & Kain, 2004). Therefore, a
number of schools nationwide have adopted Stephen Covey’s Leader in Me (LIM) school
improvement process in an effort to support teacher quality and student success over the
last 20 years. LIM trains teachers in leadership skills with an emphasis on building future
leaders. Research attests to the fact that teacher confidence and leadership skills are
essential characteristics to help students achieve (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, &
Wahlstrom, 2005; Lowery-Moor & Villate, 2016). Using Lewin’s (1947) Change Model
Framework and Burn’s (1978) Transformational Leadership Framework, the study
examines the relationship of LIM teaching philosophy on indicators of student success
including academic achievement and attendance.
Student success can be defined in many ways. In recent years, educational
researchers have investigated outcomes as predictors for student success (Crede, Roh, &
Kieszcynka, 2010; Gibson & Rankin, 2015; Irvin, Tobin, Spraque, Sugai, & Vincent,
2014; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2006). Traditional measures of academic
achievement include grades and state and local standardized assessments. Indeed, Kuh et
al. (2006) defines student success as academic achievement, acquisition of knowledge
and skills, and the ability to achieve educational outcomes. Yet, other researchers assert
that schools must go beyond academic achievement and include other factors that predict
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student success (York, Gibson, & Rankin, 2015). As an example, Crede et al. (2010)
found classroom attendance as an accurate predictor of student academic performance to
be more significant than test scores, study habits, or study skills. Further, studies have
shown a decrease in student discipline referrals also correlates with an increase in student
achievement (Irvin et al., 2004). Student behavior is an important part of student success;
however, measuring student behavior is a challenge and is not discussed within the
current study. Therefore, for the purpose of the study, the definition for student success
encompasses desirable student outcomes including academic achievement and attendance
rates.
While numerous factors contribute to a student’s success, the role of a teacher is
estimated to have the largest impact on student achievement (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain,
2004). Goe (2007) states four indicators of teacher quality encompassing teacher
qualifications, characteristics, practices, and effectiveness. Teacher qualifications include
the credentials and knowledge the teacher brings into the classroom. Next, teacher
characteristics entail teacher attitudes and student expectations. Then, teacher practices
involve the different ways teachers interact with students and teaching strategies. Lastly,
teacher effectiveness refers to how teachers contribute to student learning. Teachers have
a tremendous role in helping students become successful.
The Beginning of Leader in Me: A.B. Combs Magnet Elementary
Supporting teacher efforts to improve student success, the Leader in Me (LIM)
model officially launched in 2009. To date, LIM has implemented the process in over
4,330 public, private, and magnet elementary and high schools in over 50 countries
(Covey, 2019). The LIM process was established in 1999 at A.B. Combs Magnet
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Elementary in Raleigh, North Carolina under the leadership of its principal, Murial
Summers. As a result of A.B. Comb’s failing magnet status, below-average test scores,
and poor school climate, Principal Summers sought out ways to restructure the lowperforming school. Summers requested the advice of teachers, parents, and business
leaders to help identify skills other than improved test scores that future student leaders
should possess. The community voiced their desire to see skills in leadership,
accountability, communication, self-direction, creativity, and teamwork. With this
information, Principal Summers established a leadership theme for the school and
partnered with Franklin Covey to design and implement a teacher and student leadership
model based on The 7 Habits of Highly Effective People, the Baldridge quality tools, and
educational research-based best practices (Covey, 2008). The Baldridge quality tools,
used by high-performing organizations, make use of core values, beliefs, and behaviors
of leadership (Baldridge Performance Excellence Program, 2017).
Early in 1999, A.B. Combs piloted the LIM process with one teacher per grade
level. These teachers observed an increase in students’ self-confidence, a decrease in
discipline, and an increase in academic scores. In that year, the school’s end-of-year test
scores increased from 84% to 87%. This increase was principally attributed to
classrooms that piloted the LIM process. Due to the improved test scores in these classes,
the next year the entire school implemented the LIM process and the scores showed
another considerable increase to 94%. Since then, student end-of-year test scores have
peaked to a 97% pass rate over several years. Other results related to the implementation
of LIM include enhanced student self-confidence, increased teacher and administrator job
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satisfaction, improved school culture, and increased community involvement in the
school (Covey, 2008).
A.B. Combs took a ubiquitous approach to teaching students the 7 Habits and the
Baldridge tools to the point it was embedded into everything the school did thereby
making leadership a part of everything taught. The 7 Habits organized in a sequential
model, the first three habits help students move from dependence to independence, while
the next three habits focus on interdependence. The Baldridge tools include: (a) visionary
leadership, (b) building relationships, (c) data-driven decisions, (d) citizenship, (e)
agility, (f) learning-centered education, (g) innovation, and (h) alignment to local, state,
and national standards. Another key component to A.B. Comb’s leadership blueprint was
the use of data notebooks. Every grade level customized graphs, charts, and data that
reflected personal goals and feedback. Students used the notebooks to track individual
achievement while teachers kept and modeled similar notebooks.
In the beginning, bringing all teachers on board to embrace a new paradigm
proved challenging. Therefore, Principal Summers offered a signature 7 Habits workshop
to the staff and teachers. Some teachers said they found the workshop to be “lifechanging” (Covey, 2008, p 74). Teachers shared with Principal Summers the workshop
helped them become more personally and professionally organized and felt the time spent
together had helped them bond as a school family. Outcomes of the training included
having a common school-wide language, ways to jointly handle behavior problems, and
strategies to synergize among grade level teams. Eight years later, teachers in the original
training testified the workshop was influential in creating a culture of teacher buy-in and
a positive influence on student achievement (Covey, 2008).
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While the case of A.B Combs provides important context to understanding LIM,
other research on school reform processes asserts establishing teachers as leaders is a
critical part of the process (Lowery-Moor et al. 2016). In order for teachers to have a
maximum impact on student academics, teachers must understand their leadership role
and abilities (Lambert, Collay, Dietz, Kent, & Richert, 2007). Teachers who are trained,
valued, and supported in finding their leadership role can become the change agents
needed to significantly impact educational reform (Gabriel, 2005; Lieberman & Miller,
2004;). As such, research finds teacher leadership training is necessary for teachers to
fully understand the informal and formal roles of a teacher-leader and the development of
confidence necessary to influence student success (Lowery-Moor et al. 2016).
Statement of the Problem
Student success as defined by predictive student outcomes includes academic
achievement and attendance rates. At the same time, school performance accountability
system continues to increase student achievement expectations on a state and national
level (Lieberman and Miller, 2004; Title 19, TEA, 2018). In Texas, the accountability
system incorporates: the state academic accountability rating, distinction designations,
state financial accountability rating, and the community and student engagement rating
(TEA, 2018). In 2017, the Texas legislature approved a simplified “A-F” school
performance rating system to inform the public of the school’s performance. Preliminary
“A-F” ratings in Texas reflected failing grades for many schools that previously rated
high performing. Schools with poor and failing grades were often correlated with schools
of high poverty levels (Texas Education Agency, 2017). For example, a large portion of
central Texas schools serve students from low socio-economic (SES) backgrounds (i.e.
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60%-80% low SES). Of these schools, 80% obtained a minimum of one failing grade
calling for school leaders to find innovative ways to advance school improvement
measures (Chang, Taboada, & Hill, 2017).
Numerous school improvement models exist to provide a framework for schools
to solve problems of policy and practice in an attempt to help address teacher challenges
with increasing student achievement. Research suggests that models for sustained
improvement in student learning share common themes including: (a) making data driven
decisions, (b) viewing problems as part of a system rather than in isolation, (c) improving
processes in the system, (d) involving all stakeholders involved in change, structuring
school leadership, (e) and using tools for monitoring improvement in academic
achievement, behavior and social emotional learning (Lappan & Houghton, 2003; Sparks,
2018).
Daugherty, (2011) conducted a study to investigate the impact on student
achievement using the Learning Focused School Program (LFSP) designed to assist
teachers in using a planning model for designing, organizing, and assessing instruction.
Three LFSP schools were compared to three non-LFSP schools to analyze third grade
reading student growth scores on a state assessment. Findings showed schools who
continuously implemented the LFSP model for 3 or more years, students met or exceeded
state standards compared to those in non-LFSP (Daugherty, 2011). However, in another
study, Graham, (2013) focused on six California high schools implementing an
aggressive turnaround model to analyze student achievement in reading and math during
a one-year period. Student scores from the year prior to implementation of the turnaround
model were compared to scores during the first year of the turnaround model
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implementation. The statistical significance results suggested student achievement scores
on the high-stake state assessment did not increase within the schools implementing the
model.
Teacher challenges exist with high-stake federal and state achievement mandates
that drive teacher and leader effectiveness. Teacher evaluations based on test scores have
unintentionally created practices that increase tests scores without increasing student
learning (Jennings & Sohn, 2014). Teachers feel compelled to narrow the curriculum and
spend the majority of time on tested material formatted to the state assessments while
targeted intervention methods are focused on students who score in a close range to the
state’s passing standard and students with extremely low or high scores are neglected
(Nichols & Berliner, 2007). Other daily challenges for today’s teachers include an
increase in diverse student populations, greater numbers of children living in poverty, and
an increase in the number of students with mental health issues. The K-12 public school
population in the United Sates has taken a dramatic turn in terms of diversity over the
past fifty years. In an average classroom of 24 students, 50% of students will either be a
student of poverty, have a learning disability, an English language learner, or experience
trauma within the home or community (Rose, 2016). At the same time teachers face
increasing responsibility for finding a process that will help students succeed, teachers
face many challenges to increase student achievement, decrease student discipline
referrals, and increase attendance.
Purpose and Significance of the Study
As school expectations increase and student’s preparedness decreases, schools
need a research-based process to boost student readiness and to improve school measures
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including attendance, discipline, and academic achievement. As previously discussed,
case studies show the Leader in Me (LIM) process as a promising practice for promoting
teacher leadership practices correlating with school improvement measures. As such, the
current study examined the relationship existed between LIM and non-LIM teacher
leadership philosophies, attendance, and student achievement.
The study investigated the teacher’s leadership philosophy through Stephen
Covey’s 3 Core Beliefs and the Four Imperatives of Great Leaders. Xu (2012) states a
teacher’s beliefs about a student, beliefs about learning, and beliefs about one’s own self
plays an important role in teaching and in life. Teacher’s beliefs influence learners view
of the world, how new information is perceived, and whether to accept or reject
information. Pajares (1992) noted the teacher’s beliefs are more important than the
teacher’s knowledge of classroom practices and teaching methodology. A teacher’s belief
is key to determining how he or she will act towards the students and are therefore
significant for understanding and improving educational processes. The study informs
school administrators and teachers on the importance of the teacher leadership
philosophy focusing on LIM philosophy as it relates to school improvement measures.
At a time when local, state, and federal governments are designing policies to
promote teacher quality, research emphasizes the importance teacher leadership values,
beliefs, and behaviors play on school improvement measures. Furthermore, research
addresses the link between principal leadership and student success stating the principals
play a crucial role in student learning. Principal leadership was found second to
classroom instruction in terms of student learning and strong leadership was always
present in schools with improving student achievement records (Bartoletti & Connelly,
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2013; Cheney & Davis, 2011; Leithwood, Wahlstrom & Anderson 2010). Principals and
teachers face surmounting challenges when students are attending schools without the
required academic, social, and emotional skills needed for success. Therefore,
administrators are continually seeking new evidence-based practices to assist teachers in
aiding students in order to improve schools along recognized measures. Such research
can help administrators and teachers understand teacher leadership philosophies that
impact student learning and behavior. By examining the effect of elementary school LIM
teacher leadership philosophies on school improvement measures, teachers and
administrators can better perceive ways to improve attendance, discipline referrals, and
academic achievement. Furthermore, researchers can develop better models for school
improvement (Bartoletti & Connelly, 2013; Cheney & Davis, 2011; Leithwood,
Wahlstrom & Anderson 2010).

Theoretical Framework
Lewin’s Change Theory and Bass’ Transformational Leadership Theory provide a
framework for the study. Lewin’s change theory explains how the implementation of a
model like LIM support changes in teacher leadership philosophy. Likewise, Bass’s
(1998) Transformational Leadership Theory, aligned with LIM principles, explains how
the leadership style of teachers impacts student outcomes and performance.
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Lewin’s Change Theory. In 1947, Lewin, recognized as one of the founders of
social psychology proposed a change management theory in his paper, “Frontier in Group
Dynamics” which assessed the behavior of people in different groups and the effect of
those behaviors on the process of change. Lewin’s (1947) change theory builds on his
force field theory analysis. The force field theory identifies the two major forces of
resistance: those that come from social habits and those from an individual’s inner
resistance. Change theory posits that, within group change, social and individual forces
can be shifted by tapping into individual and group ambition or goals to break habits or
unfreeze the customs of the group (Anderson, 2017; Swift, 2017; Hussain, Lei, Akram,
Haider, Hussain, & Ali, 2016; Paglis & Green, 2002).
Lewin’s change theory uses the analogy of a block of ice to describe a three-step
process consisting of unfreezing, changing, and refreezing individual beliefs, values, and
attitudes. If an individual begins with a block of ice and has the goal of changing the
shape of the block to a cone, a melting process of unfreezing the ice must first take place.
After the ice melts, the individual must reshape the water and refreeze the new shape.
Within the change process, individuals transition from one stage to another (Swift, 2017)
Unfreeze Stage. In the unfreeze stage, individual beliefs, values, and attitudes are
challenged as individuals realize change is about to happen and begin to feel doubt and
other strong emotions associated with denial and uncertainty. During this phase, the
organization perceives it is in a crises and needs to find balance. As a result, the
motivating force to find balance urges the organization to find equilibrium. At this point,
organizational leaders must prepare stakeholders for change, explain why a change
process is important, involve as many stakeholders as possible in the change process, and
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be willing to let go of past customs that hinder constructive change (Hussain et al., 2016).
Leaders must be able to positively influence followers, provide motivation for them to
commit to the processes, and help stakeholders overcome challenges (Paglis & Green,
2002).
Change Stage. In the second stage of change, stakeholders try to resolve their
doubts and fears by seeking new processes to accomplish organizational goals.
Individuals need time to proactively embrace the new direction the organization is taking
and understand the individual implications the changes will have on them. Changing the
status quo is a difficult task for those who have benefited in the past and require leaders
to have effective communication skills as well as providing time for individuals to feel
safe in the change process. Three important factors during this stage are the ability for
stakeholders to feel connected to the organization, understand the changes being
implemented, and to challenge the beliefs, values, and behaviors of stakeholders.
Refreeze Stage. Lewin’s last stage, refreeze, emerges when individuals within the
organization embrace a new direction and experience a shift in paradigm. New change
processes are internalized and used throughout the workday as a sense of stability is
established. The final stage is important to ensure stakeholders are confident in the
specific procedures and processes necessary to achieve the desired outcomes and solidify
the change. Stakeholders often revert to old customs creating a need for interim
evaluations and processes to make necessary changes. It is important employees
understand the change is necessary. Additionally, celebrating successes is important to
help employees find closure and understand how future changes can be successful. The
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refreeze state must be in place before other change initiatives can effectively take place
(Hussain et al.,2016).
Lewin’s Change Theory effectively explains how large-scale change can occur on
a campus. When school staff beliefs, values, and attitudes are challenged and a feeling of
crisis occurs, teachers and administrators need to find balance. School leaders prepare
stakeholders and provide motivation to commit to the change. As a result, the staff
understands the changes being implemented and begins pursuing new processes to
accomplish the campus goals. As staff beliefs, values and behaviors are challenged new
paradigms form. At this point, administrators and teachers become familiar with new
processes needed for change and desired outcomes.
Bass Transformational Leadership Framework. As Lewin’s Change Theory
explains how individual beliefs, values, and attitudes transform in a change initiative,
Bass’ Transformational Leadership Theory explains how leaders influence beliefs,
values, and attitudes of individuals to inspire them to reach the goal of the organization
(Bass, 1985). Beginning in the late 1970s, James McGregor Burns (1978), a political
scientist and leadership expert, introduced a transformational style of leadership. In his
research on political leaders, he found both leaders and followers had high levels of
motivation and moral expectations. Eden, Avolio, and Shamir (2002) suggest Burns’
transformational leadership approach was heavily influenced by the transactional
leadership style (Burns, 1978). In the transactional leadership style, the leader gains
authority by offering the followers something they need in exchange for their efforts; this
is opposed to the transformational leadership style in which the leader influences the
beliefs and values of the follower and inspires them to internalize and comply with the
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goals and vision of the organization (Bass, 1985). Transactional leaders exchange
something with the followers to achieve the leader’s goal as opposed to the
transformational leader who helps the followers realize their needs and enables them to
create a process of individual growth and transformation (Burns 2003). Burns (2003)
stated the transformational approach produces meaningful changes in people and
organizations by reshaping the individual’s perceptions and values as well as changing
the individual’s expectations. Burn’s theory outlined differences between
transformational and transactional stating transactional leaders do not aim for cultural
change while working within their culture; whereas the transformational leader works
toward creating cultural change within the organization. Bass (1998) expanded on many
of Burns’ ideas and formulated the Bass Transformational Leadership Theory.
Bass’ (1978) theory went beyond Burn’s theory as he explained the
psychological structures underlying transformational and transactional leadership. Bass
extended Burn’s concepts by explaining the impact on the follower’s motivation and
provided a way to measure transformational leadership. Furthermore, Bass posited
transformational and transactional leadership could be exhibited at the same time.
For the current study, Bass’ Transformational Leadership Theory supports LIM as
a model for positively impacting teacher leadership skills and characteristics essential for
impacting student performance. As described in Bass’ theory, LIM works to develop
teachers as transformational leaders who work to gain trust, respect, and admiration from
students, so in return, the students will strive to perform better than initially expected.
Within Bass’ theory, the transformational leader, or teacher, inspires a mission and a
vision and transforms the follower, or students, through four elements described below):

14
(a) Idealized Influence, (b) Inspirational Influence, (c) Intellectual Stimulation, and (d)
Individualized Consideration.
Idealized Influence. As followers testify to the leader’s positive values, integrity,
honesty, and ethical behaviors, followers become more likely to take on the same moral
stance. The leader builds trust with the followers and in turn the followers develop
confidence in their leader. The leader’s charismatic personality causes the followers to
want to become more like the leader. The charismatic leader possesses both personal and
behavioral characteristics that inspire the follower through the articulation of the
organization’s mission and vision.
Inspirational Motivation. The leaders are effective communicators and articulate
an inspiring and engaging vision that is easy to understand and they share high
expectations with members of the group to improve performance. These high
expectations have implications that the leader will understand the follower’s need for
improvement and will provide the support for growth and achievement. The inspirational
leader provides the motivation and team spirit necessary to inspire the followers to reach
their full potential.
Intellectual Stimulation. To provide intellectual stimulation the leader does not
criticize the mistakes of the followers, but rather helps the members to find new solutions
and creative ways to solve problems. Intellectual stimulation allows the leader to assist
the followers by carefully challenging the follower to ask questions, to understand
problems are opportunities to learn, and to develop into independent thinkers.
Individualized Consideration. The leader meets the individual needs of the
follower and empathically listens to the concerns of each person while challenging the
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follower to contribute to the team. Supporting the follower requires the leader to assume
a coach or mentor role by demonstrating confidence in the ability of the group members
to accomplish goals and to promote intrinsic motivation to accomplish tasks. Acting as
role model, the self-confident charismatic leader displays high morals gaining the trust of
the followers.
Theoretical Alignment and Support. The current study investigates the Leader
in Me (LIM) as a model impacting teaching philosophy that supports student success as
measured by attendance and academic achievement. LIM is based on Stephen Covey’s
three core beliefs and the Four Imperatives of Great Leaders. Teachers with
transformational leadership styles help students think about and cultivate positive
attitudes about learning (Slavich & Zimbaro, 2012). The transformational teacher uses
intellectual stimulation which prompts students to ask questions and to challenge
assumptions to help students reflect on their learning and find new ways to problem
solve. Furthermore, using inspirational motivation, the teacher cultivates positive
attitudes and beliefs within the students as well as demonstrates confidence in the
student’s abilities to produce positive attitudes toward accomplishing goals and learning.
This style of leadership has played an important role in organizational
performance and outcomes and aligns with the LIM three core beliefs: (a) being a leader
is a choice; (b) the 7 Habit language is for all people; and (c) an inside-out approach
where teachers start first with their own character, assumptions, and motives to create
change in others. As the second stage of Lewin’s Change Theory that requires beliefs,
values, and behaviors of stakeholders to be challenged, Leader in Me teacher leadership
philosophy is based on a belief and value system of changing core beliefs and
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implementing the behaviors of Covey’s (2009) Four Imperatives of Great Leaders: (a)
Clarify Purpose, (b) Inspire Trust, (c) Align Systems, and (d) Unleash Talents. (Gong,
Huang, & Farh, 2009).
The current study examines the effect of LIM training on teaching philosophy and
student success, with both Lewin’s Change Theory and Bass’ Transformational
Leadership Theory to provide support for the LIM framework for implementing
behaviors of great leaders. Figure 1 illustrates how the stages of Lewin’s change theory
and the four elements of Bass’ Transformational Leadership Theory support and align
with the 4 Imperatives of Great Leaders based on the following identifiers: (a) Vision, (b)
Goals, Moral Actions and Beliefs, (c) Leadership.
For example, Lewin and Bass’s theories support the LIM teaching philosophy as
they relate to key identifiers, vision and goals. In the unfreeze stage of Lewin’s change
theory, the leaders must identify goals, present a vision, and provide the correct
motivation so followers will commit to the process of change. Likewise, in Bass’s
Transformational Leadership Theory, the leaders must articulate a vision and provide
motivation to accomplish goals so followers will improve their performance. Both
theories address visions and goals and are threaded throughout the LIM teaching
philosophy. Visions and goals are addressed in the Leader in Me imperative, Clarify
Purpose. To clarify a purpose, a vision is defined, presented, and articulated so followers
will give their best to achieve their goals. These goals are accomplished through a
heartfelt commitment, alignment of systems, and a motivation to achieve the right goals.
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Key
Identifiers
Vision

Goals

Lewin’s Change
Theory

Bass
Transformational
Leadership Theory

Unfreeze Stage leaders present vision
and provide motivation
to commit to the
process
Unfreeze Stage identify goals and
explain why a change
process is important

Inspirational Motivation presents an inspirational
vision

Leader in Me
Teacher
Philosophy
Framework
Clarify Vision clarifies a
compelling vision

Individualized
Consideration - promotes
intrinsic motivation to
accomplish their tasks

Clarify Purpose has a heartfelt
commitment to
accomplish goals

Inspirational Motivation inspires followers to reach
goals

Align Systemsset and track goals
Inspire Trust perform well and
accomplish the
right goals

Moral Actions &
Beliefs

State of Change challenge the beliefs,
values, and behaviors
of stakeholders.

Idealized Influence - leader
and follower share positive
values, integrity, and
honesty,

Inspire Trust 13 Behaviors of
Trust
Unleash Talents use the 7 Habits

Leadership

State of Change leaders support
followers in seeking
new processes to
accomplish goals.
Requires effective
communication skills.

Individualized
Considerationleader supports the follower
and works to meet individual
needs

Unleash Talents looking for
leadership
opportunities

Intellectual Stimulation assists followers to become
independent thinkers

Unleash Talents believing everyone
has a genius

Figure 1: Theoretical Support of LIM. Representing how Lewin’s Change Model Theory
and Bass’s Transformational Leadership Theory support the LIM model for developing
teacher philosophy as they related to four key identifiers: vision, goals, moral actions and
beliefs, and leadership.
After identifying new visions and goals, individuals may feel unstable amidst the
change process. During this time, Lewin proposes followers will often challenge the
beliefs, values, and behaviors of the stakeholders while Bass’ theory proposes the
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importance of a leader supporting the followers’ needs, values, and morals. Northouse
(2016) states transformational leaders move their followers forward into moral
responsibility. The leader supports the followers and behaves in such a way that inspires
the followers to share the same moral beliefs and actions. The moral actions and beliefs
in the LIM teaching philosophy are displayed in the 13 Behaviors of Trust and the daily
application of the principles of the 7 Habits. The LIM philosophy states after the leader
exhibits these 13 Behaviors of Trust and embraces the principles of the 7 Habits, the
followers are then inspired to adopt the same behaviors and beliefs.
The leadership skills necessary to help an organization fulfill its vision and meet
goals are also part of Lewin’s change model and Bass’ Leadership theories. Both theories
support the ideas of leaders believing in the potential of the followers and helping them
meet their needs, helping them find new ways to solve problems, and assisting them in
ways to develop independent thinking and leadership. Communicating belief in the
followers’ potential to meet their goals and looking for opportunities in leadership are
key elements when unleashing talent in the LIM philosophy.

Definitions
For the purpose of the study, the following key terms have been defined to
provide clarity as they relate to the study.
Change Management
Change Management is how a business or organization manages change.
Leader in Me
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Leader in Me is a Franklin Covey process that teaches student leadership and life
skills based on the belief everyone is a leader (Covey, 2011).
Leader in Me teaching philosophy
The Leader in Me teaching philosophy embraces individual beliefs and values on
teaching and learning that impacts classroom practices, classroom environment,
and student outcomes (Coppolla, 2002). It is based on Stephen Covey’s 3 Core
Beliefs and the Four Imperatives of Great Leaders.
Lighthouse Certification
Lighthouse status is based on standards set by Franklin Covey. The certification
is evidence LIM schools have met outstanding results in school outcomes by
implementing the processes with fidelity and impacted staff, students, parents and
the community.
STAAR
STAAR is an acronym for the State of Texas Assessments of Academic
Readiness. The assessments are Texas standardized state-mandated tests to assess
the skills and knowledge learned in primary and secondary public schools. The
tests cover state standards in reading, writing, math, science, and social studies in
grades three through eight.
Student Achievement
The Texas Education Agency issues districts a grade or rating based on what
students know at year-end. The results come from state assessments for all
subjects, College, Career, and Military Readiness indicators, and graduation rates
(TEA, 2018).
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Student Success
For the purpose of the study, student success is measured by high attendance and
achievement rates.
Teacher Leader
Teacher leaders are all teachers with teaching responsibilities in K-12 classrooms
who take on leadership responsibilities inside and outside of the classroom.
Wenner & Campbell (2016)
Wildly Important Goal
Wildly Important Goals are specific and measurable high priority goals.
PEIMS
PEIMS is an acronym for the Public Education Information Management System
that contains data from the Texas Education Agency concerning academic
performance, student demographics, public education, and personal and financial
information.

Research Question
The research question was as follows: What is the correlation between LIM
teaching philosophy and student success?

Overview of Methodology
The comparative case study utilized a quasi-experimental approach measuring the
effects of LIM teaching philosophy on student success. For the purposes of the study,
“teaching philosophy” is oriented in Lewin’s Change Theory and Bass’ Transformational
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Leadership Theory. Lewin’s theory explains how training, like LIM, can impact a
teacher’s instructional philosophy and campus outcomes. In addition, Bass’
Transformational Leadership Framework explains how leaders, in this case, teachers,
contribute to organizational outcomes related to student success.
In the study, teaching philosophy was the independent variable while attendance
and achievement data were the dependent variables. Participants included approximately
2,000 teachers from 50 schools across Texas. Participant groups included 25 LIM
schools, experimental group, and 25 non-LIM schools, control group, matched according
to school characteristics and demographic information. In addition, the study surveyed
campus administrators knowledgeable in professional development or leadership training
for teachers at participating schools to provide contextual information for discussion
regarding data analysis.

Assumptions and Limitations
The study assumes principals and administrators answered honestly, a survey
about campus teacher leadership training. Questions were based on leadership
philosophies underpinning the 4 LIM Imperatives and framed for the purpose of
examining teacher leadership philosophy. However, a limitation of the measurement tool
was the subjective nature of the survey and could have caused skewed responses based on
the mindset of the principal or administrator completing the form. Additionally, given the
numerous factors affecting school improvement measures, it was difficult to determine
and identify the numerous variables impacting academic achievement and attendance.
When looking at the data, a direct cause and effect was not analyzed because of the
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numerous variables that effect attendance and student achievement. Therefore, a
correlational design method was used to determine the relationship between the teacher
LIM leadership philosophy and school improvement measures. Furthermore, STAAR
2018-2019 school year data on STAAR student achievement scores in grades three
through five were not available until August 2019 and school attendance data will not be
available until fall 2020 therefore both were excluded from the research.
Delimitations
The assessment tool used to correlate student achievement and LIM teacher
philosophy was the Texas STAAR assessment in math and reading which tested grade
level standards in grades three through five; neither student grades or other standardized
tests were used in the study. Kindergarten through second grade were not assessed.
Furthermore, for each 25 LIM schools, a random table with unique numbers was assigned
to 40 non-LIM schools. The 40 schools were ranked in order according to the Texas
Education Agency 2018 Campus Comparison Group Report, based on similar grade
spans, number of students, percent of economically disadvantaged students, mobility rate,
and percent of special education. Because a purposeful random sampling method was
used, the 25 LIM schools were not necessarily matched with the non-LIM schools ranked
number one on the list, being the closet match in demographics.
Summary
School leaders are in need of finding new ways to improve student success.
Among school-related factors determining school success, the role of the teacher has
been identified as a major factor (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2004). Research underlines
the importance of teacher and principal leadership on school improvement measures
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(Bartoletti & Connelly, 2013; Cheney & Davis, 2011; Leithwood, Wahlstrom, &
Anderson 2010). Such research can help stakeholders understand teacher leadership
philosophies that impact student learning and behavior.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
School districts need to manage organizational change, regardless of size or
location to meet the demands of effectively educating students in the 21st century.
Lieberman and Miller (2004) assert dramatic demographic changes are shifting within
schools; schools are now enrolling an increased number of students of poverty, students
from different countries and ethnic groups, students with unequal social capital, and
students with an increase in learning disabilities. While the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), who review the knowledge and skills of American
students, showed fourth grade math and reading scores improving from 1996 -2017, the
scores only showed improvement after 2002 when the No Child Left Behind Act was
signed into law (Hansen, Levesque, Valant, & Quintero, 2018). Since then, math and
reading scores have remained relatively the same from 2009 to 2017. The math and
reading gap among white and black students has narrowed since 1996, yet remains a
challenge. For Hispanics, the median math and reading scores are at the 25th percentile of
white students’ scores. Gaps within demographics are requiring schools to combat these
challenges and make changes within their organizations to safeguard student success.
In addition to schools experiencing complications associated with shifting
demographics, each year the Texas Education Agency (TEA) accountability system
revises so the criteria and standards for rating schools modify (Title 19, TEA, 2018). In
2018, the accountability system evaluated student performance according to three
domains in student achievement, school progress, and closing the gap (see Figure 2).

25
2018 STAAR TEXAS ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM
ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOL
Better of either Student Achievement or School Progress domain = 70% of overall rating, 30% of overall
rating

Student Achievement

School Progress

Closing the Gap

All Students

All Students

All Students and

Combined scores over all subject
areas in reading, mathematics,
writing, science, and social
studies.
Credit awarded for
Approaches Grade Level or above
Meets Grade Level or above
Masters Grade Level
(with and without
accommodations) in grades 3–8
(including Spanish versions where
applicable)

Part A: Academic Growth
Credit awarded for students who
improve performance year over
year as measured by STAAR
progress measures and
performance levels on STAAR
reading and mathematics.
Part B: Relative Performance
Credit awarded based on
performance relative to similar
districts or campuses.
Domain Score
The School Progress domain score
is the better of Part A: Academic
Growth or Part B: Relative
Performance.

Disaggregated Student
Groups
Student performance
disaggregated by the
following:
• All students
• Race/ethnicity
• Economically
disadvantaged
status
• Current special education
• Former special education
• Current and monitored
English learners
• Continuously enrolled
• Non-continuously enrolled
Components
• Academic Achievement
• Federal Graduation or
Growth Status
• English Language
Proficiency
• School Quality or Student
Success

Figure 2: 2018 STAAR Texas Accountability System. The Texas elementary and middle
school accountability system used to evaluate student performance.
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These adjustments in criteria and standards impact student success and cause school
leaders to reevaluate school systems and consider what needs to occur within the
organization to ensure student achievement. The concept of change management is
familiar in the business world, but in other industries it can vary according to the type of
organization, stakeholders, and leadership involved (Swift, 2017). Moran and Brightman
(2000) define change management as a process where an organization revamps the
direction and structure of the business to meet the varying needs of the internal and
external stakeholders. Smith and Graetz (2011) state the methods in which leaders
approach progress within an organization are founded in assumptions based on
management concepts and personal experiences. Philosophies of organizational change
vary from those believing development occurs through a leader’s ability to plan for a new
future to a focus on the organization’s culture and climate. Berliner and Glass (2015)
discuss the complex reasons school change initiatives are successful in some schools and
not in others within certain demographics. School districts across the nation continue to
search for high-quality change initiatives for students from all races, ethnicities, and
backgrounds.
The multifaceted nature of education including classroom culture, teacher beliefs,
school leadership, social intelligence, creativity, parent’s education, and community
support make it difficult for a school to replicate a change initiative within different types
of school districts; however, some school reform initiatives such as the LIM model
provide a philosophical framework for leadership that transcends school districts
regardless of their make-up. The LIM change initiative model is built on the concept that
everyone is a leader and teachers, as well as students, can utilize specific leadership and
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life skills to empower learning. Implementing LIM, a research-based school reform
initiative focusing on transforming leaders and creating a culture of student
empowerment, challenges staff members and teachers to evaluate pre-existing leadership
values, beliefs, and behaviors. The LIM process embeds a teacher leadership philosophy
that encourages instructors to adopt leadership theories and behaviors based on the LIM
Three Core Beliefs and the Four Imperatives to help underperforming students succeed
through a culture of shared leadership.
Impact of Teacher Leadership
Historical Context of Leadership Theories. Researchers have studied and
analyzed leadership since the early 20th century. Over the years, an evolution has
occurred as researchers used different approaches to explain leadership theories. Sir
Francis Galton, an early theorist on leadership, focused on finding inherited characteristic
traits of leaders that would set them apart from non-leaders (Northouse, 2016). The study
of intellectual, psychological, and physical traits of leaders continued until the late 1940s.
Anderson (2017) presented the work of Kurt Lewin, social psychologist, and Ronald
Lippitt, a graduate student at Iowa University, who in the 1940s conducted action
research on changing patterns of group behavior and the influence of leadership in a
study with two groups of eleven year-old boys. For several weeks the boys met after
school in mask-making groups led by a leader with a democratic leadership style and one
group led by a leader with an authoritarian leadership style. Then a second experiment
was performed using the same procedures with an addition of two more groups of boys
and a third laissez -faire leadership style. The research findings showed the impact and
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powerful influence of each leadership style on the boys’ behavior as the boy’s behavior
changed according to the leadership style they experienced (Billing, 2015).
The1950s saw the formation of the Great Man theories (Zaccaro, 2007). The Great Man
theories proposed using psychological tests to study men and determine innate
characteristics that made them successful leaders. Scholars were interested in identifying
the leadership qualities of famous social, political, and military leaders and studies
differentiated between followers and leaders. Implications of the Great Man studies led to
the possibility for society to identify and place strong leaders in key positions (Vroom,
2007).
However, two studies by Ralph Stogdill (1974), challenged prior research when
he proposed there were no innate traits that would identify a leader across various
situations where as a person might assume the role of a leader in one situation but might
not be a leader in another (Northouse, 2016). In his first investigation, after reviewing
over 124 trait studies, Stogbill (1974) concluded eight leader qualities including
intelligence, alertness, insight, responsibility, initiative, persistence, self-confidence and
sociability, separated the leader from the followers and these leadership traits were
principally determined by the situation. Furthermore, relationships had to be developed
between the leader and the followers. In Stogbill’s (1974) second report, he reviewed
over 163 studies and compared the findings to his first. He found an individual does not
become a leader based on personality traits alone. This study implied a more balanced
approach where the personality and situation in which the leaders functioned were factors
of a successful leader as presented in Figure 3.
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A drive for responsibility

Accept personal consequences of actions

Persistence to accomplish goals

Cope with interpersonal stress

Taking risks and solutions to problem
solving
Exercise initiative in social settings

Able to tolerate frustrations
Construct social interaction systems

Capacity to structure social interaction
systems
Figure 3: Leadership Traits. Stogbill’s 10 innate leadership traits determined by
personality and situation.
Influence other’s behaviors

Mann (1959), Lord DeVader and Alliger (1986), Kirkpatirck and Locke (1991)
and Zaccoro, Kemp, and Bader (2004) continued research on leadership traits and
identified numerous other leadership behaviors: intelligence, self-confidence,
masculinity, dominance, determination, integrity, and sociability being central to good
leaders. These studies were conducted during a time when male leadership in the business
setting was more “status quo”; three significant traits, intelligence, masculinity, and
dominance, related to how others viewed leaders. The results of the studies implied
certain traits could distinguish leaders from non-leaders. Such studies influenced and
prompted more research on the different types of leaders and the impact on their
followers.
Impact of Teacher Leadership on Student Success
In the late 1970s a new paradigm of leadership emerged; Burns (1978) and Bass
(1985) conceived leadership as transactional, transformational, or laissez-faire.
Transactional leadership is a contingent reinforcement model where the leaders use
rewards or threats depending on the follower’s behavior. However, leadership limited to
rewards and punishment can cause the follower to feel a lack of self-worth. In contrast,
the transformational leader is charismatic, inspiring, intellectually stimulating, and
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considers the follower’s self-worth to engage the follower’s commitment. Evidence
shows transformational leaders move followers to exceed performance expectations. The
laissez-faire leader avoids decision making and responsibilities of governance. Studies
have identified the factors characterizing transactional, transformational, and laissez-faire
leadership (Bass, 1985; Eden, Avolio & Shamir, 2002). Bass (1998) reported 1,053 raters
in a single firm rated their leaders using a 70-item Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
on transactional, transformational, and laissez-faire leadership elements. The reliability of
the components was .80 or above indicating 80% of the variance in the scores depended
on the true variance of the trait being measured (see Figure 4).

Transactional Components
Contingent Reward (CR) - Assigns what should be accomplished and
agrees on a reward.
Management-by-Exception (MBE) -Monitors mistakes and errors
and takes action to correct them.
Active MBE-Actively monitors deviances
Passive MBE-Waiting passively for deviances to occur
Transformational Components
Idealized Influence (II) - Admires and respects their followers,
followers want to emulate the leader.
Inspirational Motivation (IM) - Inspires followers by providing
meaning and challenges.
Intellectual Stimulation (IS) - Stimulates follower’s efforts,
encourage creativity, and does not publicly criticize.
Individualized Consideration (IC) - Pays attention to needs of
followers by coaching and mentoring.
Laissez-Faire Components

Coefficient Alphas
.89

.73
.73
Coefficient Alphas
.89
.76
.86
.89

Avoidance of Leadership - Avoids leadership responsibilities and
.79
ignores necessary decisions to be made.
Figure 4: Transactional, Transformational, and Laissez-Faire Components Ratings.
Coefficient alphas of Transactional, Transformational, and Laissez-faire leadership
components showing how closely related the items are in the groups.
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Bass (1998) found every leader to some degree exhibited each leadership style.
This was known as the Full Range of Leadership model. Depending on the situation or
the individual, leaders take on certain behaviors and leadership styles that are appropriate
for a particular task. Therefore, while the transformational leader was reported as most
effective, there were situations when the leader was more successful using a contingent
reward leadership behavior. The optimal profile was characterized with infrequent
displays of laissez-faire leadership and higher frequencies in the transactional and
transformational components. Numerous studies completed in businesses, industries, the
military, and educational institutions support evidence that showed transformational
leadership measured by the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) was more
effective than transactional leadership, and training in the different transformational
components enhanced the effectiveness of the leader even more. A meta-analysis of
Portuguese school leadership using the MLQ supported the Full Range of Leadership
model (Castanheira & Costa, 2011). Meta-analysis data from six studies and 727
respondents revealed both transformational and transactional leadership styles assumed a
similar presence in Portuguese school management positions. The items with the highest
means in transformational and transactional leadership included: Individual
Consideration (2,763), Inspirational Motivation (2,775), and Contingent Reward (2,569).
From a broad analysis of the six studies, the results showed those in management
positions displayed both transactional and transformational leadership behaviors which
correlated respectively with effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort.
In addition, Noland and Richards (2014) conducted a study at a large southern
Virginia university and hypothesized there would be a positive relationship between
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transformational leadership and student motivation and student learning. A survey using a
modified version of the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire was completed by 273
college students measuring individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation,
inspirational motivation, and idealized influence (4 I’s) as the subscales related to
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership. Furthermore, student
learning was operationalized through revised learning indicators to measure seven items
of learning activities to help analyze student attitudes and learning behaviors. Student
motivation was operationalized through Richmond’s Motivation Scale. A multiple
regression assessed the variance of the 4 I’s in student motivations and resulted in finding
a significant variation in individualized consideration and inspirational motivation
between transformational leadership and student motivation. Another multiple regression
was used to relate transformational teaching and student learning. Once again, the
findings indicated a significant variation among an increase in student motivation,
increase in student learning, and a transformational leadership style.
Similar to Noland and Richards (2014) Allen, Grigsby, and Peters (2015)
conducted a correlational study to assess the relationship among principal
transformational leadership style, school climate, and school achievement. Data were
collected from six small suburban elementary schools in the southeast school district of
Texas using the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire to assess transformational
leadership behaviors based on teacher perceptions. The 36-item questionnaire measured
idealized attributes, idealized behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation,
individual consideration, and individual motivation on a 5-point Likert scale. The
questions asked on the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (Avioli & Bass, 2004)
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used in this study align with the beliefs, attitudes and behaviors in the LIM philosophy
framework, making this study significant in review of the literature. Sample questions
from Multi-Factor Questionnaire developed by Avolio and Bass (2004) included asking
about an individual’s willingness to go beyond personal interest for the good of the
group, an individual’s ability to consider consequences when making ethical decisions,
the individual’s vision of the future, the individual’s personal assumptions, and the
individual’s ability to inspire genius. The School Climate Inventory Revised tool was
used to measure order, leadership, environment, involvement, instruction, and individual
consideration. Student achievement in reading and math for Grades 3-5 was measured
through the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness Assessment (STAAR).
Allen, Grigsby, and Peters (2015) reported statistically significant positive relationships
in all dimensions of transformational leadership and school climate, however found
different results with student achievement measures. In math, there was no indication of a
statistical significance between any transformational characteristics of a principal and
student achievement, while reading only indicated one factor of motivation as a
statistically significant correlation between transformational characteristics and student
achievement. There was not enough evidence to conclude the direct impact of
transformational leadership on student achievement, however results concluded
principals should reflect on their current practices and investigate new ways to impact
student achievement.
Furthermore, years of research and meta-analyses studies have indicated the
positive individual and group performance outcomes of transformational and
transactional leadership (Piccolo, 2004; Meng-Chun Chin, 2007; Hamstra, Yperen,
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Wisse, & Sassenberg, 2014). In a quantitative meta-analysis, Meng-Chun Chin (2007).
This research synthesized 28 studies to investigate the relationship between
transformational leadership and teacher job satisfaction, teacher perceptions of school
effectiveness, and student achievement. All 28 studies met the following criteria: use of a
quantitative design that focused on the effects of transformational leadership on school
improvement measures, use of MLQ as research instrument, sample size of more than 40
subjects, studies no later than the year 1990, calculated effect size by Pearson r or t or F
value, and data included sample size. Each of the studies’ findings was converted to a
standardized effect size. The meta-analysis analyzed how much of the effect in
transformational school leadership is accounted for by teacher job satisfaction, teacher
perceptions of school effectiveness, and student achievement. Furthermore, the study
analyzed the effect sizes and how they varied across the studies. Findings showed
transformational leadership has smaller effect sizes in countries like Taiwan as compared
to the U.S., and the statistical data concluded transformational leadership has significant
influence on teacher job satisfaction, school effectiveness, and student achievement as
perceived by teachers. These conclusions give educators insight on ways to identify
leadership behaviors that influence positive student outcomes.
While transactional and transformational leadership styles do not necessarily
predict student success, leadership behaviors and skills do support student success. A
qualitative case study on 20 colleges and universities that performed well on graduation
rates and student engagement using the National Survey of Student Engagement
Assessment documented effective educational practices in academics, campus culture,
and student-teacher relationships that lead to student success (Kuh et al., 2006). Each of
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the diverse colleges shared common features: 1) a living mission and educational
philosophy, 2) a focus on student learning, 3) an improvement- oriented attitude, 4) a
shared responsibility for student success 5) a plan for student success, and 6) an
environment for educational enrichment. Each of the educational institutions focused on
student success consistent with the school’s values and educational purposes. Virtually all
the colleges committed to student learning, experimented with different pedagogies,
developed student talent, and built relationships with students. Each institution recruited
and retained faculty committed to student learning and who were willing to foster
learning. High levels of student achievement were promoted, as was a priority on
academic efforts, high expectations for student performance, and an emphasis on
collaborative learning. Kuh et al., (2006) synthesized the current literature and presented
a definition of student success based on how the students were impacted by the
institutions’ pedagogies and experiences. According to the researchers, student success is
delineated by academic achievement, student engagement, a desire to acquire knowledge,
the ability to attain educational outcomes, persistence, satisfaction, and student
performance after graduation. In a time when schools are accountable for mastering high
standards, identifying strong leadership behaviors and skills is critical to student’s
success. The documented educational practices in the current study such as: a living
mission and educational philosophy, a focus on student learning, an improvementoriented attitude, a shared responsibility for student success, and a plan for student
success align with LIM teaching philosophies based on the Four Imperatives. Applying
these behaviors and skills can help school leaders implement effective educational
practices that align with school improvement measures.
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Academic Achievement, Behavior, and Attendance and Student Success.
Accordingly, in a review of the literature, Gibson and Rankin (2015) assert researchers’
results are problematic when they measure student success as academic achievement by
operationalizing grades and do not always reflect the learning, teachers approaching
grading differently, and researchers using only academic achievement when examining
the full construct of student success. Additionally, numerous educational researchers have
investigated other outcomes as predictors for student success (Crede, Roh, & Kieszcynka,
2010; Irvin, Tobin, Spraque, Sugai, & Vincent, 2004; Putnam, Horner, & Algozzinne
2008). Violent and anti-social behaviors among students have become a major concern
and an obstacle to student success. Irvin, et al., (2004) stated higher levels of office
discipline referrals were associated with academic failures and problems within the
school climate and reviewed the literature to evaluate the validity of discipline referrals.
The research supported office discipline referrals was assessing school climate, behavior
intervention program effectiveness, classroom orderliness, and student academic success.
Additionally, McIntosh (2005) examined the relationships across grade levels
between discipline problems within the school setting and academic achievement. He
found early screening measures assessing both behavior and reading in kindergarten were
predictive of the number of disciplining referrals a student would incur in the third and
fifth grade. McIntosh (2005) stated the number of office referrals a student received in
first and second grade on their oral reading fluency scores and their phoneme
segmentation fluency scores on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
were predictors of office discipline referrals in fifth grade. Results of the study concluded
students in kindergarten who fall behind in literacy instruction are more likely to develop
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problems in behavior and experience academic failure. The outcomes of such studies
examining the correlation between both behavior and academics help researchers draw
further connections on indicators of student success.
Furthermore, studies suggest early problems in conduct are predictors of later
reading difficulties, likewise early reading difficulties are predictors of future behavioral
problems. Fleming, Harachi, Cortes, Abbott and Catalano (2004) found a relationship
between discipline problems and academic achievement in middle school students. A
sample group of 783 students in grades 3 through 6 who reported low scores in reading
and displayed attention problems were significant predictors of problems with behavior
in seventh grade resulting in office discipline referrals and lower academic achievement.
Students identified as having multiple behavioral problems in grade 7 also experienced a
decline in reading engagement and motivation in grades 3 through 6. Difficulties in
reading included reading deficits in comprehension, vocabulary, fluency, and phonics,
resulting in students avoiding reading because of their difficulty. The reading struggles
experienced by the elementary students continued in middle school, affecting their
growth in their reading proficiency. In middle school, students who continued to
experience reading complications, displayed behaviors of withdrawal, anxiety,
opposition, defiance and aggression. However, while findings suggested early challenges
in reading can be predictors of future behavioral problems, the study provided
insufficient evidence that reading difficulties are the cause of problems in behavior.
An additional outcome used as a predictor for school success is class attendance. Crede,
Roch, and Kieszczynka (2010) conducted a meta-analysis analyzing the relationship
between student attendance and academic achievement. The analysis was restricted to
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college grades in science classes and college GPAs and examined variables such as age,
gender, SAT scores, and academic motivation. Science classes were used in the research
since the design of the courses required students to attend hands-on labs where
application of the science principles was necessary in order to perform well in the class.
The results confirmed a strong correlation with college attendance, class grades, and
student GPAs. The findings emphasized the importance of exposure, repeated
knowledge, and skill practice to ensure student success (Crede, Roch, & Kieszczynka,
2010). As reviewed in the literature, leadership behaviors and skills support student
success.
Teacher Leadership Role. Furthermore, the teacher’s role in leadership is vital
to student success (Fonzi & Ritchie, 2011). Yet, research shows teachers often lack the
confidence to lead on their campuses or in their profession. Teachers must understand
their leadership role and abilities in order to impact student achievement. (Lambert,
Collay, Dietz, Kent, & Richert, 2007). Lambert et al., (2007) states teachers have the
most impact on student success yet are seldom called on to lead in the processes of school
reform causing teachers to feel like they are not leaders in their profession. However,
teachers are key in facilitating the construction of knowledge and must be willing to
assume a teacher leadership role to influence reform. Changes in assumptions about a
teacher’s role are evident in the number of teachers who have obtained advanced degrees.
Since the 1960s, the number has doubled for teachers who have received a master level
degree or a six-year diploma. Teachers extend their capacities outside the classroom and
have been found to be as knowledgeable as the principal which in turn has given teachers
diverging roles and encouragement to see themselves as leaders.
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As teachers become more constructivist in their teaching and learning, they
collaborate with their students in learning and with their colleagues creating an
environment of mutual respect. Student success is dependent on a learning community
where teachers and students build knowledge and develop meaning together. As
constructivist leaders, the role of a teacher is as a catalyst, guide, interpreter, and
facilitator in the process of school reform (Jones, Barnes, Bailey, & Dolittle 2017). In an
ethnographic study of new teachers, Lambert et al., (2007) found new teachers
developing skills as catalysts and guides as they articulated their role as a teacher. The
role of a catalyst is to commit to continually improving and looking for better ways to
generate student learning. The teacher guide allows students to inquire, draw parallels
based on their experiences, and make rich analysis (Waterson, 2009). The new teachers
were aware of their roles as directors and facilitators and began by identifying student’s
emotional needs in situations when their students were going through a difficult time. The
teachers encouraged values based on their own beliefs, the school culture, and
expectations of the greater society. Within a constructivist education, shared values and
beliefs help teachers steer students to collaboratively constructed outcomes. Additionally,
teachers engaged in the act of constructing knowledge by facilitating and composing the
learning together (Lambert et al., 2007). Teacher leaders can make a difference in
transforming schools by assuming certain roles.
In addition to teacher roles, principal leadership behaviors can make a difference
in making changes within the school. In a meta-analysis of 69 studies, Marazano, Waters,
and McNulty (2005) identified 21 categories of leadership behaviors associated with
student achievement. The 69 studies were completed between 1978 to 2001 and involved
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a total of 2,802 schools from elementary through high school and an estimated 14,000
teachers and 1,400,000 students The meta-analysis used either a convenience sample or a
purposeful sample method with the largest number of studies (39) focused on elementary
campuses. The studies used questionnaires and surveys to evaluate teachers’ perceptions
on leadership behaviors. An average score for teacher responses was correlated with
student average achievement scores; each school received a summary score for the
student’s average achievement score, a summary score for the average of teacher’s
perceptions on principal leadership behavior, and a summary score of a specific principal
leadership behavior. The average correlation was .25 and indicated the leadership
behaviors of principals profoundly affect student achievement. The 21 behaviors
provided a better understanding of school leadership. The behaviors included: 1) affirms
accomplishments, 2) changes willingly, 3) rewards accomplishments, 4) communicates
with stakeholders, 5) promotes shared beliefs and sense of community, 6) manages
discipline issues, 7) adjusts in different situations, 8) establishes clear goals, 9)
communicates strong beliefs, 10) seeks teacher input, 11) understands current theories
and practices, 12) engages in design of curriculum, 13) understands curriculum, 14)
monitors and evaluates school effectiveness, 15) inspires new innovations, 16) aligns
systems and routines, 17) advocates for the school, 18) builds relationships, 19) provides
resources and materials needed, 20) addresses problems within the school, and 21)
interacts with teachers and students. Key findings in the study suggested there were
tangible observed behaviors that correlated the teacher’s role in leadership and student
achievement using a correlation coefficient.
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Furthermore, research addresses the link between principal leadership and student
success stating principals play a crucial role in student learning and their power to
influence leadership. Principal leadership was found second to classroom instruction in
terms of student learning and talented leadership was always present in schools with
improving student achievement records (Bartoletti & Connelly, 2013; Leithwood,
Wahlstrom & Anderson, 2010; Cheney & Davis, 2011). Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and
Anderson (2010) explains principal leadership is crucial because principal leaders have
the potential to reveal undeveloped abilities in an organization. Research also addresses
the link between principal leadership and student learning. The effect of leadership on
student learning occurs when the leadership strengthens the school-teacher community
where teachers engage in professional communities and foster best practices that are
associated with student success (Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010). Five
functions of principal leadership include: 1) helping create a vision based on student
success; 2) creating a positive climate and culture; 3) cultivating leadership so teachers
assume that role; 4) improving instruction that enable teachers and students to do their
best; and 5) managing and aligning systems that help school improvement.
The priorities and behaviors of effective teacher and principal leaders are clearer
than they have been in the past and the new understandings of the impact teacher and
principal leaders have on student success should motivate policymakers to advocate
training for high-quality leadership (Bartoletti & Connelly. 2013).
Teacher Leadership Training. Teachers who are trained and supported in their
formal and informal leadership roles can make a difference in educational reform
(Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Gabriel, 2005; Lambert, Collay, Dietz, Kent, & Richert,
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2007; Lowery-Moor et al., 2016). Teacher leaders can become advocates for new forms
of accountability that promote learning instead of an accountability system that only
measures learning.
Additionally, the teacher’s role can be that of an innovator in the reconstruction of
achievement that looks for ways to transform schools into a community that helps build
citizenship. However, teacher leadership training must be available to teachers in order
for them to fully understand the informal and formal roles of a teacher leader and the
development of confidence necessary to influence student success (Lowery-Moor et al.
2016). In a qualitative research project that analyzed graduate students’ reflections on
teaching, findings concluded a graduate Teacher Leadership Program helped teachers
build the capacity needed to influence schools, helped students feel more confident as
leaders, and helped the participants become change agents not only in the classroom, but
in their school, and district (Lowery-Moor, et al., 2016).
Leader in Me
The LIM process trains teachers in leadership behaviors based on the LIM Three
Core Beliefs and the Four Imperatives to help students succeed through a culture of
shared leadership. The LIM process began at A.B. Combs Elementary Magnet School
under the leadership of Muriel Summers.
History of Leader in Me. As discussed in Chapter 1, A.B. Combs Elementary
Magnet School in Raleigh, North Carolina was on the brink of termination when they
implemented the first LIM leadership model in 1999. The leadership school serving prekindergarten through fifth grade emphasized a culture that internalized leadership
principles, embedded the 7 Habits of Highly Effective People, and inspired students to
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reach their full potential. After a short period of implementation, student reading and
math end-of-grade scores increased from 67% to 97% and A.B. Combs went from a
school on the edge of termination to the number one magnet school in the United States
in 2006 and then again in 2014 (Covey, 2008; Franklin Covey, n.d). Since then, the
Franklin Covey Education Organization reports 3,728 Leader in Me schools span the
United States and around the world (Franklin Covey, n.d.). Covey (2008) studied other
schools like A.B Combs and found similar success stories. In 2004, 750 students attended
a Florida suburban elementary school where 50 % of the students were on free or reduced
lunch. The school was considered in Need of Improvement and had never met the
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as discipline referrals increased and student
achievement scores decreased. When the Leader in Me model was implemented in
August 2005, teachers spent significant time teaching the students the 7 Habits and
working on expectations. The 7 Habits were embedded in the curriculum, school
programs, and culture of the school. At the end of the school year, the district award,
Most Improved Academic Scores, was awarded for reaching the Adequate Yearly
Progress and for obtaining a 35% increase in core subject state test scores. In the
following years, discipline referrals decreased from 225 in 2005 to 74 in 2006 and a 98%
increase in parent approval was documented in the annual climate survey report (Covey,
2008). In 2006, a western Illinois elementary school serving students in kindergarten
through third grade with a population of 220 students, 63% on free or reduced lunch,
experienced similar results. In this study, the Dean of the School of Education at a nearby
college taught the 7 Habits to college students majoring in education and assigned the
students to teach the 7 Habits once a week to the students at the K-3 elementary school.
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As a result, the 7 Habits provided a common language and the faculty and staff were
subsequently trained. After a year of implementation, tardiness decreased by 35%,
discipline referrals decreased by 75%, and student achievement scores increased in math
and reading. Students taking the reading Illinois Standards Achievement Test increased
scores from 57.4% in 2005 to 89.7% in 2007. Additionally, math scores on the Illinois
Standards Achievement Test increased from 77.4% in 2005 to 100% in 2007 (Covey,
2008).
The Leader in Me Training Process. Indicators of developing a teacher identity
and becoming an educator are influenced by professional and personal beliefs,
institutional contexts involving what is accomplished, how it is accomplished, who is
involved, and individual teacher pedagogy shaping the actions and judgements of
educators (Williams, Ritter, & Bullock, 2012). These indicators, evident in the LIM
transformational process, are designed to teach teachers and students leadership and life
skills needed in the 21st century and are based on 3 Core Beliefs. A paradigm shift occurs
in Covey’s (2008) first Core Belief which states being a leader is a choice, not a
determined role in an organization. This new paradigm of leadership gives teachers and
students the choice and tools to empower their roles as a leader, align their leadership
philosophy, and meet their full leadership potential. Universal principles from The 7
Habits of Highly Effective People including taking responsibility for one’s own actions,
creating a vision, setting goals, working together as a team, and exemplifying integrity
are embedded in the process to transform the culture of the school.
These principles are demonstrated in the second Core Belief, the 7 Habits
common language is for all people regardless of their demographics (Covey, 2008; “Field
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Guide Aligning Academics,” n.d; “Field Guide Creating Culture,” n.d.; “Field Guide
Launching Leadership,” n.d.). The 7 Habits are: 1) Be Proactive, 2) Begin with the End
in Mind, 3) Put First Things First, 4) Think Win-Win, 5) Seek First to Understand then to
be Understood, 6) Synergize, and 7) Sharpen the Saw. The timeless 7 Habits principles
are not part of a curriculum but incorporated in classwork and systems as an effort to help
schools transform results in attendance, discipline, academics, and culture as well as
empower students with necessary life skills required in the 21st century (Covey, 1989).
Additionally, the third Core Belief focuses on an inside-out approach where the
staff is first trained on improving the climate for teachers and staff members before
informing the students and community. As a key factor in student success, the third Core
Belief paradigm shift involves looking at the character and relationships of the adults
first, students second, and parents and community third. The teachers and staff
communicate the student’s worth and potential, so the students are inspired to see their
own worth and leadership abilities (Covey, 2008; “Field Guide Creating Culture,” n.d.).
When students understand their worth and identify their leadership abilities, a ripple
effect continues to occur as the student’s beliefs affect others. (“Field Guide Creating
Culture,” n.d.).
To become an authorized LIM institution, a school partners with Franklin Covey
to apply the 3 Core Beliefs and LIM practices in a three-year training period. To sustain
change and reform schools, the knowledge learned each year builds on the previous year.
While there is not a one-size fits all process to implement the leadership theme, the focus
and training for each year remains the same. Year one provides a school staff 5-day
professional development through a LIM consultant on how to clarify purpose through a
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developed shared vision and mission of student and staff leadership. All staff members
are introduced to the 7 Habits and learn how to implement the timeless principles into
their lives, classrooms, and school culture. Teachers and staff learn how to prioritize
time, make good choices, and be effective team members. The inside-out-approach is
emphasized the first year, as staff members learn to personally use these principals to
master the first three Habits: 1) Be Proactive, 2) Begin with the End in Mind, and 3) Put
First Things First. Once self-mastery of the first three interdependence Habits have
occurred, the next three Habits are applied that focus on interdependence: 1) Think WinWin, 2) Seek First to Understand, Then Be Understood, and 3) Synergize. Teachers are
also trained on helping students find their voice as a prerequisite to unleashing student
talent. Teachers help every student examine the gifts, intelligences, and talents given at
birth to develop student classroom leadership positions (Covey, F., 1989; “Field Guide
Creating Culture,” n.d.).
Year two training focuses on continued professional development that helps
teachers, administrators, supporting staff, and students apply the 7 Habits professionally
and personally. Additionally, training focuses on aligning academics and developing
school wide Wildly Important Goals (WIGS). Teachers learn how to set goals and
develop a system to help students set and track goals at a personal, classroom, and school
wide level. Student personal and academic data are collected and recorded in a
Leadership Notebook and used in student-led conferences. Students take ownership of
their learning and use the Leadership Notebooks to share with teachers and parents what
and how they learn. Year three focuses on results of the LIM implementation and each
school is defined by their own unique signature (“Field Guide Aligning Academics,”n.d.;

47
“Field Guide Launching Leadership”, n.d.). Consultants customize training and resources
to help schools achieve their vision and mission.
School reform initiatives is a familiar issue with school districts across the nation
who continually seek to manage change in order to produce positive results, however the
success of change management varies greatly depending on the nature of the initiative
and the leadership philosophies involved.
Leader in Me Teaching Philosophy
During a time in history when school accountability continues to increase and
there is an interest in leadership beliefs, values, and behaviors that impact students, the
LIM teaching philosophy embraces the whole child approach and uses a leadership
change model to create improvements in student success. Coppolla (2002) asserts all
teachers have a philosophical framework or teaching philosophy that influences their
behaviors and practices in the classroom. Schonwetter, Sokal, Friesen, and Taylor (2002)
describe teaching philosophy as an organized system of fundamental values and beliefs
that focus on the elements of effective teaching and learning in a specific discipline or
context. A teacher’s philosophy consisting of certain individual beliefs and values about
teaching and learning impacts classroom practices, classroom environment, and student
outcomes. (Williams, Ritter, & Bullock 2012; Coppolla, 2002).
During the three-year LIM training process, teachers learn how to integrate LIM
leadership skills to create a culture of shared leadership and a place where students take
ownership of their own learning (Covey, 2011). The LIM philosophical framework is
based on Stephen Covey’s 3 Core Beliefs and the Four Imperatives of Great Leaders. The
3 Core Beliefs include: 1) being a leader is a choice, 2) the 7 Habit language is for all
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people, and 3) an inside-out approach where teachers start first with their own character,
assumptions, and motivations to create change in others.
Like the second stage of Lewin’s Change Model Theory that requires beliefs,
values, and behaviors of stakeholders to be challenged, the LIM teaching philosophy is
based on a belief and value system of changing three Core Beliefs and implementing the
behaviors of Covey’s Four Imperatives of Great Leaders (Covey, 2009). The 4
Imperatives: Clarify Purpose, Inspire Trust, Aligning Systems, and Unleash Talents
require LIM teachers to acquire a new skillset. The new skillset of the 4 Imperatives of
Great Leaders provides the system for teachers to apply the Whole-Person paradigm of
body, heart, mind, and spirit to their LIM leadership philosophy. The Leader in Me
mindset is intended to help teachers tap into a student’s full potential and to transform the
student’s potential to great results. Covey (2009) states the way to know how well a
person is tapping into the whole person is through the levels of engagement. Engagement
levels vary from creative excitement, heartfelt commitment, cheerful cooperation, willing
compliance, malicious obedience to rebel or quit.
The first imperative, Clarify Purpose, provides a framework for teachers to define
a purpose, prioritize time, and be effective team members. Clarifying purpose requires a
teacher to have a clear and compelling vision of purpose and leadership. Using the proper
tools of job analyzer, teachers clarify their leadership philosophy as well as link
important goals to the school’s overall strategy. First teachers determine and clarify the
job to be done by asking analyzer tool questions:
1. Who are my team’s most important customers?
2. What are they hiring my service to accomplish?
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3. Do I believe leadership is a choice, not a position?
4. Do I believe all students can maintain a successful leadership role?
The second imperative, Inspire Trust, pertains to teachers strengthening key
relationships with students by balancing the 13 behaviors of high trust. Covey (2006)
asserts the first job of a leader is to inspire trust in his or her followers through character
and competence. Character is embedded in the leader’s motives and intent while the
competence is based on the leader’s capabilities, skills, and results. A leader with high
trust has personal credibility with the ability to trust others interpersonally then extend
that trust towards the organization. Covey (2006) identifies 13 high trust behaviors
effective leaders have in common. Behaviors 1-5 are based on character and behaviors 610 are based on character and competence. Covey (2006) defines the following as the 13
Behaviors of High Trust (See Figure 5).

Character Behaviors

Competence Behaviors

Talk Straight

Deliver Results

Character and
Competence
Behaviors
Listen First

Demonstrate Concern

Get Better

Keep Commitments

Create Transparency

Confront Reality

Extend Trust

Right Wrongs

Clarify Expectations

Show Loyalty

Practice Accountability

Figure 5: 13 Behaviors of High Trust. Stephen Covey’s 13 leader behaviors of high trust
based on character and competence.
Imperative three, Aligning Systems, establishes a system to help teachers and
students set and track goals at a personal, classroom, and school-wide level and
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opportunities to participate in student-led academic activities. Teachers and students from
kindergarten through high school learn how to set specific, measurable, attainable,
relevant, and timely (SMART) goals in academics, attendance, behavior, and leadership.
Action steps or lead measures are established to accomplish Wildly Important Goals
(WIGS) that identify personal learning gaps. Personal and academic goals, grades, data,
and school assignments are collected throughout the year and recorded in a Leadership
Notebook used in student-led conferences. Students use the Leadership Notebooks to
communicate to their teachers and families what and how they learn as they take
ownership of their own learning. Furthermore, Aligned Systems include teachers working
to put systems in place to improve their teaching methods through reflection on lesson
effectiveness and collaboration in planning lessons.
The fourth imperative, Unleash Talent, requires teachers and students to use the 7
Habits, Find Voice, and Lead Self and Others. Students and teachers use the 7 Habits as
follows:
1. Be Proactive: Teachers and students take ownership of their actions and learning
by making responsible choices. Staff and students learn to take charge of their
lives regardless of their circumstances and practice a proactive as opposed to a
reactive mindset.
2. Begin with the End in Mind: Teachers and students visualize ways to accomplish
an end result by setting goals and writing personal mission statements focused on
personal and academic goals, values, and beliefs.
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3. Put First Things First: Teachers and students organize priorities by using
fundamental tools such as setting schedules, making plans, and making choices
based on important priorities.
4. Think Win-Win: Teachers and students apply interpersonal skills to learn how to
seek out mutually beneficial and satisfying solutions.
5. Seek First to Understand, Then Be Understood: Teachers and students are
encouraged to use empathetic and critical listening skills to understand other’s
perspectives, ideas, and feelings.
6. Synergize: Teachers and students learn how to collaborate and work together in
groups and teams through cooperative learning techniques.
7. Sharpen the Saw: Teachers and students participate in activities to enhance their
mental and physical capabilities.
Finding Voice is a prerequisite to unleashing student talent. Covey (2004) states
finding voice requires a new mindset requiring one to examine the gifts, intelligences,
and talents given at birth. Every person has important gifts and infinite potential.
Unleashing these talents require teachers to examine the following questions: a) Are gifts
hidden because students lack opportunities to demonstrate them? b) Do teachers focus on
deficits instead of strengths? and c) Do educators lack the skills to unleash student
talents? Unleashing talents helps utilize a core Leader in Me paradigm, “Everyone has
genius.” Believing everyone has genius, teachers help students find leadership roles that
will give each student opportunities to use his or her unique strengths and gifts to lead
self and others (Covey, 2009). When Covey’s (2009) three Core beliefs and the Four
Imperatives become part of the teacher’s philosophy, a shift in paradigm occurs.
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Current Leader in Me Research. While the purpose of the LIM process is to
advance student leadership and teach students 21st century life skills, an immediate
benefit cited by researchers is a decline in student discipline referrals (Ross &
Laurenzano, 2012; Humphries, Cobia, & Ennis, 2015; Ishola, 2016). Ross and
Laurenzano, (2012) conducted a study of the LIM program to describe how the LIM
process was implemented in a west coast suburb Grades K-6 elementary school and a
diverse rural south coast Grades K-5 elementary school. The study was conducted by
researchers who visited each school to conduct interviews, focus groups, and make
classroom visits. The interview questions were targeted at understanding how teachers,
administrators, and students used the LIM Process in program-specific activities, the
curriculum, and special school events. The qualitative case studies revealed the LIM
process improved school climate by giving students guiding principles, improving their
behavior as well as providing students with a sense of purpose. Students reported a
decrease in bullying and an increased sense of order. Teachers offered positive
perceptions on motivation and reported enjoying teaching more as classroom behavior
improved.
While some LIM research is initiated for the purpose of informing Franklin
Covey Education Organization on the impact of the program, other studies have
independently examined the effects and impact of the LIM process on student discipline,
student attendance, and student achievement. Humphries, Cobia, and Ennis (2015)
designed a study to evaluate the perceptions of the LIM process on decreasing student
discipline in nine U.S southeastern Title 1 elementary schools. The schools were
comparable in socioeconomic status and each had implemented the LIM process for a
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minimum of two years. The schools represented four different districts with 40%
receiving free and reduced lunch and ranged in population from 280 students to 693
students. A 20-question survey was administered via email to 197 teachers in
kindergarten through fifth grade to examine the classroom discipline routines and
practices, student leadership roles, and the implementation of the 7 Habits. Using the
Pearson correlation to analyze the results at a .05 level of significance, a significant
correlation was found between teacher perceptions on the level of implementation of the
LIM process and reduced student discipline with a positive correlation r (120) = .61, p<
.001. Results suggested integrating the 7 Habits of Highly Effective People school-wide
decreased student discipline regardless of the level of implementation (Humphries,
Cobia, & Ennis, 2015). However, Ishola (2016) in a mixed methods case study found low
rates of discipline referrals and a decrease in behavioral incidents due to the level of
implementation of the LIM process. In a Chicago elementary school, a linear decrease in
the number of negative behavioral incidents occurred as years passed. Studies with
preliminary findings on the impact between the correlation of LIM intervention and
discipline incidents have been on a moderately small scale.
Schilling (2018) designed a large scale quasi-experimental study to observe the
effect of the LIM school intervention process on discipline incidents. The study proposed
cultivating LIM life-skills deterred negative student behaviors. Schilling (2018)
compared discipline data from the 2009-2010 school year to the 2015-2016 school year
in 77 Florida LIM elementary schools and 1,932 control elementary schools. Two
methods were used to collect data; the first method used a linear model to analyze both
2009-2010 and 2015-2016 school year discipline incidents reported in the Florida
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Department of Education School Environmental Safety Incident Report. The 2009-2010
discipline data served as a covariate since all Florida schools implemented the program
after 2010. The second approach used a propensity score matching method to correlate
control schools to LIM schools with similar demographics, locations, populations, and
percent of free or reduced lunch plans. The 77 LIM schools served as the experimental
group and the 1,932 elementary schools served as the control group. The dependent and
experimental variables were the number of reported 2015-2016 disciplinary incidents and
the LIM status of the school. Schilling (2018) calculated a rate of incidents per student
before the school implemented the LIM Program by subtracting the number of 2009-2010
discipline incidents from the student population in each school. The covariate variable
was used in the Poisson regression to analyze the matched school data. The results
indicated The LIM process of fostering social and emotional skills led to a 13.17%
reduction of total disciplinary incidents in 77 LIM schools compared to the 1,932 control
schools (Schilling, 2018).
Barkley (2013) went beyond studying the impact of the LIM process on discipline
referrals and expanded his study to determine the relationship of LIM teacher perceptions
of culture, climate, and discipline referrals compared to non-LIM schools within a twoyear period. Nine Florida and Mississippi schools in three separate school districts
participated in the study. The 2010-2011 data consisted of 172 teacher survey results on
The School Culture Survey and The Revised School Level Environment Questionnaire.
The survey instrument tool provided data on teacher beliefs, patterns of behavior, and
relationships between peer teachers and students. The School Culture Survey consisted of
six dimensions including: collaborative leadership, professional development, teacher
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collaboration, unity of purpose, collegial support, and learning partnership (Barkley,
2013). There were 126 responses from non-LIM schools and 46 responses from LIM
schools therefore limiting generalizations. A descriptive analysis using means, standard
deviations, and correlations were used to analyze and determine significance. The
coefficient correlation showed the LIM schools with a significantly higher correlation in
learning partnership, student relations, and instructional innovation. The results
concluded teacher perceptions of culture were statistically significantly different in LIM
schools and non- LIM schools in the dimensions of professional development, unity of
purpose, and collegial support. Additionally, the LIM teacher perception on climate
exposed high means in the dimension of teacher collaboration, high trust between
teachers and administration, and teachers being informed of current school events and
issues. The significance of this study emphasized the importance of the partnering
relationships with parents and other teachers as well as student relationships for a decline
in discipline to occur. A review of the literature suggested positive teacher perceptions of
school climate decreased discipline problems and increased school attendance. The
development of school culture and school climate is a critical part of school improvement
and has been studied individually; Barkley (2013) added to the literature as he studied
climate and culture in concert as related to LIM and non-LIM teacher perceptions.
Wilkens (2015) conducted a study in the 2011-2012 school year that compared
fifth grade student State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness (STARR) English
Language Arts and Reading (ELAR) and math scores in 30 Texas LIM schools to 30
other Texas non-LIM schools. Additionally, Wilkens (2015) compared the two groups of
schools based on the number of students being removed from the classroom due to
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discipline problems. A matching sample was created that paired schools with similar
demographics including socioeconomics, race, and Limited English Proficiency (LEP).
Using a one-way analysis of variance, The LIM mean English Language Arts STARR
test score indicated an 88% pass rate while the non-LIM STARR scores indicated 89%.
An analysis of math scores resulted in similar findings with Leader in Me scores showing
an 85% and non LIM schools indicating an 87% pass rate. Unlike previous studies
examined in the literature, the findings concluded there were no significant differences in
fifth grade English Language Arts and math STAAR achievement scores and no
significant differences in discipline referrals between LIM schools and non-LIM schools.
However, because no differences were found, a causal-comparative analysis was later
conducted and revealed LIM Lighthouse schools showed significantly higher scores in
ELA and math STARR assessments than other non-LIM schools.
A review of the literature suggests no past studies have been designed to
investigate the effects of LIM training on teacher leadership philosophy and student
success. The effects of LIM training on teacher vision, teacher goals, moral actions,
beliefs, and leadership, and the tangible impact on student achievement has not been
reviewed in the literature and will add to the field of education when helping educators
implement school-wide initiatives that provide training on teacher leadership and beliefs
to improve student success. In change initiatives, understanding leadership theories and
practices plays an important role in the reform process (Lieberman & Miller, 2004).
Summary
Chapter 2, presented a review of the literature examining the effect of LIM
training on teacher leadership philosophy and student success. According to Williams,
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Ritter, and Bullock (2012), the process of developing an identity and becoming an
educator is influenced by the key identifiers of professional and personal beliefs,
institutional contexts, and the teacher’s individual pedagogy. These identifiers embedded
in the Williams, Ritter, and Bullock (2012) teacher training process were examined
through Bass’s Transformational Theoretical Framework and Lewin’s Change Theory.
The literature suggested the LIM process can improve the climate and culture of a school
and influence teacher’s perceptions, student behaviors, and student learning. However, a
full review of the literature shows there have been no studies explicitly examining the
impact of training to understand the changes in teacher leadership philosophies and
student success. In the process of organizational change, teacher leadership philosophies
can impact student success and influence school-wide reform. A description of the
study’s research design, location, participants, measurement tools, data collection, and
the method of analysis are included in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
The comparative case study included a quasi-experimental approach measuring
the effects of LIM teaching philosophy on student success. Previous studies are
inconclusive regarding the effect LIM has on measures related to student success
(McIntosh, 2005). Further, the study focused on teaching philosophy as the critical
component influencing student outcomes (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2004; Lieberman
& Miller, 2004; Marazano, Waters, and McNulty,2005; Goe, 2007; Lambert, Collay,
Dietz, Kent, & Richert, 2007; Waterson, 2009; Jones, Barnes, Bailey, & Dolittle, 2017).
For the purposes of the study, “teaching philosophy” was oriented in Lewin’s
Change Theory explaining how training, like LIM, can impact a teacher’s instructional
philosophy and campus outcomes. In addition, Bass’ Transformational Leadership
Framework explained how leaders, in this case, teachers, contribute to organizational
outcomes, in this case, student success. As such, the study asks, “What is the correlation
between LIM teaching philosophy and student success?” In the study, teaching
philosophy was the independent variable while attendance and achievement data were the
dependent variables. In addition, the study surveyed campus administrator’s knowledge
in professional development and leadership training for teachers at participating schools
to provide contextual information for discussion regarding data analysis.
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Participants
Participants in the study included approximately 2,000 teachers from 50 schools
across Texas. No teachers were contacted as data were collected in aggregate from
available data posted on the Texas Education Agency website. Participant groups
included 25 LIM schools, experimental group, and 25 non-LIM schools, control group,
throughout the state of Texas. The study used a purposeful random sampling method to
select LIM and non-LIM schools through a systematic process. Creswell (2015) states
advantages to random sampling includes minimum amount of bias and research findings
are easily generalized. The purposeful random sampling allowed for the schools to be
selected based on LIM and non-LIM characteristics. Unique numbers were assigned to a
population of 150 LIM Texas elementary schools serving students in grades three through
five. A random numbers table was created to identify 25 Texas LIM schools needed for
the sample.
Correlating LIM and Non-LIM Schools. Using the Texas Education Agency
2018 Campus Comparison Group Report, each of the LIM schools were matched with 40
non-LIM schools. Matches were based on similar grade spans, number of students,
percent of economically disadvantaged students, mobility rate, and percent of special
education students. For each LIM school, a random table with unique numbers were
assigned to 40 non-LIM schools. From the 40 schools, one school was randomly chosen
to pair with each LIM school. A total of twenty-five non-LIM schools were chosen to
pair with each of the 25 LIM schools for two study groups.
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Sources of Data
Data used for the study are available to the public online through the Texas
Education Agency website as reported in the Texas Academic Performance Report
System (TAPR). Data included STAAR scores for the following: (a) math and reading
assessment scores in Grades 3-5, (b) math and reading student growth measurements in
Grades 4-5, (c) math and reading relative performance measurements in Grades 3-5 and
(d) longitudinal daily attendance frequencies. Math and reading assessments and
longitudinal daily attendance frequencies are annually reported to the state of Texas
through the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS).

Data Analysis
Initially, an independent t-test was used to compare LIM and non-LIM schools.
These t-tests were then followed up with eta coefficients (Pearson correlation between a
categorical variable [type of school] and a continuous variable [test scores]) to examine
the relationship between the variables. However, due to the small sample size (N = 50)
and the non-normal distributions found in the outcome variables, a decision was made to
use nonparametric statistical tests. Specifically, the Mann-Whitney U tests and Spearman
correlations were used to measure the relationship between teaching philosophy and
attendance rates, and (STAAR) achievement data for Grades 3-5. For all LIM and nonLIM schools, the average STAAR reading and math passing rate in each performance
level of approaches, meets, and masters, and School Progress, and attendance averages
were downloaded in SPSS for grades 3-5. An overall mean score for each 25 LIM
schools and 25 non-LIM schools were calculated for attendance, 3-5 math and reading
STAAR achievement assessments, and School Progress measurements in Student
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Growth. The data were downloaded in Excel for storage and data analysis and adhere to
standards regarding confidentiality and security.
The School Progress domain is the second of three domains established by House
Bill 22: 1) Student Achievement, 2) School Progress, and 3) Closing the Gap. The two
aspects to the School Progress domain include part A: Student Growth and part B:
Relative Performance. The Part A: Student Growth measure provided longitudinal
growth information on the percentage each individual student grew academically from
the 2016-2017 school year to the 2017-2018 school year. This metric is limited
considering there is no STAAR data until third grade therefore, determining the level of
growth using this metric begins in fourth grade The Relative Performance metric
measured the performance of similar campuses compared against each other (TEA,
2019).
Part A: Student Growth measure includes all reading and mathematics STAAR
assessments with and without accommodations. The growth model is designed a) award
students 1 point who achieve expected growth and b) award students .5 points who
maintain proficiency yet fail to meet expected growth. A student who “approaches grade
level” the prior year and achieves “meets grade level” the current year scores 1 point. A
student who “approaches grade level” the prior year stays at “approaches grade level”
and meets the STAAR progress measure earns 1 point. The progress measure is a metric
compared to the student’s test score from the previous year with his or her score for the
current year. A student who approaches grade level the previous year, stays at approaches
grade level but does not meet the STAAR progress measure earns .5 point for
maintaining proficiency. A student who moves to a lower performance level earns 0
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points. Twenty different outcomes to earn 0 points, .5 point, or 1 point are possible
depending on the proficiency level and the STAAR progress measurement. The Student
Growth measure is calculated by the number of growth points divided by the number of
students taking the reading and math STAAR assessment (TEA, 2019).
The second part of the School Progress domain is part B: Relative Performance
comparing the Student Achievement domain with the percentage of students who are
economically disadvantaged and comparing that performance against like campus types.
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Figure 6: Point System for calculating Student Growth from 2016 -2017 school year to
the 2017-2018 school year.

Additional Questionnaire
Professional development, including teacher leadership training, impacts a
teacher’s instructional philosophy (Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Gabriel, 2005; Lambert,
Collay, Dietz, Kent & Richert, 2007; Williams, Ritter, & Bullock, 2012; Lowery-Moor
et.al. 2016). For example, during the three-year LIM training process, teachers learn how
to integrate LIM leadership philosophies to create a culture of shared leadership and to
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help students take ownership of their learning. However, other schools and districts may
use other models to impact teacher leadership philosophies. Therefore, to support this
study, a Leadership Questionnaire was added to provide context to help explain analysis
results (Refer to Appendix A).
The eleven-question open-ended questionnaire was sent to 25 LIM and 25 nonLIM administrators knowledgeable about campus professional development and teacher
leadership training. Questions were based on leadership philosophies underpinning the
four LIM Imperatives and LIM’s Measurable Results Assessment (MRA) and align with
Bass’ Transformational Leadership Framework. Upon completion of the Leadership
Questionnaire, a follow-up phone interview was conducted with administrators to clarify
and gain additional knowledge to support the data. Teachers and students did not
participate in any part of the surveys or interview. The survey is only to provide context
for study results and was not statistically analyzed.

Institutional Review Board
The present study was submitted for review with the Institutional Review Board
at Texas A & M University - Texarkana and the targeted LIM and non-LIM schools.
Participants were informed on the purpose of the study and contacted for willingness to
participate. Researcher completed the National Institute of Health web-based training
course, “Protecting Human Research Participants” on September 26, 2018 (Refer to
Appendix B). Additionally, researcher has obtained permission from the Director of
Research for Franklin Covey Education to conduct research at LIM schools (Refer to
Appendix C).
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH FINDINGS
For the study, the type of teaching philosophy was the independent variable with
achievement data and attendance rates as dependent variables. Two independent groups
included 25 LIM schools, experimental group, and 25 non-LIM schools, control group,
matched according to school characteristics and demographic information.
Data Collection, Preparation, and Analysis
Mann-Whitney U tests examined differences between the two types of schools
and Spearman correlations examined the relationships between the variables. Nonparametric statistics (Mann-Whitney tests and Spearman correlations) were used for two
reasons: the sample size of N = 50 and about one third of the indicators were not
normally distributed based on the Shapiro-Wilk (S-W) test.
Study Results
During the course of the study, the research question was as follows: What is the
correlation between LIM teaching philosophy and student success? For the purposes of
the current study, student success was measured using achievement data and attendance
rates. A hypothesis was not included as the question was non-directional.
Achievement Scores. Overall, 21 achievement indicators of math and reading
performance were measured. Of the 21indicators, student growth from 3rd grade to 4th
grade showed to be significantly different (p <.05) between the two types of schools (See
Figure 7). Inspection of the tables found no significant differences for the two types of
schools for 20 of the outcome variables (Refer to Appendices D, E, and F)
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Figure 7
Graph Comparison of Math Growth from Grade 3 to 4 Based on Type of School
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________
Figure 7: Comparison of math growth from third grade to fourth grade for LIM
and Non-LIM schools. As reported in Table 1, LIM schools (M = 67.00) had
significantly greater gains than did Non-LIM schools (M = 59.56).
Table 1 displays the Mann-Whitney tests and Spearman correlations comparing
LIM and non-LIM STAAR math student growth and relative performance scores based
on teaching philosophy. A total of two standardized test scores were examined.
Inspection of the table found one of the two outcomes to be significantly different (p
<.05) between the two types of schools (see shaded area below). Specifically, math
growth from 3rd to 4th grades were significantly higher (p = .03) in the LIM schools (M =
67.00 versus M = 59.56).

66
Table 1
Mann-Whitney Tests and Spearman Correlations Comparing Math Student Academic
Growth Based on
Teaching Philosophy (N = 50)
________________________________________________________________________
Measure
Code
School
n
M
SD
rs
z
p
________________________________________________________________________
3rd to 4th
Growth
M4SG
.31 2.17 .03
LIM
25 67.00
8.66
NONLIM
25 59.56 12.28
4th to 5th
Growth
M5SG
.00 0.02 .98
LIM
25 83.52
9.72
NONLIM
25 84.04
7.04
Attendance Rates. The Mann-Whitney tests and Spearman correlations
comparing LIM and Non- LIM STAAR attendance rates based on teaching philosophy
found no significant difference (p <.05) between the two types of schools for attendance.
Table 2
Mann-Whitney Tests and Spearman Correlations Comparing Attendance Data Based on
Teaching Philosophy (N = 50)
________________________________________________________________________
Measure
School
n
M
SD
rs
z
p
________________________________________________________________________
Attendance
.06
0.39
.70
LIM
25
96.02
0.97
nonLIM
25
96.16
0.63
Summary
The study using a quasi-experimental design used data from 50 schools to
examine the relationship between LIM and non-LIM teacher leadership philosophies,
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attendance, and student achievement. Only 1 of 21 math and reading standardized test
score indicators were found to be significantly different between the two types of schools.
Specifically, math growth scores from 3rd to 4th grade were significantly higher (p = .03)
in the LIM schools (M = 67.00 versus M = 59.56).
Failing to find significance and failing to find what I expected led to an analysis
of potential reasons why the results challenged my expectations. LIM is a school
improvement model developed to empower students with leadership and life skills. The
LIM goal is to prepare students with skills needed for college and career and prepare
students with essential life-readiness skills including creativity, critical thinking, selfdiscipline, vision, communication, public speaking, relationship building, and teamwork.
While state achievement assessments are an important part of the Texas accountability
system, the definition of student success should be balanced with other outcomes that
include many of these life-readiness skills, requiring students to succeed in the 21st
Century. While the outcomes in the study showed no significance, the study challenges
researchers, school administrators, and teachers to carefully examine how student success
is not only defined, but measured. In Chapter 5, these findings will be compared to the
literature, theoretical framework, and conclusions and implications will be drawn for
recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The study investigated the relationship between LIM teaching philosophy and
student success as defined by student achievement scores and attendance rates. Overall,
the study found limited support for preferring LIM teaching philosophy over other
initiatives for student success. Out of 21 math and reading indicators, one indicator, 3rd to
4th grade math growth scores, was found to be significantly higher in the LIM schools as
compared to non-LIM schools. This chapter includes a discussion of the findings
grounded in the literature, theoretical framework and administrator questionnaire. The
chapter concludes with a discussion on recommendations for future research and practice.

Findings Grounded in Literature
A review of the literature indicates a significant relationship between positive
student outcomes and educational philosophy, student learning, environment, school
missions, and transformational leadership (Crede, Roh, & Kieszcynka Piccolo, 2004;
Gibson & Rankin, 2015; Hamstra, Yperen, Wisse, & Sassenberg, 2014; Irvin, Tobin,
Spraque, Sugai, & Vincent, 2014; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2006; Meng-Chun Chin,
2007). Yet, results from the current study revealed no difference between LIM and nonLIM teacher leadership philosophies and student success-related outcomes including
attendance and student achievement. Supporting current findings, a previous study
concluded there were no significant differences in fifth grade English Language Arts
(ELA) and math STAAR achievement scores (Wilkens, 2015). However, Wilkens
conducted a data analysis on LIM Lighthouse status schools. LIM schools showing
fidelity to LIM processes at a high level are considered Lighthouse schools. In his
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analysis, Wilkens found LIM Lighthouse schools had significantly higher scores on fifth
grade ELA and math STAAR assessments than non-LIM schools. Gibson and Rankin
(2015) explain the discrepancy in the research can be due to limiting data based solely on
academic achievement scores.
Beyond academic achievement, LIM literature cites that an immediate benefit of
the LIM process related to teaching philosophy is a decline in student discipline referrals.
However, these results are difficult to measure based on school data (Cobia, & Ennis,
Humphries, 2015; Ishola, 2016; Ross & Laurenzano, 2012). Schilling (2018) designed a
large scale quasi- experimental study to observe the effect of the LIM school process on
disciplinary incidents. The study proposed promoting LIM life-skills deterred negative
student behaviors. Schilling (2018) compared discipline data from the 2009-2010 school
year to the 2015-2016 school year in 77 Florida LIM elementary schools and 1,932
control elementary schools. The results found cultivating LIM life-skills such as
responsibility, problem solving, communication and self-direction deterred negative
student behaviors. The LIM process of fostering social and emotional skills led to a
13.17% reduction of total disciplinary incidents in 77 LIM schools compared to the 1,932
control schools (Schilling, 2018). Thus, empirical research does provide support for LIM
as school behavioral data is not a good source.
Findings Grounded in Theoretical Framework and Leadership Questionnaire
Lewin’s Change Theory and Bass’ Transformational Leadership Theory provide a
framework that is aligned to the LIM model’s core beliefs and Covey’s (2009) Four
Imperatives of Great Leaders. The theoretical framework for the study and the LIM
model align in four areas: vision, goals, moral actions and beliefs and leadership. Along

70
with findings based on achievement and attendance data, an open-ended questionnaire
was used to provide context for the findings.
The eleven-question open-ended leadership questionnaire was sent to 25 LIM and
25 non-LIM administrators knowledgeable about campus professional development and
teacher leadership training. Fifty percent of the administrators participated and provided
rich context to the study. Questions were based on leadership philosophies underpinning
the four LIM Imperatives and LIM’s Measurable Results Assessment (MRA). Upon
completion of the Leadership questionnaire, a follow-up phone interview was conducted
with administrators to clarify and gain additional knowledge to support the data. Teachers
and students did not participate in any part of the surveys or interview. The survey is only
to provide context for study results and was not statistically analyzed. The following
discusses study findings in the context of the theoretical framework using the four areas
of alignment and administrator responses from the leadership questionnaire.
Vision. Lewin addresses the key identifier Vision in his Unfreeze Stage where
organizational leaders must present a compelling vision to stakeholders and explain why
a change process is important to help the followers commit to the organizational
processes. Additionally, aligning with Vision, Bass’ element, Inspirational Motivation
requires leaders to be effective communicators, articulate an inspiring vision, and share
high expectations with members of the group to improve performance.
Leadership questionnaire responses revealed the importance of a strong campus
vision to teachers in order to sustain strong campus culture. The following responses are
composed of excerpts and quotes from LIM and non-LIM administrators. The anecdotal
data is in response to question 3, “What is the campus vision of leadership?”
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•

“We believe leadership is the ability to bring a group of people together for a
shared vision.”

•

“We do not have a written campus leadership vision, but expect teachers to lead
students and peers with integrity, mentor new teachers and develop positive team
communication in a professional working environment.”

•

“Our vison includes transforming all students and staff into learners and creating
leaders with no limits on reaching their potential.”

•

“Our vision included striving to align academics, creating a positive culture, and
fostering a climate of leadership and collaboration.”
Goals. Additionally, in Lewin’s Unfreeze Stage, only when the leaders identify

goals and provide correct motivation to the followers to commit to a process of change
will goals be met or customs of the group unfrozen. (Anderson, 2017; Hussain, Lei,
Akram, Haider, Hussain, & Ali, 2016; Paglis & Green, 2002; Swift, 2017). After the
Unfreeze Stage, the second stage of Change, requires stakeholders to try and resolve their
doubts and fears by seeking new processes to accomplish organizational goals. The
followers need time to process the new direction the organization is taking and
understand the implications the changes will have on them.
Furthermore, both schools aligned the identifier, Goals, with three of Bass’s
transformational elements. Specifically, Intellectual Stimulation, Individualized
Consideration, and Inspirational Motivation were identified in each of the schools as
teachers inspired students to set, track, and reach goals through data notebooks,
leadership notebooks, or data tracking charts.
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Furthermore, all administrators stated teachers were given opportunities and
systems to set professional and academic goals. Each year, LIM and non-LIM teachers
work with the administration to set and track professional goals through the Texas
Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS) to support teacher’s professional
growth. The following anecdotal data are in response to question 6, “What systems are in
place for teachers to set professional and academic goals?” and question 7, “How do
students track data and their own learning in grades three through five?”
•

“We emphasize professional and academic goals. These are set at the
beginning of the year and teachers are encouraged to seek out ways of
ensuring their growth whether it involves workshops, observation of other
teachers, reading a book, etc.”

•

“It is a district requirement to set campus goals. Classroom goals tie to the
campus goals. They also set professional goals at the beginning of the year
and meet about it with their appraiser three times a year.”

•

“Teachers hold regular data meetings with each student to evaluate his/her
most recent data in order to identify strong and weak areas, to make a plan
for future instruction and intervention, and to set learning goals for an
identified period of time until their next online assessment.”

•

“They use notebooks, write their goals (personal and academic in core
contents-attached to STAAR). They track their data in the notebook,
usually using a graph and sometimes they move icons on bulletin boards.”

•

“All 3-5 students have a leadership notebook in which they track their
progress on both personal and academic goals. They update their goal
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trackers when new data are available and reflect on their progress or lack
of progress with an accountability partner. Once a student reaches a goal,
they celebrate and move the attained goal to the victories section and set a
new goal.”
Moral Actions and Beliefs. In addition to Lewin’s Change Stage aligning with
the key identifier, Vision, Lewin’s second stage examines the implementation of the LIM
reform initiative as it relates to the key identifier Moral Actions and Beliefs. An
important factor during this stage is for followers to feel safe in the change process and to
challenge individual beliefs, values, and behaviors. As teachers develop their teaching
philosophies, they must challenge their own beliefs and values on teaching and learning.
In addition to Lewin, Bass’ Transformational Leadership Theory explains how
leaders influence beliefs, values, and attitudes of individuals to inspire them to reach
goals (Bass, 1985). Bass’s Transformational Leadership Theory supports the ideas of
empathically listening to the concerns of the follower and assuming the role of coach or
mentor to promote intrinsic motivation to accomplish goals. Through Idealized Influence,
the leader and the follower share moral actions and beliefs. Furthermore, both LIM and
non-LIM schools showed evidence of Individualized Consideration by focusing on the
individual needs of the follower and empathically listening to the concerns of peers and
students. The following responses are composed of excerpts and quotes from question 4,
“How are teachers trained to inspire trust and extend trust to their students and peers?”
•

“We have 2-day back to school trainings focusing on empathy and content
covering how the education they received is not the like the classroom in
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today’s schools and how student’s backgrounds do not have to define
them.”
•

“Our teachers and leaders truly care about students and their peers.
Teachers meet regularly in grade level and core area meetings to cultivate
collaboration and build relationships to help students meet their goals.”

•

“We participate in trainings on trust, relationships, and developing the
whole child.”

•

“We promote and expect positive interactions with others.”

Further, focusing on actions of leaders, the questionnaire asked, “What roles do
teacher leaders assume to support school and student success?” Administrators responded
with the following.
•

“There is a concern over the rising number of children experiencing
mental health issues and poor behaviors related to those issues, as well as
the lack of knowledge on how to help these students. Even though there is
a lack of mental health teacher training in our school, we see students use
their knowledge of the 7 Habit principles as coping mechanisms to deal
with anxiety, anger, and depression significantly improving their
educational and physical achievements.”

•

“Teachers model and teach the 7 Habits in Kindergarten through 5th grade.
Students are then able to articulate and use the 7 Habits in ways to build
self-leadership. Students can target their actions toward specific goals and
learn how to take responsibility for their behaviors.”
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Leadership. Finally, the key identifier, Leadership was evident in both LIM and
non-LIM schools. The identifier, Leadership, makes direct connections to Lewin’s last
stage, Refreeze, where the teachers experienced a shift in paradigm after the new training
and initiatives are internalized and used. Additionally, Bass’s theory helps explain how
leadership style impacts classroom practices, environment, and student outcomes.
Specifically present, are transformational leadership elements including Individualized
Consideration where the leader supports the follower to meet individual needs and
Intellectual Stimulation by which the leader assists followers to become independent
thinkers. While non-LIM schools did not verbalize having processes and undergo
changes in the same way LIM schools claimed, both schools presented evidence of
opportunities for leadership and teacher growth as expressed in their responses to
question 11, “Do teachers mentor students in leadership opportunities, if so in what
ways?”
•

“After 4 years of LIM implementation, teachers made a mental and
physical paradigm shift as they began to internalize the 7 Habit principles
based on a personal desire to authentically align their goals with the school
vision and then help their students align their goals. Even though some of
the teachers reverted to old customs the processes were in place to make
necessary changes.”

•

“It is important to develop leadership characteristics in each child because
leadership traits directly correlate with successful students. All of our
teachers mentor students by spending time with students and building
relationships with them, talking with a student or a group of students about
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strong decision making strategies, facilitating students as they work in
groups as they work collaboratively to reach a goal, or simply by being a
good example of a leader for students to observe and ultimately imitate.”
•

“They model the 7 habits and leadership skills, also they can mentor a
group, host a club, and lead the Student Lighthouse Team.”

•

“Yes, our teachers, as well as other staff members model leadership roles
and teach students the expectations of various leadership jobs. They
encourage students to apply for school-wide jobs and help them perform
the job to the best of their ability. Teachers also provide opportunities for
students to complete a written reflection on their job performance.”

In the study, results show LIM schools did not outperform non-LIM schools. The
questionnaire results were used as contextualized study results and help clarify why
results on the 21 indicators of student success were similar in LIM and non-LIM schools.
Questionnaire responses by administrators show the lack of difference is due to similar
processes in both types of schools that are supported by Lewin’s and Bass’s theories. In
essence, both LIM and non-LIM schools put similar processes into place influencing
teacher philosophy effecting similar STAAR assessment results.
Recommendations for Future Research
Although an immense amount of money, time, and effort has been dedicated to
student success, the United States continues to face problems with the academic
achievement framework of the current educational system. Solving these problems
requires adopting a framework that identifies and addresses the multiple root causes and
symptoms of low student achievement instead of focusing on the single improvement of
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state assessments on rigorous standards. Yet, even though student assessment scores
continue to decline, state and national leaders continue to believe high-stake tests will
motivate educators to improve practices to raise student’s scores.
The findings in this study suggests more indicators of student success are needed
to determine the correlation between LIM teaching philosophy and student success.
Attendance rates and STAAR assessment data was inconclusive when used in a single
year study. A mixed-methods longitudinal study tracking LIM and non-LIM student data
would strengthen the validity and help determine the correlation. Through the
questionnaire, additional topics for closer examination were revealed. The LIM schools
reported students suffering from mental issues and behavior problems using the 7 Habit
principles to help them improve their own behaviors and achievement. While there is
literature on discipline rates and student success, these rates are calculated through the
Texas Educational Agency PEIMS system based on in-school and out-of-school
suspensions, Disciplinary Alternative Education Program (DAEP), Juvenile Justice
Alternative Education Program (JJAEP) placement, and expulsions (TEA, 2018). These
types of offenses account for a small part of the daily discipline referrals in elementary
schools and portray an inconclusive picture of the school’s discipline rates. Based on the
contextual analysis from the Leadership Questionnaires and the data analysis, a gap in the
literature exists on understanding the impact of LIM teacher philosophies on daily student
behavior, and social skills.
Furthermore, the Texas Education Agency (2019) indicated the socioeconomic
status of a school can impact the level of student achievement (e.g. schools with fewer
economically disadvantaged students can have higher levels of student achievement
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compared to schools with more economically disadvantaged students with lower levels of
student achievement). With the new accountability system, the Relative Performance
domain is able to compare the Student Achievement domain with the percentage of
students who are economically disadvantaged and compare that performance against like
campus types making it possible to identify campuses including low-socioeconomic
schools excelling in school progress. This study added to the body of research with
current data findings based on the Relative Performance domain. While results were not
significant, the door is open to conduct further longitudinal studies that examine
economically disadvantaged schools that have been compared against like campus types
to understand the indicators of student success. The study used a single year attendance
indicator and 21 STAAR achievement score indicators for student success. Adding to the
literature, the study examined ten student growth indicators new to the Texas
accountability system to analyze student growth measurements. In a future longitudinal
study, the study could be improved upon and more valuable using Kurt Lewin’s Change
Model theoretical framework and Bass’ Transformational Leadership theoretical
framework to examine school processes impacting student growth measurements and
student success indicators including, graduation rates, drop-out rates, or college
enrollment rates.
Recommendations for Practice
The literature and findings suggest there is a need for practitioners and policy
makers to examine the policies and practices defining student success and the correlation
to teaching philosophy. Increasing attention on assessments and disaggregating data to
better understand student needs is not sufficient when trying to help students succeed. It

79
is important practitioners understand how teacher’s core values, beliefs, and attitudes
impact student’s success. Teacher philosophies result from the reflections of one’s own
experiences and can change with the impact of new experiences. The role of educators in
developing the whole child has risen over the years, therefore educators must carefully
develop teaching philosophies that address the ingredients to the child’s overall
development to ensure student success. Heather (2009) states teacher’s beliefs guide their
decisions, actions, and relationships with students. Teachers who have not examined their
beliefs may overlook student needs, misunderstand student’s behaviors, limit student
potential and impact curricular decisions. Teachers are involved daily in making
numerous decisions about student outcomes that are a reflection of the teacher’s values
and beliefs, therefore research examining a wider scope of school improvement
measurements and teacher philosophies could be valuable to educational practitioners.
There is infinite number of school improvement processes that have been used to
support teacher quality and student success. However, research suggests that leadership
skills are essential characteristics to help students achieve (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson,
& Wahlstrom, 2005; Lowery-Moor & Villate, 2016). Therefore, it is important to
continue research on leadership school improvement models like LIM and teacher
philosophies that promote teaching to the whole child. Researchers must continue to look
for answers that go beyond academic achievement and include other predictors of student
success to help students acquire the skills needed to succeed in the 21st-century.
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Appendix A
Leadership Questionnaire
LEADERSHIP SURVEY
Section I
TEACHER LEADERSHIP TRAINING
1.How are teachers provided with leadership training?
2.When and how often are teachers provided with leadership training?
3.What is the campus vision of leadership?
Section II
TEACHER CHARACTER AND COMPETENCE
4. How are teachers trained to inspire trust and extend trust to their students and peers?
5. What opportunities exist for teachers to improve personally and professionally?
Section III
ACADEMIC ALIGNMENT
6.What systems are in place for teachers to set professional and academic goals?
7.How do students track data and their own learning in grades three through five?
8.What kind of training is provided for teachers to track data?
9.How do third through fifth grade teachers collaborate on lesson plans?
Section IV
TEACHER AND STUDENT LEADERSHIP ROLES
10. What roles do teacher leaders assume to support school and student success?
11. Do teachers mentor students in leadership opportunities, if so in what ways?
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Appendix D

Grades 4-5 LIM and non-LIM Reading School Progress Score
Mann-Whitney Tests and Spearman Correlations Comparing Reading Student Academic
Growth Based on
Teaching Philosophy (N = 50)
_______________________________________________________________________
Measure
School
n
M
SD
rs
z
p
________________________________________________________________________
3rd to 4th
Growth
.08 0.53 .59
LIM
25 63.68 10.29
NONLIM
25 64.24 11.03
4th to 5th
Growth
.05 0.34 .73
LIM
25 81.48
8.29
NONLIM
25 81.16
5.68
________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix E
Grades 3-5 LIM and non-LIM Math STAAR
Mann-Whitney Tests and Spearman Correlations Comparing 2017-2018 Math STAAR
scores Grades 3-5 Based on
Teaching Philosophy (N =50)
_______________________________________________________________________
Measure
School
n
M
SD
rs
z
p
______________________________________________________________________
3rd
Approaches
LIM
NONLIM

25
25

80.36
81.16

10.72
8.67

LIM
NONLIM

25
25

48.96
53.00

15.36
13.49

3rd Meets

3rd Masters
LIM
NONLIM

25
25

23.64
26.12

25
25

79.32
77.44

25
25

50.40
48.56

25
25

27.52
25.92

25
25

92.16
92.48

.36

.14

1.00

.32

.05

0.34

.73

.03

0.20

.84

.07

0.48

.63

.01

0.08

.94

.03

0.22

.82

.00

0.03

.98

6.52
6.36

5th Meets

5th Masters

0.91

15.81
13.82

5th
Approaches
LIM
NONLIM

.13

18.89
16.35

4th Masters
LIM
NONLIM

.94

11.29
12.77

4th Meets
LIM
NONLIM

0.08

13.22
11.45

4th
Approaches
LIM
NONLIM

.01

LIM

25

60.12

17.12

NONLIM

25

61.04

18.62

LIM

25

31.72

18.05
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Appendix F
Grades 3-5 LIM and non-LIM Reading STAAR Scores
Mann-Whitney Tests and Spearman Correlations Comparing 2017-2018 Reading STAAR
Scores Based
on Teaching Philosophy (N = 50)
Measure

Code

School

n

M

SD

3rd
Approaches
LIM
NONLIM

25
25

78.64
81.84

25
25

45.24
47.76

25
25

25.72
28.52

25
25

75.16
75.08

LIM
NONLIM

25
25

47.28
49.56

15.92
17.84

LIM
NONLIM

25
25

24.84
25.72

13.76
14.64

4th Masters

5th
Approaches
25
25

82.36
83.32

25
25

64.24
61.08

25
25

39.24
37.32

.08

0.56

.57

.08

0.56

.57

.03

0.21

.83

.08

0.54

.59

.00

0.03

.98

.05

0.32

.75

.10

0.70

.48

.02

0.12

.91

18.73
17.19

5th Masters
LIM
NONLIM

.60

14.24
10.21

5th Meets
LIM
NONLIM

0.52

12.25
14.07

4th Meets

LIM
NONLIM

.07

12.95
13.06

4th
Approaches
LIM
NONLIM

p

14.68
14.14

3rd Masters
LIM
NONLIM

z

13.87
9.95

3rd Meets
LIM
NONLIM

rs

23.96
23.21
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