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Executive Summary

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The overarching purpose of the evaluation is to assess the impact of LTD on improving the conditions
and practices that contribute to quality teaching and learning in Palestinian schools. In the West Bank,
the evaluation focuses on LTD’s interventions intended to enhance the capacity of principals, teachers,
and teacher educators to enact learner-centered approaches and strategies in the context of school
leadership and classroom instruction in the 88 schools comprising the first of three cohorts of the LTD
program. In Gaza, the focus is on interventions to improve the quality of pre-service teacher education.
The evaluation is framed by four major research questions:

1. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of principals to
promote effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional practices?

2. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of teachers to enact
learner-centered approaches and strategies?

3. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of teacher educators
to model learner-centered approaches and practices?

4. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of instructors at Al-
Azhar University’s Faculty of Education to enact learner-centered practices in the context of pre-
service teacher education?

Findings of the evaluation will be used to inform decisions by AMIDEAST/LTD and its key partners in the
Ministry of Education and Higher Education, and Al-Azhar University, Gaza, to improve and/or develop
policies, strategies and approaches that to enhance the quality of professional development of
principals, teachers, and teacher educators.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Leadership and Teacher Development (LTD) program is a comprehensive four-year strategy of top-
down and bottom-up capacity building whose overarching aim is to promote a sustainable system of
school-based professional development that aligns policies, management structures, and local school
leadership to support effective schools characterized by learner-centered classrooms. LTD supports the
mission of the Ministry of Education and Higher Education to improve the quality of basic education so
that all children are prepared to contribute to the future of Palestine's social, economic, and political
development.

LTD has established a broad-based consultative process among Ministry and district stakeholders and is
working to identify needs, plan strategic capacity building, and implement activities for the professional
development of up to 1600 in-service and pre-service teachers, 300 school principals, over 100
managers of district leadership teams, and provide support for community-based school improvement
initiatives in 300 schools across all 16 school districts. In Gaza, LTD is working to enhance the quality of
pre-service teacher education for some 4,500 undergraduates enrolled in Al-Azhar University's Faculty
of Education.



The strategic goal of LTD therefore is to increase learning and achievement for some 55,000 school
children in grades 5-10 through innovative approaches to school leadership and continuous professional
development of the teaching profession based on learner-centered instructional and leadership
strategies.

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODS
LTD Theory of Change and Evaluation

The core questions, research design, and methods comprising the data collection and analysis of the
evaluation are derived from LTD's theory of change which predicts that learning outcomes of students
will improve if:

1) Principals enact methods of supportive instructional supervision learned in LTD trainings;

2) School Improvement Teams (SITs) enact shared leadership based on LTD’s model of community-
based strategic planning aligned with the Ministry of Education’s standards for effective schools;
and,

3) Teachers enact learner-centered instructional practices acquired in LTD trainings.

The theory change is fundamentally the same in the context of pre-service teacher education in the
Faculty of Education at Al-Azhar University, Gaza, where the quality of pre-service teacher education will
improve if:

1) Instructors enact learner-centered instructional practices acquired through LTD’s model of the
action research inquiry cycle; and,

2) Senior administrative leaders of the Faculty of Education enact shared leadership based on LTD’s
model of participatory and inquiry-based strategic planning.

Design and Methods

To address the main evaluation questions, LTD uses a mixed-methods (quantitative and qualitative),
quasi-experimental design that incorporates baseline and endline data from representative samples of
LTD’s diverse groups of beneficiaries—principals, teachers, teacher educators, and students. The use of
a quasi-experimental approach is intended to strengthen the reliability of inferences drawn from the
impact of LTD on its primary beneficiaries in comparison with individuals (i.e., “controls”) who did not
participate in LTD.

Each of the core evaluation questions relies on a specific set of data collection and analysis methods.

o To explore the extent that principals report and demonstrate improved capacity to support the
development of effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional practices, the
evaluation relies on baseline/endline surveys of principals and teachers, and an analysis action
research.

e To understand the extent that LTD enabled teachers to enact standards and competencies
aligned with learner-centered instruction, the evaluation relies on baseline/endline surveys of
teachers, principals, and students, the systematic analysis of action research, and scores from
two sources of standardized tests of achievement.

e To determine the extent that teacher educators (i.e., members of NIET’s national cadre) report
and provide evidence their TEEP training enhanced their capacity to model learner-centered
approaches and practices to in-service teachers, the evaluation relies on baseline/endline
training satisfaction surveys, and on a survey to assess the role of action on improving training
delivery and its impact on improving the practices of in-service teachers.



e To examine the extent that instructors at Al-Azhar University’s Faculty of Education enact
learner-centered practices, the evaluation relies on an endline satisfaction survey and an
analysis of the results of action research.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Findings

Following is a summary of key findings and conclusions that address each of the four major evaluation
guestions. Data and other supporting evidence, including charts and tables, are found in the body of the
report.

1. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of principals to
promote effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional practices?

1.1. LTD principals improved their capacity (35% improvement on average from baseline survey results)
to provide effective instructional support that empowers teachers to diversify learning activities
and assessments that increase the engagement of all students; integrate educational technology in
the classroom; engage in school-community relations that strengthen learner-centered classrooms;
contribute to results-based decisions about improving classroom instruction; follow up on their
professional development experiences.

1.2. Principals are more effective in enabling teachers and others in the school community, including
school counselors, to engage students more in service learning and other extra- and co-curricular
activities that allow students to transfer their classroom learning to real-world contexts.

1.3. LTD principals improved their capacity (by a dramatic increase of 96% from baseline to endline) to
effectively marshal the available human and material resources inside and outside the school-
community to support improved teaching and learning. This change is mainly taking place through
the mechanism and process of the school improvement team (SIT), in which the principalship is
being transformed from one characterized by total control over decision making to one exemplified
by the principal as “lead facilitator” of results-based management and shared leadership.

1.4. As a result of LTD’s provision of technology resources and training to school leadership, principals
show greater confidence not only in supporting of teachers’ integration of technology in their
classrooms, but also using technology to facilitate school management (increased by 35% from
baseline survey) and ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the school improvement planning
process of the SIT.

2. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of teachers to
enact learner-centered approaches and strategies?

2.1. LTD teachers report improvements in their capacity to design and use of learning materials and
resources (up 25%) and offer supportive counseling and guidance for learners (up 24%). These
were followed by seeking continuous professional development (up 21%), contributing to a safe
and effective learning environment (up 18%), facilitating student-centered teaching and learning
(up 18%), effective assessment of student learning (up 17%), and building partnerships inside and
outside the school community (up 17%). These findings are corroborated independently by
principals’ evaluations of changes in their teachers’ core professional competencies.



2.2. Some 411 LTD teachers conducted an estimated 4,500 action research projects—approximately 50
projects in each of the 88 schools of Cohort 1—enabling them to identify specific problems of
practice and diagnose students’ needs and take action to improve student learning. Eighty-five
percent of teachers surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that action research improved not only
their professional practices in the classroom, but also directly benefited their students' learning.

2.3. Surveys and interviews with teachers, principals, students and parents substantiate the claim by
LTD teachers that action research has empowered them to help students become more engaged
with curriculum content and concepts; use higher order thinking and reasoning skills in more
authentic, real-world learning assessments; and develop positive social values and dispositions
associated with local and global citizenship.

2.4. LTD teachers are contributing to improved academic achievement of their students. Scores of
achievement in all four subjects taught by LTD teachers show improvement: Arabic improved 9.4%;
English by 12.6%; mathematics by 33.4%; and, science by 26.3%. This trend is partly supported by
results of district Unified Exams, where nearly all test scores from LTD schools in May 2014 (endline
results) are higher than those of non-LTD schools in the same district.

2.5. Teachers report increases across the board in their use of technology for enhancing teaching and
learning, in researching subjects they teach, and in their professional development. Survey results
indicate that the frequency that teachers use of technology in the classroom and for professional
development rose from increased 21% as a result of LTD’s provision of technology resources and
training.

3. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of teacher
educators to model learner-centered approaches and practices?

3.1. There is solid and consistent agreement on the 12 monthly training satisfaction surveys among the
411 in-service teachers of Cohort 1 (average score of 3.1 on a 4-point Likert scale) that the trainers’
methods for the delivery of learning and assessment activities were effective.

3.2. Both quantitative and qualitative data provide strong evidence that the trainers’ use of action
research for their own professional development (concurrently with the in-service teachers use of
action research) enhanced their capacity to reflect more critically on and adjust their training
practices so as to improve the learning outcomes of the trainees.

4. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of instructors at
Al-Azhar University’s Faculty of Education to enact learner-centered practices in the
context of pre-service teacher education?

The deteriorating security situation in Gaza since the end of June 2014 prevented LTD from completing
the collection and analysis of evaluation data from Gaza. What we can report at present is provisional.
The collection, analysis and reporting of data will resume as soon as security conditions on the ground
permit.

4.1. The faculty members of the TEEP pre-service program unanimously agreed that the program
contributed to improving of their instructional practices in general and their capacity to increase
the active learning of their students in particular.

4.2. TEEP faculty participants completed 81 action research projects in their classrooms and have
documented evidence of improvement in students’ active engagement, higher order thinking skills,
cooperative teamwork, problem solving, research skills, and overall academic achievement.
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4.3. All TEEP faculty successfully learned how to use MOODLE as a virtual learning environment in which

they shared and exchanged feedback on the progress of their action research projects;
communicated with their “critical friends” in discussion forums; and, updated their philosophies of
teaching in response to their ongoing professional development during TEEP.

Conclusions

1. LTD contributed to improving the capacity of principals in supporting school-based professional
development that fosters effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional practices.

2. LTD contributed to building the capacity of teachers to enact standards and competencies aligned
with learner-centered instruction

3. LTD contributed to building the capacity of teacher educators (i.e., members of NIET’s national
cadre) to enact learner-centered approaches and practices.

4. LTD contributed to building the capacity of instructors at Al-Azhar University’s Faculty of Education

to enact learner-centered practices in the context of pre-service teacher education.



Evaluation Purpose & Evaluation Questions

1 Evaluation Purpose

The primary beneficiaries of LTD’s four-year strategy top-down and bottom-up capacity building of
school-based professional development are Palestine's school children. The overarching purpose of the
evaluation is to understand the impact of LTD on improving the conditions for student learning. In the
West Bank, the evaluation focuses on LTD’s interventions intended to enhance the capacity of
principals, teachers, and teacher educators to enact learner-centered approaches and strategies in
professional contexts of school leadership and classroom instruction in 88 schools of Cohort 1. In Gaza,
the focus is on interventions to enhance the quality of pre-service teacher education.

The core questions, design, and methods comprising the data collection and analysis of the evaluation
are derived from LTD's theory of change which predicts that learning outcomes of students will improve

1) Teachers enact learner-centered instructional practices acquired in LTD trainings; and,

2) Principals enact methods of supportive instructional supervision learned in LTD trainings; and,

3) School Improvement Teams (SITs) enact shared leadership based on LTD’s model of community-
based strategic planning aligned with the Ministry of Education’s standards for effective schools.

This sequence of change is fundamentally the same in the context of pre-service teacher education in
the Faculty of Education at Al-Azhar University, Gaza, where the quality of pre-service teacher education
will improve if:

1) Instructors enact learner-centered instructional practices acquired through LTD’s model of the
action research inquiry cycle; and

2) Senior administrative leaders of the Faculty of Education enact shared leadership based on LTD’s
model of participatory and inquiry-based strategic planning.

LTD’s theory of change situates the school as the primary unit of change; however, the school cannot
effectively serve as the key unit of analysis for the evaluation of LTD’s school-based interventions
because there are too many internal and external variables operating in the many systems in which a
school’s complex organizational structures and processes are embedded.

In the face of this challenge, the evaluation focuses on those members of the school community most
directly affected LTD’s interventions, namely, the principal and teachers, and indirectly, students
enrolled in “LTD” schools of Cohort 1. Over the life of LTD, the scope of the program’s impact is
expected include 300 principals awarded diplomas for excellence in school leadership; 1500 teachers
licensed according to national standards for quality teaching; some 50 teacher educators meeting
international standards for expert trainers; and approximately 54,000 students developing 21* century
learning skills in learner-centered, child-friendly classrooms.

Findings of the evaluation will be used to inform decisions by AMIDEAST/LTD and its key partners in the
Ministry of Education and Higher Education, and Al-Azhar University, Gaza, to improve or develop
policies, strategies and approaches that will enhance the quality of professional development of
principals, teachers, and teacher educators.



2 Evaluation Questions

The fundamental question every impact evaluation seeks to answer about any education development
project is, What change can be attributed a program’s interventions? LTD asks the same question, but
we approach it in the context of our specific theory of change described above.

Our evaluation is thus framed by the following four primary research questions:

1. To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of principals to
promote effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional practices?

2.

learner-centered approaches and strategies?

3.

to model learner-centered approaches and practices?

4.

To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of teachers to enact

To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of teacher educators

To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the capacity of instructors at Al-

Azhar University’s Faculty of Education to enact learner-centered practices in the context of pre-
service teacher education?

The first three questions are specific to LTD’s programming in the West Bank.

illustrates the flow of inputs, outputs and outcomes.

The diagram below

These elements move from the Leadership

Diploma Program’s focus on developing shared leadership based on the Ministry of Educations’
standards for effective schools, which in turn helps principals empower teachers engaged in the Teacher
Education Program taught by LTD-trained teacher educators, who then enact learner-centered
approaches and strategies that create the conditions for students to develop 21* century learning skills
(communication, collaboration, critical thinking, and creativity) leading to improved learning outcomes.

Figure 1: LTD’s theory of change for in-service training, West Bank
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The fourth question is Gaza specific. The diagram below illustrates how the flow of inputs and outputs
move in complementary directions. The LTD Strategic Planning Process is guided by a steering
committee chaired by the Dean of the Faculty of Education and the heads of the four departments. The
committee functions like a “school improvement team” and works to engage key stakeholders in various
units of the Faculty of Education to identify needs and contribute to the building of a strategic plan that
will align policies, curricula, teaching, and professional development. The TEEP faculty enhancement
program and the LTD PCELT program both focus on professional developing of teaching practices based
on reflective practice, action research and supportive learning communities of practice.

These three components—strategic planning, TEEP, and PCELT—work in a complementary fashion to
enhance the quality of teaching and learning taking place in courses and classrooms intended to prepare
well-qualified and effective teachers for Gaza’s school system.

Figure 2: LTD’s theory of change for pre-service training, Gaza

LTD Theory of Change for Enhancing Pre-
service Teacher Education at Al-Azhar
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Project Background

The Leadership and Teacher Development (LTD) program is a comprehensive four-year strategy of top-
down and bottom-up capacity building whose overarching aim is to promote a sustainable system of
school-based professional development that aligns policies, management structures, and local school
leadership to support effective, learner-centered classrooms. LTD supports the mission of the Ministry
of Education and Higher Education to improve the quality of basic education for all and to nurture a
youth population prepared to contribute to Palestine's social, economic, and political development.

LTD has established a broad-based consultative process among Ministry and district stakeholders and is
working to identify needs, plan strategic capacity building, and implement activities for the professional
development of up to 1600 in-service and pre-service teachers, 300 school principals, over 100
managers of district leadership teams, and provide support for community-based school improvement
initiatives in 300 schools across all 16 school districts. In Gaza, LTD is working to enhance the quality of
pre-service teacher education of some 4,500 students at Al-Azhar University's Faculty of Education.

The strategic goal of LTD therefore is to increase learning and achievement for up to 55,000 school
children in grades 5-10 through innovative approaches to school leadership and continuous professional
development of the teaching profession based on 21st century, learner-centered instructional and
leadership strategies. The following diagram presents LTD's results framework.

Figure 3: Results framework of the Leadership and Teacher Development Program
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Evaluation Methods and Challenges

1 Design and Methods

To address the main evaluation questions, LTD uses a mixed-methods (quantitative and qualitative),
quasi-experimental design that incorporates baseline and endline data from representative samples of
LTD’s diverse groups of beneficiaries—principals, teachers, teacher educators, and students. The
quasi-experimental approach is intended to strengthen the reliability of inferences drawn from the
impact of LTD’s interventions on its primary beneficiaries in comparison to individuals, “controls,”
outside of LTD’s sphere of interventions.

Each of the core evaluation questions relies on a specific set of data collection and analysis methods,
summarized in the following description.

1.1 Impact on School Leadership

LTD’s provision of technical expertise and procurement of resources for the Leadership Diploma
Program (LDP) includes the upgrading of existing materials and trainer-of-trainer activities and offering
financial incentives to support the work of school leadership teams to produce a school improvement
plan (SIP). The principals’ role in applying the values and practices of shared leadership is a major goal
of the LTD leadership training as it demonstrates the principal's ability to plan and lead a participatory
model of school improvement involving key stakeholders of the school community—teachers, students,
and parents.

To explore the extent that principals report and demonstrate improved capacity to support the
development of effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional practices, the
evaluation relies on surveys of baseline/endline principals and teachers, and an analysis action research.

Data collection followed a mixed-methods design and included baseline data collection wherever
appropriate and feasible. Participating principals and a sample of teachers from all 88 schools of Cohort
1 schools completed the Principal Effectiveness Survey. For the other surveys and the qualitative data
collection methods, a purposive sample of principals and teachers from the four districts of Cohort 1
was selected; likewise a purposive sample of parents was selected for participation in the focus groups
with members of school improvement teams (SIT).

Data collection combined the use of surveys administered by NIET staff to principals and teachers and
the work of an independent team of four field researchers hired by AMIDEAST who collected survey
data from principals, teachers and students from a purposive sample of 40 LTD schools and 40
comparison schools.

Based on the preliminary results from the quantitative results of data from principals, analytical focus
groups were conducted with members of school improvement teams from a purposive sample of 16
schools.
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Table 1: Data collection methods to address evaluation question #1

Frequency of

Data Collection Method . Sample
Data Collection

Principal Effectiveness Survey (principal’s form)* Baseline & End 82

Baseli Post
Principal Effectiveness Survey (teacher’s form)* Baseline & End aseine 051

160 601
Leadership Training Assignments (archival) E:rrilgg training 22 assignments
Principals Teachers Parents

School Improvement Team (SIT) Survey End 30 140 29
School Improvement Team (SIT) Focus Group End 16 16 16

1.2

From its inception, one of the chief strategic goals of LTD has been to build the capacity of the National
Institute for Educational Training (NIET) to deliver high quality in-service professional development to
under qualified (non-certified) teachers leading to their earning the equivalent of a teaching diploma.
To this end, LTD provided technical expertise in the design and development of a 12-module teacher
education curriculum that forms the basis of NIET’s teacher qualification training. Furthermore, LTD
designed and delivered the training-of-trainer program, the Teacher Educator Enhancement Program
(TEEP), whose primary is build the capacity of NIET’s national cadre to master learner-centered
instructional and assessment practices that teachers themselves are expected to enact in their
classrooms.

Impact on Teacher Education

To understand the extent that LTD enabled teachers to enact standards and competencies aligned with
learner-centered instruction, the evaluation relies on baseline/endline surveys of teachers, principals,
and students, the systematic analysis of action research, and scores from two sources of standardized
tests of achievement.

Table 2: Data collection methods for addressing evaluation question #2

. . . Teachers Principals
Teacher Effectiveness Survey Baseline & Endline 182 500
Students Teachers
Classroom Engagement Survey Endline LTD Controls | LTD | Controls
2830 2389 117 112
Action Research Survey Endline 62
Action Research Projects Endline 16
LTD Controls
Standardized Tests of Achi t Baseline & Endli
andardized Tests of Achievemen aseline ndline 410 445
LTD -LTD
District Unified Tests of Achievement Baseline & Endline T Non-LT
545 (approx.) 1900 (approx.)

'The pre-test was administered by NIET to LTD teachers only; however, for the post-test, AMIDEAST surveyed all
teachers in each of the 40 LTD schools of the sample. This larger sample size is thus more representative of a
school’s teaching staff and, we believe, provides a more reliable credible assessment of a principal’s performance.
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Sampling: A variety of sampling strategies was used in order to test key assumptions. For the Teacher
Effectiveness Survey, a purposeful sample of participating LTD teachers and principals from 40 LTD
schools was selected. These schools, representing about 45% of the 88 schools of Cohort 1, were
selected on the basis of their “LTD saturation level;” that is, of the 88 schools, these had the highest
ratio of LTD teachers per student population of any. The underlying assumption is that the bigger the
number of LTD teachers in a school (relative to the student population), the greater the probability of
seeing improvements in student learning compared to schools with fewer LTD teachers.

A preliminary analysis of the ratio of LTD-only teachers to all students in the 88 schools of Cohort 1
showed a range from 1:13 to 1:485, with 1:81 being the average, 1:71 the median, and 1:50 the mode.
Using the median figure, it was decided to select schools with a saturation ratio of 1:70 or better, and
this generated a sample of about 44 schools (50% of Cohort 1) from which the final 40 were selected.
An equal number of control schools with comparable student populations (size and gender) were
selected for comparison.

For the training satisfaction surveys, LTD relied on NIET’s data collection of satisfaction surveys at the
end of each of the 12 monthly modules. For the Action Research Survey, an online survey was sent out
to all 44 members of NIET’s LTD training staff and 26 responded (59%). Finally, for the assessment of
action research projects, documentary evidence of projects was inventoried and a sample of “case
studies” was selected to represent the differing pedagogical themes and goals of monthly face-to-face
sessions and bi-monthly learning circles comprising the 12 module curriculum.

1.3 Impact of TEEP Teacher Educators on In-Service Teachers

To determine the extent that teacher educators (i.e., members of NIET’s national cadre) report and
provide evidence their TEEP training enhanced their capacity to model learner-centered approaches and
practices to in-service teachers, the evaluation relies on baseline/endline training satisfaction surveys,
and a survey that assesses the role of action on improving training delivery and its impact on improving
the practices of in-service teachers.

Although LTD was not responsible directly for the training of under-qualified teachers—NIET’s trainers
delivered the trainings under a special arrangement between USAID and the European Joint Financial
Agreement with the MoEHE—LTD played a significant role in building the capacity of NIET to undertake
this task. LTD provided technical expertise in the design and development of the 12-module teacher
education curriculum used by NIET. Moreover, LTD designed and delivered the trainer-of-trainer
program, the Teacher Educator Enhancement Program (TEEP). The main goal of TEEP was to prepare
NIET’s teacher educators to enact and model the same learner-centered instructional and assessment
practices that teachers themselves were expected to enact in their classrooms.

The action research inquiry cycle (figure 4, below) served as the backbone of LTD’s approach to
professional development for both the TEEP program and the 12-module curriculum of the Teacher
Education training delivered by NIET’s trainers. The action research inquiry cycle offers a set of tools
and processes that TEEP participants and in-service teachers used in identifying, problematizing, taking
action, collecting data, and reflect upon problems of practice in the specificity of their respective
educational contexts—for teachers, the classroom; for trainers, the training venue. The core
assumption is that the professional development of both trainers (TEEP participants) and trainees (in-
service teachers) is strengthened by their mutual participation in learning communities of practice.
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Figure 4: Action research inquiry cycle

Following are the data collection methods:

Table 3: Data collection methods to address evaluation question #3

Frequency of Data

Data Collection Method

Collection
12 times
- . . (administered by NIET at
Training Satisfaction Survey (by teachers) end of each face-to-face 411
training)
Action Research Survey Endline 26
Action Research Projects (archived in Portfolios Endline NIET Staff Faculty
of Professional Practice) 24 19
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1.4 Impact on Pre-Service Teacher Education at Al-Azhar University, Gaza

At the time of this writing, the Israel-Gaza conflict was entering its fourth week. Since the intensification
of hostilities in late June, the security situation has prevented LTD from completing the collection and
analysis of evaluation data from Gaza. What we can report at present is provisional. The collection,
analysis and reporting of data will resume as soon as security conditions on the ground permit.

To examine the extent that instructors at Al-Azhar University’s Faculty of Education enact learner-
centered practices, the evaluation relies on two sources of data currently available: results of an endline
satisfaction survey filled out by TEEP participants (teaching faculty), and a survey to evaluate the impact
of doing action research.

Additional data collection methods (highlighted in yellow in table 4) will be accessed when security
conditions in Gaza permit.

Table 4: LTD data collection methods to address evaluation question #4

Frequency of Data

Data Collection Method . Sample
Collection
TEEP Training Satisfaction Survey (by instructors) Endline 16
Action Research Survey Endline 20
Action Research Projects (archived in Portfolios .
. . Endline 20
of Professional Practice)
. . Baseline
Final Exam Scores (of students enrolled in .
semester/endline TBD
courses taught by TEEP faculty)
semester
Practicum Evaluations (by faculty advisors of Endline (PCELT cohorts 1 24

PCELT graduates) & 2)

2 Challenges

The findings of any evaluation research face limitations associated with the collection of data, methods
of analysis, and other limiting factors related potentially to budget, time, and technical constraints. This
LTD evaluation is no exception.

2.1 Conflict of Interest Disclosure

In the spirit of full disclosure, The M&E Department made every effort to ensure that the design of tools
and the collection and analysis of data were conducted in accordance with the highest ethical standards
of program evaluation. Furthermore, to ensure the integrity of the protocols for data collection and
analysis, LTD consulted with the Monitoring and Evaluation Task Force, a special consultative body of
M&E experts from five directorates of the MoEHE whose purpose is to assure the quality of monitoring
and evaluation of LTD’s interventions, and with the Joint M&E Working Group comprised of senior M&E
specialists from both LTD and the National Institute for Educational Training (NIET).
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2.2 Data Quality Assurance

LTD relied a good deal on data collected by NIET for its own internal monitoring and evaluating its
delivery of LTD’s leadership and teacher education trainings. To introduce an extra layer of impartiality
to the collection of data, LTD hired and trained four qualified independent consultants who went into
the field and carried out data collection in a sample of 40 LTD schools and 40 comparison schools. Three
additional consultants were hired to conduct focus groups with members of school improvement teams.
Furthermore, the M&E Department employed a three-step process to verify the accuracy of all data
collection and entry. The procedure included field visits to monitor data collection; random verification
of data by the M&E officer; and, final confirmation of data accuracy by the Director of the M&E
department. The evaluation intended to explore the assumption improvements in student behavior—
reduced absenteeism and fewer reports of misconduct—would be attributable to LTD teachers’ use of
learner-centered approaches. Unfortunately, data about student attendance rates and misconduct
proved either unattainable or unreliable since not all schools keep accurate and consistent records of
such data.

2.3 Quasi-Experimental Design

Ideally, the use of randomized control sampling in research is considered the best method for
eliminating selection bias and attributing causality. LTD concluded, however, that this approach was
unfeasible given the host of complex technical and practical challenges such an attempt would face in
the Palestinian context. For this reason, LTD attempted, with limited success, to use a quasi-
experimental design to investigate LTD’s impact in 40 of the 88 schools of Cohort 1 compared with 40
non-LTD schools of similar size and student composition.

Independent t-tests were used to determine whether the differences in the means of the LTD and
comparison schools were statistically significant. The t-tests were applied to the results of the
Classroom Engagement Survey and to the AED Student Achievement Tests. The results of the t-tests
proved disappointing in that the differences were not statistically significant, essentially refuting our
assumptions for justifying the use of “control” schools in a quasi-experimental design.

What the t-tests tell us is that whatever apparent difference between the means of the treatment and
control groups may in fact be due to chance. In other words, if surveys were to be re-administered a
second time, the difference might turn out just the opposite. The reasons for this may be the result of
sampling or measurement error or for other external factors beyond LTD’s control.

2.4 Socially Desirable Responses

Finally, self-reported data on surveys in which principals and teachers assess their development are
susceptible to the phenomenon of socially desirable responses. For this reason, additional sources of
data were collected to allow for cross-checking the reliability of self-reported data. Teachers and
principals, for example, filled out surveys that permitted them to evaluate not only their own
performance, but also for principals to evaluate teachers and vice-versa. Likewise, a student
engagement survey was completed by both students and teachers.

2.5 Security in Gaza

LTD was prevented from completing the collection and analysis of evaluation data from Al-Azhar
University in Gaza because of deteriorating security conditions on the ground at the end of June 2014.
LTD collected some data, the results of which are presented in the report. The retrieval of additional
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data from the Dean’s office was delayed, however. The collection, analysis and reporting of the
remaining data will resume as soon as security conditions on the ground permit.
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Findings, Conclusions & Recommendations

1 To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the
capacity of principals to promote effective schools characterized by
learner-centered instructional practices?

1.1 Principal Effectiveness Survey (principal’s form)

Findings: The Principal Effectiveness Survey is comprised of 68 questions divided into seven scales
measuring the self-reported frequency (on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from always to never) that a
principal applies the Effective School Standards of the MoEHE in his/her daily leadership performance.
An additional scale asks the principal to assess the level of his/her understanding of the Effective School
Standards.

In Figure 5, the results are arranged by the degree of change in each scale from the baseline (pre-test) to
the end of the training period (post-test).

Figure 5: Results of Principal Effectiveness Survey (principals’ data)

? Each of the seven scales has a Cronbach's Alpha of .800 or higher.
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Change across the seven domains ranged from 19% to 96% and averaged 35%. The most dramatic
change is in the domain of Planning School Improvement, which improved from 2.11 to 4.13, a dramatic
96% difference. Improvement is seen in the four scales most directly related to the principal’s capacity
to empower of teachers to use learner-centered instruction and assessment: Technology (30%
improvement); Assessment (29% improvement); Teaching and Learning (28% improvement); and
Learning Environment.

Discussion: These self-reported findings strongly suggest that LTD contributed to increasing the
principals’ attention given to empowering the school community in greater shared leadership. These
results imply that principals increased their efforts to engage teachers, parents, and even students in a
community-wide self-assessment to collect data by which to build the vision and mission of the school.

When we analyzed the scores on the individual items comprising each of the seven domains, the results
strongly suggest improvement in the capacity of principals to support school-based professional
development for learner-centered instructional practices and assessments. In supporting the use of
educational technology in the classroom, for example, the number of principals reporting they do this
often or always rose from about 50% before to 100% afterwards.

More principals (11% before versus 68% after) reported giving more attention to encouraging teachers
to use a variety of methods in the assessment and evaluation of students' performance and in involving
more teachers in results-based decisions about improving classroom instruction. Likewise, in terms of
their support for teaching and learning, more principals (from about 70% to over 90% after) reported
giving attention to supporting and following up on the professional development of teachers.

Furthermore, the results overall show that principals are giving more attention to empower teachers
and others in the school community, including school counselors, to engage students more in service
learning and other extra- and co-curricular activities that allow students to transfer their classroom
learning to real-world contexts.

In sum, these results provide strong indications that, from the perspective of principals, LTD’s
Leadership Diploma Program contributed toward improving their capacity to support school-based
professional development promoting effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional
practices. Do these conclusions stand up, however, from the teachers’ assessment of their principals’
performance?
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1.2 Principal Effectiveness Survey (teacher’s form)

Findings: Results of the teachers’ assessment of their principals’ performance (Figure 6) on the same
seven domains are slightly more modest than the principals’ results, but they are consistent with the
mean scores and rates of change from the baseline to the end of the training program.

Figure 6: Results of Principal Effectiveness Survey (teachers’ data)

The trend line of change across the seven domains shows modest but good improvement, ranging from
about 11% for Teaching and Learning to a high to 26% change for the Planning School Improvement. In
all domains, teachers report that the frequency of the principals’ effective leadership increased from
“often” to “always.”

A closer examination of several individual items in the seven domains revealed that teachers report
improvement of their principals’ performance in key areas of teaching and learning. Teachers reported
improvement from 3.62 to 4.17 (a 15% change) in leadership promoting successful learning of all
students, particularly those who are under performing. As seen in the Table 5 below, a 12% change was
observed for the principal’s attention to working with the school community to support student
learning; supplementing teachers’ knowledge of theories of learning and cognitive development to
improve teaching and learning; and, following up with teachers after they complete in-service
professional development workshops or programs.
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Table 5: Key variables related to principal’s support of teaching and learning

%

Domain: Teaching and Learning Pre Post
change

The principal... Mean
g4.9 | Promotes success and learning for all students (including those
with difficulties and academic excellence)

g4.4 | Emphasizes the building the student's character (cognitive,
behavioral, social) in an integrated manner

g4.3 | Works with the school community to support student learning 3.76 | 4.21 12%
g4.2 | Enhances teachers’ knowledge of theories of learning and
development in order to improve teaching and learning in my 3.66 | 4.09 12%
school.

g4.6 | Follows up with the professional development experiences of
teachers to improve their educational practices.

g4.8 | Provides facilities and equipment to enable teachers to
implement educational strategies.

g4.7 | Emphasizes extra-curricular activities that support student
learning in the school improvement plan and its alignment with | 3.77 | 4.15 10%
classroom activities.

g4.10 | Supports teachers of the same subject to work cooperatively
towards achieving the objectives of the integrating the 3.81 | 4.17 10%
curriculum.

g4.1 | Supervises the teaching-learning practices of teachers in their
classrooms.

g4.5 | Supports the professional development of teachers by
encouraging their participation in workshops.

gtot4 3.79 | 421 | 11%

3.62 | 4.17 15%

3.67 | 4.12 12%

3.77 | 4.22 12%

3.76 | 4.14 10%

4.02 | 433 8%

4.09 | 4.33 6%

Discussion: These findings support the reliability of the principals’ own self-reported results. Taken
together, results from the principals’ and teachers’ surveys suggest that LTD’s leadership training is
contributing to improvements in the capacity of LTD principals to exercise leadership that supports areas
of professional development for themselves and their teaching staff that create better conditions for
improving student learning.

Furthermore, the findings point to a shift towards a model of shared leadership involving key
stakeholders in the school community. The framework for this model is implicit in the MoEHE’s
standards for effective schools. The seven core domains of these standards form the policy basis by
which shared leadership works more effectively toward achieving a sustainable, learner-centered and
child-friendly school environment.

In the next two sections, we present additional qualitative and quantitative findings from data about
action research assignments carried out by principals in actual workplace context of the schools,
particularly in the process of creating School Improvement Teams, the primary mechanism underpinning
LTD’s model of shared leadership and school-based reform.
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1.3 Leadership Training Assignments

Findings: Table 6 lists 22 key assignments for action research required by principals as partial fulfillment
for the Leadership Diploma. Seven out of the 22, or 31%, engage the principal in action research
designed to establish mechanisms and practices that foster a sustainable model of shared leadership:
Planning (the school improvement plan); Assessment (using assessment data to inform improvements in
teaching and learning); School-Community Relations; and, Learning Environment.

The four assignments in Module 4 are of particular importance. These were conducted over a three-
month period and resulted in the establishment of school improvement teams comprised of a principal
and several teachers and parents. Each team coordinated a school-wide self-assessment process that
collected and analyzed data that formed the basis for developing goals and objectives for the annual
school improvement plan.

Six of the 22 assignments, or 27% of the total, focus on developing the principal’s capacity to support
teachers in improving teaching and learning in their classrooms. These are spread across the four
domains of Technology, Assessment, Teaching and Learning, and School-Community Relations.

Table 6: Action research training assignments for principals

# | Domain Module | Leadership Assignments for Action Research

A. Write the school vision and mission statements.

B. Prepare a school strategic plan.

1 | Planning 4 C. DLT to prepare a procedural plan and discuss it with the school teachers.

D. Write a proposal for an entrepreneur project in the school improvement field.
The project has to be included in the school's annual plan.

A. Conduct a meeting with school teachers in the computer lab to show them the
educational websites provided to the principals during the training. Discuss with
them the obstacles of using technology in the learning and teaching processes.

2 | Technology 10 B. Try to implement the communication-through-technology policy among the
school teachers, school admin staff, and the parents.

C. Conduct a poll of all students to learn how many have computers (or similar
devices) and internet access at home.

A. Prepare portfolios for students of one of the school classes that include: Cover
page, introduction by the learner, index, academic results for one subject or

8 more, achievements, and comments by the leaner, the teacher, the school
principal, and the parents (if possible).

B. Prepare teachers' portfolios that include their achievements.

3 | Assessment - -
A. Promote and strengthen the concept of "self-assessment" among the school

team. Train the school team on using the assessment tools towards constructing a
3 self-assessment plan.

B. Conduct school self-assessment using the tools listed in the school
improvement guide.

A. Discuss the concept of "integrated curriculum" with the school teachers, and
ask them to provide suggestions for implementing it.

Teaching and B. Ask the teachers of a subject taught at any grade level to design learning
Learning activities that accommodate the different academic levels of students. Try to
measure how the goals of the lesson have been achieved to each group of
students that belong to a certain academic level.
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A. Fill the form entitled "practices of working within a team".
B. Prepare a draft terms of reference for the DLT.
School- 2 . . . .
. C. Prepare a conflict resolution plan to use with your teaching staff. Implement
5 | Community
. the plan and document the results.
Relations - - - - -
5 A. Analyze the status of school-community relationships, and design an action
plan to improve the relationships among the different stakeholders.
A. Conduct a joint meeting between the school improvement team and the parent
council to discuss the issue of "school attractiveness".
6 Learning 7 B. Choose three of the child rights mentioned in the curriculum and explain how
Environment the school supports these rights.
C. Choose one of the policies for effective schools in the MoEHE's five-year plan
and suggest ways to implement the policy in your school.
A. Identify the material resources in your school and select one and explain how
to maximize its benefit to the school (goal, procedures, evaluation).
7 | Resources 9 - .
B. Assess the extent that the local community contributes to school resources:
actual support and principal expectation.

Discussion: LTD principals carried out their assignments using the action research inquiry cycle. This
required that they focus on a particular problem of leadership in their actual workplace context and
then plan and implement actions to address the problem. In each instance, the principal was required
to exercise shared leadership by involving others in the school community in the collection and analysis
of data, and to document the results and share these with peers in learning circles.

The trend lines of change we observed from the survey results about the principals’ performance appear
validated by the actions carried out by the principals in completing their action research. The
assignments afforded principals multiple opportunities to question their assumptions about the
“principal-in-total-control” model by actually experimenting with and documenting the benefits of
engaging the whole school community in building and sustaining effective, learner-centered classrooms.

The survey results are further validated by the variety of assignments intended to build the principals’
capacity to engage teachers more effectively. We see principals encouraging teachers to use
educational technology; to diversify learning activities and assessments that engage all students; to give
ongoing support of teachers’ professional development; and to improve school-community relations
that strengthen learner-centered classrooms.

The three-month focus on the principal’s efforts to lead the formation of the school improvement team
lends further validation of the survey results. This labor-intensive self-assessment of school
effectiveness required principals to distribute some of their “control” to teachers and parents, whose
cooperation sustained the lengthy process of research, analysis and decision-making that resulted in the
collective development of the annual school improvement plan.

In the next section, we examine the results of our evaluation study about the critical role played by the
school improvement team (SIT) as a mechanism of shared leadership.

25




1.4 School Improvement Team (SIT) Survey

The SIT survey is comprised of two sets of 5-point Likert scales and several open-ended questions.> The
first set of scales includes a seven-item measure of the quality of tasks carried out by the team members
in developing the school improvement plan. This is followed by a ten-item measure of the effectiveness
of tasks performed during the implementation of the plan.

The second set includes two seven-item “agreement” scales that measure the team members’ opinions
about the effectiveness of teamwork and the overall quality of the principal’s leadership as chair of the
SIT.

The open-ended questions asked respondents to identify and comment on important achievements of
the school team this year; challenges faced by the school team; examples of success stories of how the
SIT contributed to improving school effectiveness; what the school can do to increase the effectiveness
of SIT in the coming year; and, their opinion on whether the SIT is a mechanism worth implementing in
other schools. These questions are discussed in detail in the subsequent section that reports on the
findings of focus groups.

Findings: The three groups of team members—principals, teachers and parents—rated “high” (4 out of
a 5-point scale) the quality of the team’s task performance during both the development and
implementation phases of the school improvement plan (Figure 7).

Figure 7: Task performance of SIT team members

Results of the two scales measuring teamwork and the quality of the principal’s leadership show, once
again, the overall positive assessment by members of all three groups. On the teamwork scale,
teachers expressed the highest level agreement regarding the effectiveness of teamwork (4.23).
Parents agreed the most about the effectiveness of the principal’s leadership role (4.37), followed by

* Each of the four scales has a Cronbach's Alpha of .840 or higher.
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teachers (4.18), with principals also expressing agreement (4.09). Table 7 shows detailed results for the
individual items on the scale of “Principal’s Leadership.”

Figure 8: Effectiveness of teamwork and leadership

Table 7: Indicators of the principal’s effective leadership of the SIT

The principal... Principal Teachers Parents
S
Mean
D1 Helped members of the team to complete their tasks in a 4.07 415 425
timely manner.
D2 Respected the scope of work agreed upon by the team. 4.03 4.22 4.36
D3 Shared information with the rest of the team. 4.1 4.23 4.32
D4 Encourfalg.ed team members to freely express their views 42 423 446
and opinions.
D5 Provided support for all team members. 4.13 4.15 4.43
D6 Provided feedback to team members. 4.07 4.16 4.39
D7 Effectively managed conflicting views or opinions. 4.03 4.12 4.39
Total Avg. 4.09 4.18 4.37
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Turning briefly to the open-ended questions, the most frequently repeated comments about
accomplishments and challenges faced by the school improvement teams may be summarized as
follows:

Achievements

e Principals noted the effective use of technology in the teaching-learning process; improvements to
the school learning environment; and successful efforts to complete the school self-assessment and
use the results to build their strategic plan.

e Teachers frequently mentioned improvements to the school learning environment; the efforts to
develop the school's mission and vision; and steps to improve the use of educational technology.

e Parents pointed to improved efforts to increase community participation; more attention given to
improving the learning environment; and, the use of technology in the teaching-learning process.

Challenges

e Principals repeatedly pointed to workplace stress; lack of financial support; and the difficulty of
communicating effectively with the local community.

e Teachers noted the lack of sufficient financial support; finding enough time; and not enough
participation from the local community.

e Parents concurred with the lack of financial resources and weak participation of the local
community.

Discussion: Findings from the School Improvement Team (SIT) Survey provide evidence that SITs are in
fact serving as a model of shared leadership. This conclusion is supported by independent evidence
from teachers and parents signifying their empowerment not only to collaborate in leading a school-
wide needs assessment, but also in developing and implementing their school’s annual school
improvement plan. The findings, in other words, show that while the principal’s role as lead
administrator remains vital to effective school management, the principalship is being transformed as
principals themselves see the efficacy of serving as “lead facilitator” in a school improvement process.
Through the mechanism of the SIT, the principalship is empowered to marshal more effectively the
available human and material resources from the local community to support improved teaching and
learning.

1.5 School Improvement Team (SIT) Focus Groups

As a final basis for testing the proposition that the SIT is helping to create a culture of shared leadership
in LTD schools, we conducted a series of focus groups involving principals, teachers and parents
representing 16 schools across four school districts. The following core questions guided the focus
group discussions:

1) What successes and challenges were experienced while performing individual roles and
responsibilities? How were challenges managed?

2) To what extent did the quality of teamwork empower participants to share their views,
ideas, and contribute to decisions?

3) What elements of the School Improvement Plan were implemented and did they
improve the school? What contributed to this success?
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4) What barriers did the team face while implementing the SIP and how were they
managed?

These questions were answered through an analytical process involving several phases. First, full
transcripts were made of each focus group and these were coded by three researchers based on a
coding index derived from the research questions. Next, the results of the coding were analyzed first
within each individual focus group, and then compared between two groups (e.g., principal groups #1
and principal group #2). Finally, the results were compared across the three categories—principals,
teachers, and parents.

Findings

1) What successes and challenges were experienced while performing individual roles and
responsibilities? How were challenges managed?

From the principals’ perspective, teamwork among the SIT members resulted in bringing the needs of
students into sharper focus and, through data collection, added students’ voices into decision-making
concerning the development of the learning environment. Two areas of improvement included the
addition of extracurricular activities and greater use of technology to enhance the educational process,
and more attention to learner-centered teaching methods in the classroom.

One of the principals remarked, "I wanted to develop unused space in the back of the school, so we did a
very simple opinion poll to elicit students’ views about what they saw missing from school. They all
agreed that the school’s physical environment needed improving and we took their ideas into
consideration.”

Teachers recounted a variety of ways that the SITs improved the child-friendly environment at their
respective schools. These included: reducing arguments and violence among students; increasing the
use of educational technology in classrooms; adding to the inclusiveness student presenters during
morning assemblies; improving water quality with the installation of purification unit; adding a library
and laboratory; and enhancing student engagement through more active learning strategies in the
classroom.

A teacher recalled: "After we installed a modern IT laboratory and LTD provided us with Internet,
teachers rushed to use the lab. For example you can see the Arabic teacher using YouTube for the first
time. The teachers and students love how technology has added to the learning experience.”

Teachers also saw improved attitudes toward school in general among teachers and students alike.
Students are showing more enthusiastic school spirit during the morning assemblies and teachers are
networking more and sharing ideas and resources, especially between the LTD and non-LTD teachers.
This increased cooperation among the teaching staff reflects, they believe, a major change in teachers’
attitudes about the teaching profession, a change that is reinforced by improvements they are seeing in
student learning and academic achievement.

While there was much praise for the work of the SITs, teachers also pointed out certain aspects in need
of improvement. Some teachers felt they had limited freedom in expressing their opinions. Others
argued that the considerable amount of time and effort they contributed to the SIT deserved
compensation in the form of incentives or credit toward promotion. And a few remarked that the work
of the SIT, while mostly constructive, was sometimes compromised by the irregular attendance of some
parents and a lack of commitment by some teachers.

Parents commented that their participation on the SIT contributed to improving their schools in a
number of ways. These included enhancing communication between parents, teachers, and students;
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assisting in the physical restoration of the school environment; leveraging their connections to the larger
community to boost fundraising and build bridges with local and international organizations to secure
resources to improve student learning; contributing to the development of objectives to address the
learning needs of students; and by championing ways to recognize and reward students’
accomplishments and increase their motivation to learn.

Despite these achievements, parents acknowledged challenges they all faced at their respective schools,
including not having sufficient information about the school budget and the allocation of funds; the slow
pace of change away from the traditional teacher-centered classroom; and, having too little voice in
decision-making, which they attributed to some parents not fully understanding the expectations of
their roles, duties, and powers as members of the SIT.

2) To what extent did the quality of teamwork empower participants to share their views,
ideas, and contribute to decisions?

From the principals’ perspective, a good level of teamwork and cooperation characterized the
interaction of the SIT members and most felt they could openly discuss and exchange ideas. Some
teachers were so motivated by the process of collective decision-making that they willingly worked
overtime to complete the development of the school improvement plan. The main threats to
teamwork were when some members would defer to the authority of others during discussions or when
carrying out tasks. Another challenge was when some individuals remained obstinate about their own
opinions.

Teachers for their part commented that they appreciated the high degree of teamwork that allowed the
members to openly share and exchange ideas and to cooperate in completing tasks.

One teacher explained: "My definition of School Improvement Team (SIT) is all about the spirit of
working together as one team to improve teaching and learning that our principal, teachers and
students are engaged in."

Teachers also valued the opportunity to work closely with parents, a fact that enabled the teachers to
improve communication and cooperation with parents more generally at school. Teamwork, however,
wasn’t without its challenges. Some complained about the irregular attendance at meetings of some
members, resulting in a less than ideal exchange of ideas and perspectives. Some teachers also
expressed frustration about the occasional idleness of some teachers who would let others do most of
the work.

Parents held the same view as principals and teachers that the SIT created an unprecedented level of
teamwork among parents, teachers, and principals. This increased their sense of ownership in the
process of developing the annual improvement plan. The problem-solving orientation of the regular
meetings also helped to strengthen bonds between the school and parents, resulting in school-
community efforts that helped address chronic problems at some schools such as student truancy and
misconduct.

3) What elements of the School Improvement Plan were implemented and did they improve the
school? What contributed to this success?

Many of the principals observed that the implementation of the plan improved the use of technology in
some classrooms and this, in turn, increased student engagement.
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One principal shared this example: “Girls started using computers by themselves, and it is really
wonderful to see students researching online. Our technology teacher saw an increase in student
achievements in IT."

Others commented that the plan helped win greater support of the local community, resulting in
improved intervention to resolve problems related to the school and students; increased the frequency
of parental visits; more participation from the local community to support procurement, for example
the purchase of computer equipment and other items for classroom instruction.

Teachers likewise observed that their school improvement plans helped boost cooperation and financial
support from the local community while also supporting the principal’s efforts to empower teachers to
improve their classroom practices. Focus group participants who were also LTD teachers were pleased
with the alignment goals of their improvement plans with the approaches to learner-centered
instruction and authentic assessment they had learned in their LTD trainings. Further examples of this
alignment included: integrating educational technology; connecting curriculum content to the real-
world contexts of the local community; and applying the theory of Multiple Intelligences to lesson
planning to improve differentiated instruction.

One teacher recalled, "We saw that our own learner-centered training helped us reflect on how our
teaching practices needed to put the student at the center of the teaching and learning process—more
of a partner in learning, not just a recipient."

Parents echoed many of the same examples. They were pleased that the implementation the plans
often highlighted the need for continuous professional development of teachers’ practices. One aspect
of improved practice was the improved capacity of teachers to diagnose misconceptions students may
have about learning content and then design learning activities that address these in ways that reach
the differentiated learning styles of students. Parents also observed that the implementation phase of
the plan contributed to the overall learning environment of the school. In particular they gave examples
of how improved communication among the main stakeholders of the school community—Ileadership,
teachers, and parents—resulted in fewer instances of student misbehavior, more effective
extracurricular activities, and a greater willingness by the local community to contribute human or
financial resources.

A parent remembered, "Students started to feel that the connections between the school and the local
community were much better.”

4) What barriers did the team face while implementing the SIP and how were they managed?

The principals spoke about a host of challenges. The most frequently discussed issues was the lack of
material resources and the difficulty of trying to rely on the local community in places with a majority of
low-income households, or the failure to develop effective strategies for identifying opportunities or
alternative sources of community support.

One of the principals reflected, "You know, the financial aspect was an obstacle. Our school is large size
and there are so many needs. The curriculum is so demanding and we have so few realistic
possibilities."

Some principals commented that during the planning phase, their local directorate was less helpful than
hoped for with regard to identifying and prioritizing goals and objectives. Other frequently mentioned
obstacle was the busy work schedules of both teachers and parents that made regular attendance to
meetings difficult during the normal work week. To overcome these various obstacles in the future, it
was recommended that the SIT be more creative in exploring possibilities for improving schools; team
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members need to learn how to give and receive constructive criticism; and, heads of departments in the
district office should be more involved in the development phase of the school improvement plan.

Teachers likewise identified the pervasive lack of human and financial resources as one of the biggest
challenges to implementing school improvement plans. The usual strategy to address this problem is to
appeal to the local community for contributions and hope that enough are provided to shore up some of
the gaps in school budgets. Time is also a key resource in very short supply. Finding a meeting time that
that accommodated all members of the team was a chronic problem given the differing schedules and
heavy workloads of teachers. A typical remedy for this was to schedule meetings during lunch.

For parents, too, the problem of budgetary constraints was cited a big obstacle to implementing their
improvement plans, particularly in regard to extracurricular activities and the cost of purchasing
educational equipment and teaching resources. Parents noted also that fundraising can be problematic
as schools are prevented by the Ministry of Education from collecting donations from the local
community on a regular annual basis. Finally, parents also observed that implementing those elements
improvement plans focusing on improving home support for children’s learning occasionally runs up
against cultural and economic barriers. The biggest one is pressure on children to help support the
household economy. For some parents, making sure homework gets done is less of a priority than
requiring capable children to work and contribute to the household purse.

Discussion:

Limited financial resources notwithstanding, the many stories of successes or of strategies for easing
challenges faced in the development and implementation of school improvement plans paint a picture
of the SIT as an emergent structure of shared leadership. In the role of chief facilitator, the principal is
still the lead decision-maker, but the making of decisions is now a collaborative process that involves
coordinated actions to identify needs, collect and analyze data, prioritize goals and objectives against
available resources, and implement and monitor activities.

Evidence from the focus groups indicates also that the SIT is creating a space that strengthens the social
capital of the principalship. The SIT, in other words, appears to be empowering the principalship to
more effectively, and democratically, marshal strategic human and financial resources of the school
community in ways that help build the kind of learner-centered and child-friendly environment that all
stakeholders desire.
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2 To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the
capacity of teachers to enact learner-centered approaches and
strategies?

2.1 Teacher Effectiveness Survey (Teacher’s form)

Findings: The survey was constructed on the MoEHE’s official competencies for effective teacher
performance. The survey consists of seven domains, each comprised of a set of competencies that
forms a 5-point proficiency scale ranging from “Very low” to “Very high.” Figure 9 presents the chief
results of the survey.

Substantive changes are evident in all seven domains from a self-reported “moderate” in all categories
at the start of the training program in March 2013 to “high” by completion of training in May 2014.
Teachers reported the biggest changes (table 8) in their capacity to design and use of learning materials
and resources (25%) and offer supportive counseling and guidance for learners (24%). These were
followed seeking continuous professional development (21%), contributing to a safe and effective
learning environment (18%), facilitating student-centered teaching and learning (18%), effective
assessment of student learning (17%), and building partnerships inside and outside the school
community (17%).

Figure 9: Results of teacher effectiveness survey

Results in Table 8 of eight survey items specifically measuring discreet competencies associated with
learner-centered practices show an average change of 21%. Big changes are seen in teachers’
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competencies in helping students develop 21% century learning skills: critical thinking (27%
improvement) and engaging students in group learning activities (25% improvement).

Table 8: Changes in teachers’ learner-centered practices

\ In my role as a teacher, I... [\ ET \ % change
Domain Pre Post

o 1.8 | Use activities to promote critical thinking 3.23 4.10 27%

% Use activities to enhance participatory learning among

E 1.7 | students 339 | 424 25%

B Organize extracurricular activities designed to support

§ o0 1.6 | student learning 350 431 23%

§ E 1.5 | Clarify with students intended learning outcomes. 3.41| 4.19 23%

e § Design learning outcomes aligned with the learning

§ T 1.4 | standards of the curriculum 347 | 4.24 22%

52 ° Take into account individual learning differences among

2 1.1 | students 3.58 | 4.23 18%

E 1.2 | Take into account the students' prior knowledge and skills 3.78 | 4.42 17%

S Build lesson and unit plans taking into account different

v 1.3 | learning styles of students 3.89 | 443 14%
Total Avg. 3.53 | 4.27 21%

2.2 Principals’ assessment of Teacher Effectiveness

Results: In Figure 10, principals report substantive growth across all domains of teacher competencies.
They report significant change in their teachers’ capacity to seek continuous professional development,
representing a 32% change over the course of the LTD program, followed closely by building
partnerships inside and outside the school community (29%), and then by facilitating student-centered
teaching and learning (25%).
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Figure 10: Improvement in teachers’ competencies as reported by principals

In Table 9, results of survey items specifically measuring principals’ assessment of discreet teaching
competencies associated with learner-centered practices show an average change of 27%.

Table 9: Improvements in teachers’ learner-centered competencies as reported by principals

Mean
Domain The LTD teachers... Pre Post % change
o 1.7 Use activities to promote critical thinking 2.94 3.84 31%
c . e . . .
£ 1.6 Use activities to enhance participatory learning among 3.08 4.02 .
S students 31%
9 - - — -
5 1.8 Organize extrécurrlcular activities designed to support 599 3.87 .
S student learning 29%
b0

€ £ 1.5 Clarify with students intended learning outcomes. 3.05 3.87 27%
(DN =
: 1.4 D I I h the |
£ § esign learning outa?mesa igned with the learning 312 3.92 .
g3 standards of the curriculum 26%
2 & 1.2 Take into account individual learning differences among
73 3.24 4.05 o
5 students 25%
E 1.3 Ta.kes into account the students' prior knowledge and 331 410 .
= skills 24%
E 1.1 Builds lesson and unit plans taking into account different 397 4.05

learning styles of students ’ ’ 24%

Total Avg. 3.12 3.96 27%
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Discussion: Teachers’ self-reported assessments indicate very positive movement in the direction of
putting into practice competencies associated with learner-centered teaching. Results of the principals’
evaluation of their LTD teachers strongly support this conclusion.

LTD’s interventions contributed to this positive trend in three respects. First, the national cadre of
teacher educators who delivered the teacher trainings were themselves beneficiaries of the LTD
training-of-trainer program, the Teacher Educator Enhancement Program (TEEP). The TEEP program
prepared them to enact and model the same learner-centered instructional and assessment practices
the teachers themselves were expected to enact in their classrooms. Second, the curriculum of the 12-
module teacher education curriculum designed by LTD and implemented by NIET is anchored in the
principles of learner-centered professional development. Finally, the learning assessments of the
training curriculum required the teachers to identify and conduct action research on problems of
practice in the authentic context of their classrooms. The following section presents findings from data
collected about the impact of action research on improving teachers’ practices.

2.3 Action Research

How beneficial was doing action research to the teachers’ professional development? To what extent
did action research improve teachers’ capacity to enhance students’ learning? How difficult was it to
conduct action research? Was it worth the time and effort? These questions framed the evaluation of
the action research inquiry cycle.

A note about evaluation methods: Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used in the
evaluation of the impact of the action research inquiry cycle on teachers’ professional development and
teaching practices. Quantitative data was collected from a sample of sixty-two teachers between
February and June 2014. The researcher was a university instructor who was also one of the trainers for
the math teachers, and 68% of the respondents (42 teachers) comprised a convenience sample of math
teachers participating in monthly face-to-face trainings. The remaining 25% of the respondents (20
teachers) were selected also from a convenience sample of teachers who attended the TEEP conference
in Ramallah on June 25, 2014.

The survey instrument is divided into two domains: perceived benefits to professional development and
to students’ learning; and, perceived challenges in conducting action research inquiry cycle. The
questions use a 5-point Likert-scale agreement scale (“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”). The
survey also included three open-ended questions designed to explore how doing action research
changed specific teaching practices, improved students’ learning, and contributed to their overall
professional development.

Qualitative data was collected from evidence documented by teachers based on action research
projects completed in their classrooms as part of their LTD assignments. The selection of projects was
drawn from the convenience sample of teachers who attended the TEEP conference in Ramallah on June
25, 2014.

Findings Results of the action research survey assessed the benefits and challenges faced by teachers in
carrying out action research. Table 10 shows items in the first section of the survey addressed the
benefits of action research to professional development and student learning. The means of the 13
guestions ranged from 3.97 to 4.42, with the overall mean response totaling 4.23, indicating solid
agreement that doing action research contributed to improving both the teachers’ professional
development and students’ learning.
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Table 10: Action research and student learning

Benefits to Professional Development and Student Learning

Mean Std.
(n=62) Dev.
Al10 | have become a better reflective practitioner. 4.42 0.71
Al13 My satisfaction with the development of my teaching practices increased. 4.40 0.69
A2 My level of self-confidence in my professional practice increased. 4.31 0.59
A8 The benefits from doing action research were well worth the time and effort. 4.31 0.72
A9 My motivation to improve my problems of practice increased. 4.30 0.76
All My ability to identify the educational needs of students improved. 4.24 0.69
A6 The action research | completed benefited my students' learning. 4.23 0.67
Sharing my reflections with peers in learning circle’s increased my capacity
Al12 to take informed actions to improve my teaching. 4.21 0.66
A3 My goals for improving my practice were achieved. 4.19 0.72
Doing action research allowed me to share experiences with fellow teachers
A7 who teach the same subject. 4.19 0.85
The use of action research increased my ability to address my problems of
Ad practice. 411 0.79
Doing action research increased opportunities for me to include my students
A5 and peers in my professional development. 4.08 0.71
Al My capacity to identify my problems of practice improved. 3.97 0.72
TotA 4.23 0.45

The implicit theory of change in action research is that if a teacher increases her capacity to identify her
problems of practice and her students’ needs, then taking action in the classroom will result in improved
student learning. Four survey items in particular are worth looking at in detail as they pertain to this
theory of change:

e The use of action research increased my ability to address my problems of practice
e My ability to identify the educational needs of students improved
e The use of action research increased my ability to address my problems of practice.
e The action research | completed benefited my students' learning.

Figure 11 shows that eighty-five percent of more of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with
these statements.
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Figure 11: Impact of action research on in-service teachers’ professional development

Table 11 shows the 10-item scale in the second section of the survey addressed the challenges teachers
faced in doing action research. The scale used a 5-point “difficulty” scale to rate each task (1= Very
easy, 2= Easy, 3= Neutral, 4=Difficult, 5= Very Difficult). An average of 2 would thus indicate the task
was easy, while anything above a 3 would suggest increasing difficulty. As seen in the figure, the results
cluster around 2, indicating the tasks were not difficult to carry out.

38



Table 11: Challenges

Challenges to Doing Action Research

Mean Std. Dev.

B2  Finding literature relevant to my particular problems of practice. 2.48  0.97
B1 Identifying a problem of practice. 234 094
B8  Finding enough time to complete the research. 219 0.99
B3  Identifying the steps in carrying out action research. 202 0.88
B7  Writing up my action research report. 2.02 0.98
B4  Ensuring quality (reliability) of the data | collect. 193 0.85
B5  Analyzing and interpreting the data | collect. 1.89 0.89
B9  Cost of doing action research. 1.89 0.96
B10 Sharing the results with a critical friend. 1.89 1.05
B6  Organizing and drawing conclusions from the results. 1.84 0.91

Total Avg. 2.05 0.62

Discussion: These results strongly suggest that LTD teachers effectively developed and achieved
competency in carrying out the multiple stages of doing action research in their classrooms in order to
document, reflect, interpret and revised their strategies in an on-going inquiry cycle (figure __, above).
It bears emphasizing, too, that the teachers did not conduct action research in a silo. On the contrary,
they developed their action research plans and shared feedback about the results with fellow LTD
teachers during learning circles held bi-monthly in LTD schools.

Importantly, the results also suggest that action research, as a tool for continuous and reflective
professional development, has helped LTD teachers to improve their ability to identify and diagnose
discreet learning needs and challenges facing students. The key implication of this change is that rather
than wait for the results episodic quizzes or tests, LTD teachers now perceive the classroom as a
“laboratory” where their daily interaction with students offers an authentic source of immediate data by
which to assess and modify their teaching practices to better meet the learning needs of their students.

2.4 Review of Selected Action Research Projects

Over the course of 12 face-to-face trainings delivered by NIET between March 2013 and May 2014,
some 411 teachers each conducted at least one action research project per module in his/her
classroom. This translates into almost 5,000 action research projects conducted in classrooms for
Arabic, English, mathematics, science, and technology education in 88 LTD schools of Cohort 1.

It is beyond the scope of this report to present an analysis of such a large number of projects. However,
a convenience sample of 16 projects presented at a conference was selected to serve as illustrative case
studies (Table 12). These projects were conducted by teachers whose students are in grades 5-10 in the
following subjects: Arabic (4 projects); English (2 projects); mathematics (3 projects); science (5
projects); and technology education (2 projects).
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Table 12: Sample of action research projects

Focus of Problem of
Practice

Teacher’s Classroom Intervention
(Action Research)

Impact on Student Learning

1.

Students' mixing formal
Arabic and colloquial
Arabic in the classroom

Health risks for
students

Slow reading and
reading comprehension

Difficulty identifying
and summarizing main
ideas

Introduced a monitoring system for
students to reflect on their speech in
different learning contexts; coordinated
with teachers of other subjects to use the
monitoring through cross-disciplinary
cooperation.

Students formed groups and developed
anti-smoking campaigns through outreach
with local community.

Groups of students assigned authentic
performance tasks involving reading and
receiving feedback.

Teacher designed lessons based on
Multiple Intelligence theory and created
learning activities and assessments giving
students more flexibility to engage in
learning.

Teacher’s Classroom Intervention
(Action Research)

The percentage of correct use of
formal Arabic increased from 50%
to 70%.

Increased teamwork,
communication skills, and
leadership.

Increase in students’ reading of
books, stories and newspaper
articles; use of portfolios resulted in
increased students interest in
creative writing.

Proficiency in summarizing main
ideas increased through the use of
concept mapping and other types
of graphic organizers.

Focus of Problem of
Practice

Impact on Student Learning

5.

6.

Low reading
comprehension

Addressing
differentiated learning
styles

Focus of Problem of
Practice

Applied Multiple Intelligence theory to
learning activities; teacher modeled pre-
reading strategies to help students read
more deeply and reflectively.
Introduced project-based learning and

assessments: project aimed at establishing

an "English Club" for students; students
engaged with school administration and
local community organizations.

Teacher’s Classroom Intervention (Action
Research)

Scores on tests of reading
comprehension improved;
increased vocabulary;

Students improved collaborative
learning skills; increased use of
design thinking; improved
leadership skills; success of English
club project boosted motivation.

Impact on Student Learning

7.

Bullying students with
disabilities

(Bullying of a student
with a speech
impediment triggered a
school wide initiative to
educate students and
the larger school
community about
tolerance and respect
for people with
disabilities.)

Project-based service learning: students
organized an awareness campaign framed
by World Disabled Day; teacher organized
other teachers to engage parents and a
local speech therapy center; students
developed ground rules for respecting
students with disabilities and posted these
in all classrooms.

Reported incidents of bullying
decreased; improved child-friendly
culture in the school community;
students' attitudes and beliefs
about the value of community
organizing enhanced.
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8. Difficult math concepts.

9. Working with fractions.

Focus of Problem of Practice

Employed drama, stories, songs, and
poems in math class, and connected
students' learning to real-world contexts.
Introduced games allowing students more
freedom to explore and learn math
concepts more collaboratively.

Teacher’s Classroom Intervention
(Action Research)

Increased student attentiveness
and engagement during math
classes.

Quiz and test scores showed
improvements in previously
troublesome operations with
fractions.

Impact on Student Learning

10. Underdeveloped research
skills.

11. Service learning.

12. Making connections
between chemistry and
the local community.

13. Connecting theory and
practice in science class.

14. Weak academic
performance in science.

Group project-based assessment
focusing on Thalassemia, an inherited
blood disorder found in the local
community, and which is taught in
different courses of the school wide
curriculum.

Integration of project-based learning and
research methods; goal: to increase
public awareness about the blood
disease Thalassemia;

Introduced group-based project and
authentic assessment (rubrics); project
goal: using chemistry concepts to
produce hand soap.

Introduction of assessment activities to
help teacher assess students' prior
knowledge and identify misconceptions
about targeted science concepts and
ideas; teacher augmented lectures with
hands-on activities and assessments.
Introduction of collaborative problem
solving and authentic assessment to help
students connect science concepts to
local environmental problems.

Improved conceptual and practical
understanding about both
guantitative and qualitative
research methods (interviewing
teachers with knowledge about
Thalassemia); increased awareness
of how research can inform change:
data collected by students were
used by teachers to create inter-
disciplinary integrated lesson plans
about the disease and its impact on
the local community.

Students' understanding of the
science behind the disease
increased; improved research
schools and academic writing;
improved attitudes about the value
of community service: students
interviewed a local health worker
about the disease, developed a case
study, and produced and
disseminated an informational
booklet in the school and local
community about the importance
of blood screening before marriage.
Results of rubric evaluation and
other conventional assessments
indicated improved student
understanding of chemistry
concepts and their relevance to
everyday lives.

Scores on classroom assessments
increased.

Results of formal and informal
assessments indicated improved
understanding of science concepts
and their application outside the
classroom.

Technology Education
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Teacher’s Classroom Intervention (Action

Focus of Problem of Practice Impact on Student Learning

Research)

15. Making connections Project-based learning task using IT to Motivation to learn increased;
between technology and  improve the lending system of the school improved capacity to work
real-world problems. library; goal of project: writing a computer  cooperatively to solve problems;

program using Visual Basic to create user development of higher order
accounts to track books borrowed by thinking skills; pride in having

students and teachers from school library.  contributed to their school's vision
of reducing consumption of ink and
paper by rationalizing the library's
lending system.

16. Misconceptions about Introduction of project-based learningand  Students improved their research
agricultural technology assessment strategies using the “GRASPS”  and collaborative learning skills by
and nomenclature. method to design authentic role playing networking with local farmers and

and problem solving that allow learnersto  others in the local community in
monitor their own progress; goal of order to research information and
project: making a school garden. advice for designing and

implementing their projects.

Discussion: This selective review of action research projects shows a diverse range of problems of
practice, classroom interventions, and learning outcomes. Even though only 16 projects are
represented out of the thousands that were done, one can find in them elements of virtually all seven
major domains of professional competencies demanded by the MoEHE for quality teaching. In addition
to the domain, “Seeking Continuous Professional Development,” we find direct evidence of teachers:

e Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning (#s 2, 3,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,15, 16);

e Designing and using teaching/learning materials and resources (#s 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 16);

e Assessing and evaluating the teaching/learning process and its outcomes (#s 1, 3, 4, 6, 12, 13,
14, 16);

e Contributing to a safe and effective learning environment in the school (#s 2, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15,
16);

e Providing counseling and guidance for learners (#s 2, 7); and,

e Strengthening partnerships within and outside the school (#s 2, 6, 7, 10, 11, 15, 16)

What can we infer about the impact on student learning from this tiny sample of action research
projects? Across the 5 subject areas, we see students more deeply engaged in the curriculum content,
concepts, higher order thinking and reasoning skills, and social values of local and global citizenship than
most students are likely experiencing in classrooms of most non-LTD teachers. To lend further explore
this claim, we now present findings from the Classroom Engagement Survey.

42



2.5 Classroom Engagement Survey

To cross-check findings from the Teacher Effectiveness Survey and our analysis of action research, a
sample of students from classes taught by LTD teachers from 40 Cohort 1 schools were surveyed to
assess the extent their classroom engagement reflects learner-centered practices and assessments. To
test the validity of the students’ responses, we cross-check the results against data collected from
teachers who filled out the same survey.

Items on the questionnaire were divided into four scales:

1) General satisfaction with the learning environment of the school

2) Learner-centered classroom instruction

3) Use of IT at home

4) Personal security, such as bullying and threats or injury from physical violence (from other

students or adults in the school).

Findings: For our purpose in exploring possible connections between LTD training on improving
teachers’ use of learner-centered, active learning practices in the classroom, the survey items measuring
learner-centered classroom instruction are most important. We classified the 20 items comprising the
scale into four categories corresponding to what are popularly known as 21%* Century Learning Skills,
namely: communication; collaboration; critical thinking; and, creativity. The questions use a 5-point
Likert-scale agreement scale (“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”).

In Figure 12, results of student survey (figure 12) show that compared to students in classes taught by
non-LTD teachers, students taught by LTD teachers appear to evaluate the learning and assessment
activities in their classrooms as slightly more learner-centered. Differences between the two types of
classrooms across the four categories of learning skills include 2% in the area of critical thinking, to 3%
for communication and collaboration skills, and 5% for creativity.

Figure 12: Students’ assessment of the classroom learning environment
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While these numbers point to only modest differences, the large sample size of students allows us to
use a statistical test to see if the means between the two groups. An independent-samples t-test was
conducted to compare total “learner-centered” scores for LTD and non-LTD classrooms and there is a
significant difference in scores between the two types of classrooms. * Table 13 shows the results.

Table 13: Independent t-test comparing means of student data from LTD and non-LTD schools

Growp Statistics
Sid. Error

Sehaol Type N Mean Sl Deviation Mean
w|t LD 2388 RS LY 627494 01234

Coerol 2825 36259 64869 01220

Inddependent Samples Test
Levene's Teat for Equality of
Vanances ties1 for Equality of Means
945% Confidere Intecval of the
Diference
- Masn Sta Erot
F =251 ! uf Siy (2-1aled) Oifference Difference Lower Uppet

ot Equal varances TT47 00s 6706 s ooo 11918 07T 06434 15402

assumay

Equal vanances not 6735 | 5116596 000 11418 o772 08448 153492

assumed |

Results of the teacher survey in Figure 13 show that the comparison between classes taught by LTD and
non-LTD teachers appear to suggest a slightly higher “learner-centered” description of classroom
practices by non-LTD teachers, with the differences ranging between 2 to 3%.

Figure 13: Teachers’ assessment of the classroom learning environment

N p =.000, two-tailed.
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However, we ran an independent-samples t-test and the results indicate that there is no significant
difference in scores between the two types of classrooms. > Table 14 shows the results.

Table 14: Independent t-test comparing means of teacher data from LTD and non-LTD schools

Group Statistics

54 Error

School Type N Mean std Deviation Noan
totB LD 113 100 318 030
Control m LT 200 028

Independent Samplas Test

Levene's Test for Equalty of
Varances Hast for EqQuality of Means

05% Confdence Interval of the
Diflarencs

Mean Sta Error

F Sig ! df Big. {2-%aked) Duferonce Difference Lowar Jpper

totB Egual vanancas 52 616 -1 267 221 206 -052 Dat 132 0z8
assumed

Ecualvanances not 1268 220859 206 052 nat $32 029
sssumed

What this statistical test tells us is that the apparent difference between the means of the two groups
may be due to chance. In other words, if we were to re-administer the survey again to compare the two
groups of teachers, the difference might turn out just the opposite. The reasons for this may be the
result of sampling or measurement error. Because of this outcome, we believe that the findings from
the students’ evaluation of the learner-centered quality of their classroom experiences are more reliable
than those of their teachers.

Regarding the availability and use of IT at home, a little over 80% of the LTD students reported they have
computers at home and about 60% indicated they also have Internet access. Nearly two-thirds of the
students (63%) reported using a computer at home to do homework either often (19%) or sometimes
(44%); and 65% report that they use a computer to supplement what they learn in the classroom often
(24%) or sometimes (41%).

With regard to questions about personal security, the data were intended allow for inferences on
whether LTD might be contributing in some way toward reducing student misconduct. Unfortunately
this variable proved highly unreliable. We suspect that students found it difficult to distinguish between
simple mischief and teasing and deliberate bullying. Moreover, since we did not have a baseline, we
could not reliably draw inferences as to the extent LTD may have contributed to improvements in the
personal security inside the school. Nonetheless, the data may be used as a potential “baseline” by
which to compare with follow-up research on Cohort 1 schools and for comparison with the next cohort
of schools.

2.6 Technology for Leadership, Instruction, and Professional Development

LTD seeks to enhance the quality of teaching and learning and improve administrative school functions
by providing IT equipment and technology capacity building to schools, including the provision of
laptops, LCD projectors, and internet routers, Ultimately, LTD’s aim is to support the MOEHE's capacity
to meet its education technology standards in 300 LTD schools through the provision of internet
connectivity and other IT related hardware.

Results: In general, the results of the three surveys described above—Principal Effectiveness Survey,
Teacher Effectiveness Survey, and Classroom Engagement Survey—provide evidence of LTD’s

> p =.206, two-tailed.
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contribution to increasing the competency of both principals and teachers to use technology resources
more effectively.

The survey of principal's use of Technology shows an increase in using technology by principals after
participating in LTD where the average increased from 3.45 to reach 4.62. Besides that, the principals'
use, encouragement, and strengthening of technology in different educational activities, in research and
in professional development rated 4 or above on a 5-point scale. The principals’ capacity to use
technology as a means of communications between principals and teachers, between school and
parents, between school and Ministry of Education, and in managing the school Website improved
increased 35% by the end of their LTD leadership training (Figure 14).

Figure 14: Technology and school leadership

In Figure 15, teachers report increases across the board in their use of technology for enhancing
teaching and learning, in researching subjects they teach, and in their professional development. Survey
results (based in a frequency scale from 1=rarely to 5=always) indicate that teachers’ use of technology
in the classroom and for professional development rose from 3.5 to 4.3 after their participation in LTD,
an increase of 21%.

46



Figure 15: Technology for improved teaching and learning

Finally, teachers’ responses on the Classroom Engagement Survey point to no real difference between
LTD and control schools, 4.06 and 4.12 respectively. However, students’ responses to the same
guestions about their teachers’ use of technology in the classroom indicate that LTD teachers are more
likely than non-LTD teachers to integrate technology in classroom instruction, 3.56 versus 3.31
respectively.

Discussion: These results indicate that LTD’s provision of technology resources and training to both
school leadership and teachers contributed to improvements in school effectiveness inside and outside
the classroom. Most notably, principals show greater confidence and competence in using technology
not only to facilitate school management, but are more supportive of teachers’ integration of
technology in their classrooms. Likewise, teachers are more competent in using technology as a tool for
their own continuing professional development. This is corroborated by students in LTD schools who,
compared to non-LTD schools, report more use of technology in their classrooms.

2.7 Standardized Tests of Achievement

In an attempt to explore whether the LTD model of teacher professional development improves student
academic achievement, AMIDESAST is working with the Ministry of Education’s Assessment and
Evaluation Department to administer a series of achievement exams in the four subjects of Arabic,
English, math and science to students in grades 6, 7, 8, and 10 in some 300 LTD schools in the West
Bank.

Our theory of change assumes that student achievement will improve if teachers enact the knowledge
and skills learned in their LTD professional development delivered by NIET. There are two major
caveats, however. The first is that LTD cannot control for the many variables—psychological, social,
cultural, economic, political—that may impinge on a teacher’s in-service learning or on a student’s
learning inside and outside the classroom.
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The second is the well-established fact that the impact of professional development on student
achievement (as measured by standardized tests) may take several years before measurable
improvements are perceptible.

The third is measurement error due to the unreliability of the design of the test instruments themselves.
That is, test of achievement in a teacher-centered classroom rely more on student recall of facts
(reliance on lower-order thinking skills) than on alternative forms of assessment that measure not only
factual recall but also critical thinking and problem-solving in collaborative contexts (i.e., higher order
thinking skills). The shift from a traditional teacher-centered context to the LTD model of a learner-
centered classroom entails learning activities and alternative assessments that convention paper-and-
pencil, multiple-choice testing are not designed to assess reliably. That scores on conventional tests of
achievement would drop is not entirely unexpected.

Given these caveats, LTD worked with AED to design a testing protocol to be administered over a three-
year period (Figure 16). The plan is for AED to administer a battery of achievement tests to three
cohorts of students (grades 5-10 in Arabic, English, mathematics, and science) in three phases: a pre-test
(baseline) at the start of their teachers' LTD training, followed by a post-test at the end of the one-year
training, and finally a second post-test ("ex-post") test a year later.

Figure 16: Timeframe for AED/LTD tests of academic achievement

AED/LTD Protocol for Student Achievement Testing
Cohort 1

Nov. 2013

Baseline )

To pilot this effort with Cohort 1, AED administered pre-post exams to over 400 students from a sample
of 16 LTD schools in the four districts of Ramallah, South Hebron, Jenin, and Qabatiyah. The pre-test
(baseline) was administered in October 2013 and the post-test in May 2014.

May 2014 May 2015

This pilot also attempted to test the use of a quasi-experimental design by including a sample of 16 non-
LTD schools for comparison. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the means of
the two groups. The results indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the
means of the two groups.

That is to say, the apparent difference between the means of the two groups may be due to chance,
rendering the reliability of comparing the two groups highly doubtful. Put simply, when selecting the
control schools we did not know enough about the characteristics of the teachers and students to
presume they were reasonably “equivalent” to the LTD schools. The results of the independent-
samples t-test clearly bears out this weakness in our design.

For this reason, we are presenting the results of the baseline and posttest scores for only the LTD
schools in the pilot study.
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Results: Scores of achievement in all four subjects taught by LTD teachers showed improvement (Figure
17). Arabic improved 9.4%; English by 12.6%; mathematics by 33.4%; and, science by 26.3%.

Figure 17: Results of AED tests of achievement, Cohort 1 schools

Arabic

52 4 51.12

Pre Post

Discussion: The results suggest that LTD training of teachers may be contributing to the improved
students learning as measured on standardized tests. By “contributing” to the changes, we are saying
that we cannot attribute causality between LTD’s interventions with teachers and student academic
achievement. The reason for this is that it was beyond the capacity of LTD’s resources to expose
teachers to intervention and control conditions under precisely the same circumstances at exactly the
same time. Despite this limitation, we are confident that these results, taken in light of data collected
from the variety of other quantitative and qualitative sources described earlier, allow us to infer that
LTD’s impact on the improvement of teachers’ capacity to enact learner-centered approaches and
strategies are contributing to improved students learning outcomes.
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2.8 District Unified Tests of Achievement

As an additional source of data to triangulate results of the above results of standardized tests of
achievement, LTD requested from the MoEHE scores of the district-wide Unified Tests given at the end
of each semester of the school year (December and May).

The results, however, should not be construed as drawn from wholly reliable data. On the contrary,
persons in the Ministry of Education with expert knowledge of the methods and procedures how the
tests are administered and scored admit confidentially they do not consider them reliable. The districts
collect the data and there is no systematic quality control. Moreover, it is widely believed that data get
manipulated at the school level to show improved scores.

Results: Test scores of LTD school are higher than those of non-LTD schools in the same district in May
2014 at the completion of the teachers’ LTD training (Figure 18).

Figure 18: Endline results of Unified Tests of achievement for LTD schools only (May 2014)

Discussion: While the May 2014 results may be construed as promising and may prove useful as a
“baseline” for continued monitoring of LTD’s impact on students’ academic achievement with respect to
future cohorts of teachers, the previously mentioned caveats cast serious doubts on the wisdom of
using the scores to evaluate LTD.

In sum, attempting to use of Unified Test scores to draw inferences about the impact of an in-server
professional development program is highly flawed and risks making wholly erroneous inferences. Any
future use of Unified Test scores should be done with extreme caution, or abandoned completely unless
the quality of test administration and data entry can be strengthened and guaranteed.
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3 To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the
capacity of teacher educators to model learner-centered approaches
and practices?

3.1 Training Satisfaction Survey

LTD’s chief partner in the MoEHE, NIET, distributed a satisfaction survey to teachers (trainees) at the
conclusion of each monthly F2F training module. The themes, big ideas and major pedagogical
approaches are unified across the 12 modules; each module, however, is tailored to the specific content
area of the teachers: Arabic, English, math, science, and technology education.

The satisfaction survey assesses the participants’ agreement with a set of statements grouped into six
domains: learning outcomes; training content; training methods and activities; administrative matters;
physical amenities; and assessments. The survey used a 4-point Likert agreement scale (Strongly Agree,
Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree). NIET trainers collected and entered the data and then shared
cleaned data files with LTD.

For our evaluation purposes, the best indicators of the teachers’ assessment of the quality of the
trainers’ modeling of learner-centered practices are 1) training methods and activities, and, 2)
assessments methods and activities.

e Six items comprise the scale of training methods and activities. These cover the following: using
a variety of learning activities; balancing theory and practice; use of active learning and learner-
centered techniques; integration of educational technology and new media; facilitating critical
thinking; and transferability to classroom contexts.

e Five questions comprise the scale of training assessment methods, and these items cover: using
a variety of assessment methods; selecting appropriate assessment activities; employing
continuous assessment; providing continuous feedback; allowing sufficient time to complete all

assessment activities.

Findings: On average the in-service teachers agreed (3.16 on the 4-point scale) that the delivery of
training methods/activities and the use of assessment methods/activities (3.11 out of 4) were effective

(Table 17).

Table 15: Teachers’ evaluation of training methods and activities, NIET teacher trainings

Training Methods and Activities
Module

Subject 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Math 3.19 3.21 3.19 3.14 3.14 3.24 3.15 3.19 3.25 3.20 3.15 3.28
Science 3.25 3.26 3.02 3.27 3.34 3.20 3.25 3.38 3.35 3.30 3.43 3.33
Arabic 3.28 3.18 3.20 3.18 3.19 3.21 3.16 3.03 3.05 3.10 3.05 3.15
English 3.02 3.12 3.09 3.08 3.04 3.02 3.05 3.03 2.83 2.95 3.00 2.97
Technology Ed 3.16 3.16 3.18 3.13 3.13 3.09 3.12 3.13 3.13 3.18 3.15 3.25
Total Avg. 3.18 3.18 3.14 3.16 3.17 3.15 3.15 3.15 3.12 3.15 3.16 3.19
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Table 18 shows that scores for training methods/activities remained fairly constant throughout the
entire period, but there was an increase of 3% for assessment methods/activities over the duration of
the 12 modules.

Table 16: Teachers’ evaluation of assessment methods and activities, NIET teacher trainings

Assessment Methods and Activities
Module

Subject 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Math 3.12 3.13 3.03 3.02 3.01 3.19 3.13 3.17 3.23 3.23 3.15 3.25
Science 3.22 3.20 3.09 3.11 3.24 3.19 3.21 3.34 3.40 3.27 3.37 3.33
Arabic 3.08 3.16 3.10 3.05 3.11 3.19 3.08 3.13 3.10 3.10 3.10 3.08
English 2.96 2.98 2.95 2.94 3.04 2.98 2.97 3.04 2.87 2.93 2.93 3.07
Technology Ed 3.05 3.06 3.10 3.05 3.10 3.01 3.12 3.08 3.10 3.10 3.10 3.15
Total Avg. 3.08 3.10 3.05 3.03 3.10 3.11 3.10 3.15 3.14 3.12 3.13 3.17

Discussion: We can infer from these results indicate that in general the teacher educators (i.e.,
university faculty consultants participating in LTD’s Teacher Educator Enhancement Program, or TEEP)
were successfully enacting learner-centered learning and assessment methods and activities.

An important implication of this is that the university instructors who were successfully suspended their
teacher-centered habit of lecturing that prevails in most university classrooms and adopted instead the
learner-centered approaches and strategies expected in the monthly face-to-face trainings there were
delivering.

It bears mentioning that the increase in the teachers’ rating of the trainers’ use of effective assessment
methods and activities in a learner-centered context may reflect the TEEP participants’ use of the action
research inquiry cycle. The trainers used action research to identify and take action to improve
problems of practice they identified while delivering the trainings. In other words, the added value of
using action research as a reflective tool for their own formative assessment is that it focuses the
trainers’ attention on the impact their practices are having on the learning of the in-service teachers.

3.2 Action Research

How beneficial was doing action research to the professional development of the teacher educators?
To what extent did action research improve their capacity to enhance the teachers’ capacity to enact
learner-centered practices in their classrooms? How difficult was it to conduct action research? Was it
worth the time and effort? These questions framed the evaluation of the action research inquiry cycle.

Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used in the evaluation of the impact of the action
research inquiry cycle on teachers’ professional development and teaching practices.

The survey instrument is divided into two domains: perceived benefits to professional development and
to students’ learning; and, perceived challenges in conducting action research inquiry cycle. The
questions use a 5-point Likert-scale agreement scale (“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”). The
survey also included three open-ended questions designed to explore how doing action research
changed specific teaching practices, improved students’ learning, and contributed to their overall
professional development.

Qualitative data was collected from evidence documented by teachers based on action research
projects completed in their classrooms as part of their LTD assignments. The selection of projects was
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drawn from the convenience sample of teachers who attended the TEEP conference in Ramallah on June
25, 2014.

Findings: Items in the first section of the survey addressed the benefits of action research to
professional development and student learning (Table 19). The means of the 13 questions ranged from
3.77 to 4.35, with the overall mean response totaling 4.23, indicating solid agreement that doing action
research contributed to improving both the teachers’ professional development and students’ learning.

Table 17: Impact of action research on trainers’ professional development and teachers’ learning

Benefits to Professional Development and Teachers

Mean Std.
(n=26) Dev.
Al10 | have become a better reflective practitioner. 4.35 0.94
The benefits from doing action research were well worth the time and
A8 effort. 4.27 0.87
Al My capacity to identify my problems of practice improved. 4.23 0.91
A3 My goals for improving my practice were achieved. 4.15 0.93
A9 My motivation to improve my problems of practice increased. 4.15 0.97
All My ability to identify the educational needs of students improved. 4.15 0.88
Sharing my reflections with peers in learning circles increased my capacity
Al2 to take informed actions to improve my teaching. 4.15 0.83
A6 The action research | completed benefited my trainees' learning. 4.08 0.80
Al13 My satisfaction with the development of my teaching practices increased. 4.08 0.89
A2 My level of self-confidence in my professional practice increased. 4.04 0.82
Doing action research increased opportunities for me to include my
A5 trainees and peers in my professional development. 4.00 0.89
Doing action research allowed me to share experiences with fellow
A7 teachers who teach the same subject. 3.85 0.97
The use of action research increased my ability to address my problems
A4 of practice. 3.77 0.86
TotA 4.10 0.89

The implicit theory of change in action research is that if a teacher educator increases her capacity to
identify her problems of practice and trainees’ needs, then taking action in the training context will
result in improved professional growth. Four questions in particular are worth looking at in detail as
they pertain to this theory of change: 1) The use of action research increased my ability to address my
problems of practice; 2) My ability to identify the educational needs of trainees improved; 3) The use of
action research increased my ability to address my problems of practice; and, 4) The action research |
completed benefited my trainees’ learning. Figure 20 shows that a strong majority of respondents
(over 77%) agreed or strongly agreed with these statements.
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Figure 19: Link between trainers’ action research and teachers’ professional growth

How difficult was it to conduct action research? This question was addressed using a 10-itme scale to
identify obstacles the trainers may have experienced while conducting key tasks associated with action
research. The scale used a 5-point “difficulty” scale to rate each task (1= Very easy, 2= Easy, 3= Neutral,
4=Difficult, 5= Very Difficult). Thus an average of 2 would indicate the task was easy and anything above
3 would suggest increasing difficulty. As seen in Table 19, the results cluster around 2, indicating the
tasks were not difficult to carry out.

Table 18: Challenges

Challenges to Doing Action Research

Mean Std. Deviation

B3 Identifying the steps in carrying out action research. 1.77 0.82
B6 Organizing and drawing conclusions from the results. 1.77 0.95
B5 Analyzing and interpreting the data | collect. 1.81 0.94
B9 Cost of doing action research. 1.85 0.88
B7 Writing up my action research report. 1.88 0.99
B4 Ensuring quality (reliability) of the data I collect. 1.92 0.94
B10 Sharing the results with a critical friend. 1.92 1.09
B2 Finding literature relevant to my particular problems of practice. 2.08 0.85
B1 Identifying a problem of practice. 2.27 0.87
B8 Finding enough time to complete the research. 2.31 0.93
TotB 1.96 0.57
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Qualitative Evaluation of Action Research

Over the course of the year-long TEEP program, the 44 participants (19 faculty consultants and 25 NIET
trainers) conducted, on average, 4 projects each totaling some 170 in all. It was beyond the scope of the
evaluation to conduct an exhaustive qualitative analysis of such a large number of projects. Instead, a
purposive sample of 36 projects was selected from portfolios of professional practice submitted by the
university consultants. These consultants were hired by NIET to deliver the monthly face-to-face
modules to 411 in-service teachers; they, along with 24 NIET trainers, comprised the candidates for the
MoEHE’s National Cadre of Teacher Educators.

e Twenty-three of the 36 projects (64%) identified problems of practice associated with
diagnosing and addressing in-service teachers’ own misconceptions in the subject matter they
teach (e.g., math or science concepts, or rules of grammar and syntax in Arabic or English).

e Eleven projects (30%) addressed problems of practice in the context of pre-service courses that
the faculty taught in addition to their monthly delivery of F2F sessions for NIET.

e Several other projects focused on using technology to create “virtual” learning circles to help in-
service teachers network and communicate and exchange ideas and feedback with each other
and with their learning circle facilitators.

Each of the 36 projects included results of a self-assessment rubric used by the trainers to evaluate their
capacity to conduct action research effectively. On average, the trainers rated their mastery of action
research at a level of 83% in the following skills:

e Stating the problem of practice and learning goals

e Articulating a plan of action which includes the concrete teaching and learning activities

e Articulating a plan of action which includes data collection strategies

e Taking action and collecting data

e Documenting the process

e Assessing and evaluating the problem of practice

e Reflecting upon and documenting how the AR cycle helped achieve the teaching goals as well as
state next steps for future action

Discussion: These results provide corroborating evidence that the action research inquiry cycle played a
significant role in helping teacher educators increase their capacity to identify problems of practice in
the specificity of in-service teacher training.

By reflecting critically on their own problems of practice, the teacher educators demonstrated their
improved capacity to: identify and assess the needs of the teachers prior to and during the training
sessions; check for understanding throughout their delivery of content; collect feedback from
participants to improve their own problems of practice and to identify opportunities for improving their
delivery of training; promote learner-centered, collaborative learning; and, foster positive trainer-
trainee and trainee-trainee interactions through reflective listening and feedback and mutual respect.

It bears mentioning that nearly all of the 19 university faculty members transferred their master of the
action research inquiry cycle to the professional context of the per-service teacher education courses
they teach at their respective universities. This added value of the TEEP program cannot be over
emphasized. For although TEEP’s primary focus is on enhancing the capacity of teacher educators to
promote effective professional development of in-service teachers, the unintended consequence of
TEEP’s impact on improving the quality of pre-service teacher education is a success story whose
implications for expanding the scope of TEEP to faculties of education is worth considering.
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4 To what extent has the LTD program contributed to building the
capacity of instructors at Al-Azhar University’s Faculty of Education
to enact learner-centered practices in the context of pre-service
teacher education?

LTD was prevented from completing the collection and analysis of evaluation data from Al-Azhar
University in Gaza because of deteriorating security conditions on the ground at the end of June 2014.
LTD collected some data, the results of which are presented below. The retrieval of additional data from
the Dean’s office was delayed, however. The collection, analysis and reporting of the remaining data
will resume as soon as security conditions on the ground permit.

To examine the extent that instructors at Al-Azhar University’s Faculty of Education enact learner-
centered practices, the evaluation relies on two sources of data currently available: results of an endline
satisfaction survey filled out by TEEP participants (teaching faculty), and a survey to evaluate the impact
of doing action research.

4.1 TEEP Satisfaction Survey

Results: As seen in Table 20, virtually all of the TEEP participants agreed (4.62 on a 5-point Likert scale)
that learning how to conduct action research benefited their professional development. Specifically, all
agreed that action research enhanced their classroom instructional practices (100%) and they report it
contributed to improving the active learning of their students (91%).

Table 19: Satisfaction with TEEP’s contribution to faculty professional development

%
Satisfaction with the TEEP Program (n=16) " | Respondent
Vol Agreeing
Q3 | | benefited from doing action research. 4.62 0.50 100%
Q5 | lunderstand the concept and practice of being a critical friend. 4.19 0.83 93%
This program has contributed to improving my performance in
Q9 | the classroom. 4.06 0.68 100%
Information presented in workshops contributed to my
Q2 | continuous professional development. 4.00 0.82 100%
| have a clear understanding of using action research to enhance
Q7 | my classroom performance. 4.00 0.82 93%
Q1 | My TEEP training has helped me improve my students' active
0 classroom engagement. 3.88 0.96 91%
Q1 | My professional practice has developed. 3.87 0.62 100%
Q6 | The importance of self-reflection is clear to me. 3.81 0.98 90%
The TEEP approach to professional development is applicable
Q4 | across disciplines and specializations. 3.75 1.00 83%
Q8 | I had prior knowledge of many aspects of the TEEP workshops. 3.31 1.25 62%
Total Avg. 3.95 0.48 91%
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4.2 Action Research

Results: Of the 81 action research projects completed by the TEEP faculty, a convenience sample of 20
projects (Table 21) provided empirical evidence that support the abovementioned survey results
suggesting that action research contributed to improved classroom instruction resulting in enhanced
student engagement and active learning.

Table 20: Sample of action research projects and their impact on students’ learning

Intervention (Action

Impact on Student Learning

Focus of Problem of Practice

1. Over dependence on theory in
psychology and other related
subjects.

Research)
Used small group work and
problem-based assessments to
create opportunities to gain deeper
understanding of key concepts and
theories.

Positive changes observed in
learners' behavior as a result of less
reliance on lecturing.

2. Lack of active learning and
engagement.

Challenged students to teach part of
the course materials and provided
them opportunities for peer
feedback from critical friends.

Noticeable improvement in
students' teaching skills and on their
academic achievement.

3. Over-reliance on lecturing and
note-taking.

Employed active teaching strategies
as a result of experimenting with a
variety of active teaching strategies
during data collection for action
research.

All students demonstrated
increased engagement during face-
to-face sessions.

4. Difficulties in representing
modern concepts and theories
underlying contemporary
methods of teaching and
learning.

Two action research projects
introduced small group work and
performance tasks to help students
understand theories through
practical application.

Tangible improvements in
instructor’s own practices during
class in which students engaged in
more participatory learning and
assessment activities that modeled
connections between theory and
practice.

5. Passivity of students during
class.

Engaged students in: identifying
learning and teaching goal;
designing and preparing exams;
presenting their own ideas; and, in
using computers to present their
ideas.

After all these procedures, there
were great improvements in the
students’ level of active
engagement in class, which were
reflected in improved scores on
assessments.

6. Difficulty in representing new
concepts and theories in the
field of education and in giving
them supportive feedback.

Less lecturing and instead gave
students tasks focused on inferring
main ideas from assigned texts and
allowing them to share in class
discussions that included
opportunities for peep feedback.

Great impact on the instructor’s
performance and with impressive
improvements in students' reading
comprehension and understanding
of big ideas in educational theory.

7. Dependency on lecturing and
note taking.

Distributed course plan to students
and encouraged students to think
critically in groups and used
cooperative teamwork to explore
core ideas and skills in each lesson.

Students began using action
research to identify their own
problems in the context of their
practice teaching.

8. Reliance on rote memorization.

Through action research, students
were asked to provide practical

examples outside of the textbook
and to discuss these in groups and

Substantive improvement observed
in students’ capacity to use higher
order thinking skills to assess their
own understanding and/or
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with the instructor.

misconceptions about core ideas.

9. Lessons lacked well defined Students given opportunities to use | Improvements observed in
goals and objectives. teamwork to explore lesson content | students' academic achievement.
collaboratively by first identifying
what the learning goals were of
each activity and explain the
rationale for the activities need to
achieve them.

10. Representing scientific concepts | Engaged students in group work Students' approach to thinking
and theories. activities that included about and exploring the meaning of

opportunities for open discussions scientific terminology and concepts
about learning content and for has improved.

giving and receiving feedback

among critical friends (peers).

11. Ineffective test review Through the use of action research, Better test results.
procedures. discussed with students their

suggestions for improving methods
to help them prepare for exams
more effectively. Reversed the
policy of not permitting students to
see previous versions of tests.

12. Over-reliance on lecture- based | Increased class time and Students liked the new approach
instruction resulting in passive opportunities for structured and stared being more attentive in
learning among students. discussions, to ask questions, and class.

become more engaged in the
learning process.

13. Poor integration of digital Used elements of the “flipped Students are engaged and active in
technologies to support classroom” to augment students’ class through group work and
learning. use of new media like YouTube to displayed more confidence in

substitute for teaching time spent working in teams.
lecturing, allowing for more time in

class for discussion and feedback

among and with students.

14. Over-reliance on lecture-based Introduced “Reciprocal Teaching” Student engagement increased.
instruction. that allows students to be an active

part in class as both learners and
teachers.

15. Over-reliance on lecture-based | Applied the use of “critical friends” Students more actively engaged and
instruction. to help students share feedback reflective about what they are

about their learning. learning in class.

16. Over-reliance on lecture-based Introduced active learning teaching | Success rate reached 100% and
instruction. techniques that included students are more active in class

competition among groups of
students.

17. Lack of variety of leaning Gave students a variety of Students’ motivation increased and
activities to appeal to different | structured opportunities to discuss many became more competitive
learning styles of students. learning content and to work toward improving their academic

cooperatively to complete achievement.
assignments.
18. Coverage of curriculum content | Introduced problem-based, small Students far more confident and

without checking if students
actually understood what was

group activities in which each group
must research a problem and teach

well informed about what they are
learning; some students took their
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being taught; held the false
assumption that memorization
equals understanding.

the rest of the class.

own initiative and created a
Facebook page for the class and
encouraged fellow students to
discuss, participate, and use the
Internet to supplement the
curriculum content and enhance
their own understanding.

19. Passivity in class.

Introduced elements of action
research for students to use on their
own to conduct research and fill in
gaps in their own knowledge and
understanding of course content.

Students improved their abilities to
identify gaps in their knowledge and
to set their own immediate learning
goals to improve their learning.

20. Over-reliance on lecture-based
instruction and traditional
assessment methods (paper
and pencil tests).

Introduced more creative and
flexible learning and assessment
techniques such as guided and open
discussions in class, learning circles,
group work, and the critical friend
approach.

Students are more engaged in class
and less dependent on rote
memorization and more willing to
guestion and discuss issues in the
discipline (teaching Islamic Studies).

Discussion: The faculty members of the TEEP pre-service program unanimously agreed that the program
contributed to improving of their instructional practices in general and their capacity to increase the
active learning of their students in particular. Evidence from the sample of action research projects
provides documented proof that instructors’ critical reflection on their problems of practice has
contributed to improvements in students’ active engagement, higher order thinking skills, cooperative
teamwork, problem solving, research skills, and overall academic achievement.

It bears mentioning that TEEP faculty successfully learned how to use MOODLE as a virtual learning
environment in which they shared and exchanged feedback on the progress of their action research
projects. For most, this was the first time in their professional careers that they used technology as a
tool for advancing their own professional development. In particular, the virtual “learning circle”
created by Moodle allowed the faculty to give and share feedback with their “critical friends” in a
discussion forum. They also used the platform as a space for sharing and updating their evolving
philosophies of teaching in response to their ongoing professional development during TEEP.
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Conclusions

From the preceding presentation and discussion of findings, the evaluation draws the following major
conclusions.

1. LTD contributed to improving the capacity of principals to support school-based professional
development that fosters effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional
practices.

LTD’ flagship leadership development component, the Leadership Diploma Program, contributed to
improving the capacity of principals in enacting shared leadership and in supporting school-based
professional development that fosters effective schools characterized by learner-centered instructional
practices. Multiple sources of evidence from both principals and teachers, and corroborated by data
collected from parents who participated in school improvement planning, indicate that LTD’s approach
to engaging principals in authentic community-based learning activities improved their capacity to
empower their teachers’ use of educational technology, active learning activities, and alternative
assessments that reflect real-world connections to curriculum content.

2. LTD contributed to building the capacity of teachers to enact standards and competencies
aligned with learner-centered instruction

LTD’s introduction of inquiry-based in-service professional development into teacher training modules
and learning circles contributed to enhancing teachers’ competencies associated with learner-centered
teaching. This finding is corroborated by principals’ evaluations of their LTD teachers’ practices. The
curriculum of the 12-module teacher education curriculum designed by LTD and implemented by NIET is
anchored in the action research inquiry-cycle, which is now one of the leading approaches
internationally to teachers’ professional development. With support from their trainers, who were also
engaged in a concurrent program of teacher educator enhancement using action research (the TEEP
program), teachers used action research as a tool for continuous and reflective professional
development. This iterative process of inquiry in the authentic context of their classrooms enabled
teachers to identify and diagnose discreet learning needs and challenges facing their students and then
use these data to modify their teaching practices to improve student learning.

3. LTD contributed to building the capacity of NIET’s national cadre of teacher educators to
enact learner-centered approaches and practices.

LTD’s Teacher Educator Enhancement Program (TEEP) successfully prepared teacher educators (i.e.,
university faculty consultants and NIET trainers) to enact and model learner-centered teaching and
assessment methods and practices for the in-service teachers they trained. The action research inquiry
cycle enabled the teacher educators to identify and reflect on problems of practice in the specificity of
authentic training contexts. By design, action research functioned as LTD’s chief driver of professional
development for both the trainers and the in-service teachers they served. An unintended consequence
bears mentioning. Nearly all of the 19 university faculty members used their mastery of action research
to identify and address problems of practice in pre-service teacher education courses they teach at their
respective universities. This added value to pre-service teacher education is a success story, albeit
unintended, that LTD may want to leverage with stakeholders about the possibility of expanding TEEP to
higher education in the West Bank.
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4. LTD contributed to building the capacity of instructors at Al-Azhar University’s Faculty of
Education to enact learner-centered practices in the context of pre-service teacher
education.

Based on a partial analysis of evaluation data collected from Al-Azhar University, LTD can report that it
contributed to improving the capacity of instructors to enact learner-centered teaching and assessment
methods in pre-service teacher education courses. Data collected and documented by the 20 TEEP
faculty participants in their portfolios of professional practice indicate that changes in the instructors’
approaches and strategies—Iless reliance on lecturing—has led to improvements in students’ active
engagement, higher order thinking skills, cooperative teamwork, problem solving, research skills, and
overall academic achievement. Furthermore, LTD contributed to the sustainability of its inquiry-based
model of professional development by instituting real-time and virtual “critical friend groups”. These
are periodic learning circles of faculty affiliated to the four departments comprising the Faculty of
Education who, with the support of the Dean and the heads of the departments, meet periodically to
share and exchange results and reflections about their action research.
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ANNEX A: Principal Effectiveness Survey (Principal’s form)
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ANNEX B: School Improvement Team Survey
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ANNEX C: Moderator’s Guide for SIT Focus Groups
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ANNEX D: Teacher Effectiveness Survey (Teacher’s Form)
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ANNEX E: Classroom Engagement Survey (Students’ Form)

pstd Caguddde @

State Of Palestine Oubacald d3ga
Ministry of Education .
taille s 1 3405
National Institute for Educational Training +adly 4 8
Gl cgptill ibglf gl

Lial) Ag)jlial)
allal) Al

dun A il dgl) pliae) g lal o) Aduyaall Al (il g ot dal) (i al ALY o ¢ SN : ullal) 35

18 Gl e dali du g Claglra e 0gaddi La (JSug aSdgdy Blaiay) pﬁgu.u

tdaall) Wla Gilaglaa

Aalauy) ?EJ

Eald) aud

A jdal) g a5 L) Ay el

lgl) a3,

LN Al a3 Ciua o (B

Al Gl 4 Al Gall 30 el caall 2 alid) aall

¢ LLauy) dias a3 duas o B

82




ApdatVl Gl 4 Gl &l 3 gl 2 sl

sady 38l Y (5

sady 38l Y (5

sady 38l Y (5

dliude oo Seldad i) sall A

A ALY e AlaY) o U] ah i B i ol

Alay J Aualia W) AN AlaY) Jaa 5,03 auda 1AGN cllall aa SBLE) A0 Le

bl aled B laall o SY il agli apde ol adl 1

Gl Y (4 Las (3 Gl (2 sy il (1
Lopaall o2 B il st aan Ul .2
Gl Y (4 Las (3 Gl (2 sy 38ll (1
Ljaal) ) agadl) sic Luaada (80 .3
Gl Y (4 Las (3 Gl (2 sy 38ll (1

Ausall/cinall JA) iy 25 ¢ 8 30 B

A ALY e LY U (Aaad) oda dia) Bale pawan B il ela )
Alay S0 Aualia W) AN AlaY) Jaa Byl aud AN clal) aa B s L

Jolall 5 cblay) slay jusiil) o salea Jeady 1

83




sady 38V (5

sady 3ill Y (5

3oy (38l Y (5

sady Gild Y (5

sady 38 Y (5

say 3851 Y (5

sady 38l Y (5

say 38l Y (5

sady 33l Y (5

sy 385 Y (5

Gl Y (4 La J(3 il (2 sady il (1
Cigalldg s Bt dis gt sate g-idUlob .2
Gl Y (4 La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady Gaill (1

Laall Jah Lay Ay e el .3
Gl Y (4 Las (3 il (2 sady il (1
sgpp @il JEEradrigadg mEeond
Gl Y (4 La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady il (1
BE 90 b Lyt ) A1 5
Gl Y (4 Las (3 Gilsl (2 sady il (1

Gl Y (4 Las (3 Gilsl (2 sady 38l (1

dag jhall (glsdly S alra aigy .7
Gl Y (4 Las (3 Gilsl (2 sady il (1

ciall b ALY b el Jrady .8
Gilsl Y (4 Las (3 Gilsl (2 sady 8l (1

LSy cilaglall 3eld 8 duanl) iy aline alea oy .9
Gl Y (4 La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady Gilsl (1

Claghall s B Laal) iy alina 80 .10
Gl Y (4 Leas (3 Gilsl (2 sady 38ll (1

QJMJ&Q}»\&@JJ&A&M\QJJ‘:@J\JEGSM\&@JA;A@@A&A‘M\e&agé.'l']

sady 33l Y (5

sady 33l Y (5

Gl Y (4 La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady Gilsl (1

Chual) b Alalad La (5L Uy palea ey .12
Gl Y (4 La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady il (1

ORIl Ul L) (598 duaal) A Adhall (e AS) alia Giaady .13

84



sady 38V (5

sady 3ill Y (5

sady 38 Y (5

sady 33l Y (5

say 3851 Y (5

sady 38 Y (5

say 38l Y (5

say 38 Y (5

Gl Y (4

Gl Y (4

Gl Y (4

Gl Y (4

Gl Y (4

Gl Y (4

Gl Y (4

Gilsl Y (4

La J(3 il (2 sady il (1

Usgns agdl) o Haoluy alra cislad .14
La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady Gaill (1

bl & dLaf 15
Las (3 Gilgl (2 sady il (1

clalglly chlady) B al Jea ciliadla alta ey .16
La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady Gaill (1

ool s U 1 Jaa clliadle alea Ay .17
La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady il (1

alaiadll §yie dndil L &)Laf .18
Las (3 il (2 sady il (1

Laall gﬁ R.ijys: dil.«.njj ‘2\34\ gah.a eé&l«.‘g .19
La J(3 Gilsl (2 sady il (1

basd 3 gd G pa s Ia Oursadl By 20
Leas (3 Gilsl (2 sady 8ll (1

< galad) ?\.Ailu\ (&l 3l C

e JS) RS (0 AaY) Jon 858 g
Sl (B cigula Slga il Ja .1

Y (2 o (1
Sl B gyl el Ja .2

Y (2 o (1
L) clalg) Sy aulal) Sl asdiaf .3
186 (3 Llal (2 Llle (1

85



cinal) 313 Whds) Al Adpal) Sal3 uaulad) Slgs ardiul .4
1t (3 Llal (2 Llle (1

(Aol cahal) aladl P3) lad) )l ¢3al D

¢ USH L Al AN AN [ eaVl gy caad ) el dae 83 elie e Al ALY, liapde B SED gla )
b Gy dlif alagw 2af Y

ALY e Ayl

:Zuuu.\-d‘ JANY axia A,\M\ Al Cupa A1

:oBUall aa) S8 e daadial) pall Culaps L2
Yy (a

< 5-1 (b

< 10-6 (c

< 10 e 81 (d

taleall Jd (e qupall uaps W3
Y (a

< 5-1 (b

< 10-6 (c

e 10 o s (d

DoY) Qs Apaal) e 4
5 (a

86



<l 5-1 (b
< 10-6 (c
< 10 e 81 (d

D iehld el bl o Ajad) ) gyl (Jg cpaal L5
Yy (a

< 5-1 (b

< 10-6 (c

e 10 o JiS) (d

l“,.“djl:— =T I“,.'\D Adla) cilaglra el el E
felide gl o1 Glsal) Jsa Bl a1
K32 S il

(Jebiasall 8 i) 2ae (iST) SR Adad) Wb Loy dujaall oda (& Cupilad L oS .2
clalis AN Y Joa By31a pa

ol Alg/elially lgule cilian dpale daj0 e A L .3
(S1 S GussllSy) mals .2 sl Aul L2 sl e 31 L1

Selal g/dally Wl Juan Aale Ao el 8 L4

(S1 S GospsllSy) mals .2 sl Aula L2 sl e 8.1
pliglad o<l S

87



ANNEX F: Training Evaluation Form (NIET/generic form) i ‘
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ANNEX G: Action Research Questionnaire

s 3ed=e 3l »gad
Sodbal 983 sl mhe

psd Cpgd 1 @
:dsd) sz d
LTD zelomstoncietdhdedis St
3 ieda B
a0 JaY s Gulog sy atbas gusdalr Gepdida) oui¥ o2 L;dgsqul B £ i) ez e
g a3z dl & dld sz adhlacboz 5 pecige sdaia¥l sl Ga ol idads cale & 3z Jumdd

Sbzd @i sdozagdlsd

et dle
By .2
ds¥) agud
5 gl ELSJJL"CJSECJ‘
2 e 0sGie ) sdodlz s edlsaled) ad sl esuag Uil -1

)sdgiledz sz Ce Seodlbainsz k. Jolg spsia
wd ¢ & gddgssleua-2

G &l gy-3

oty s a5 DB o) -4

oy e b b5

) 2836 i s s AF s pdled) 2 -6
91




FSOIEGUm i

LTD zelims—& sbelblode dls g
A gpbidn b g
sdzd) Glippoady) sz oadd) slexrls elbr! Sresld Cluisd s Csd OV Aole Guy
c'&e\&d\ﬁc dua}(_ﬂedc Jay eaé%\ccw c'éédiaéwwgb\cuqﬂﬂdc\ U“—‘(‘d& ecdg&@ad\chﬁ: Lﬁd&
°dﬁ%&df’ Lsd&b\(’%‘ '&@k)cd\ &}CQU}C enﬂ)&_’j&ccj ebL_:ij o i) 0o e 8 Q\g._\ed&
eé&'.ycdté\j@éua\\eo ;&:ﬁged{w Lﬁdéd\_LTD ge@t&j}\ﬂdbé)kce\wﬁdeéﬁﬂj&?\@L
dged csdee

sl die
sy .2

sOISdl B

Js¥) s Sgdgaagog oleidisuag Sidesd)s) guag Gidlad

g Japannd Yo o)) loca) 3G aY) SIzQ) 23¢ s

wlbg) Srdsdpdllr) 5l dap et ay digh SuadhdEJiek sIUie U g e

& & AUre | Gdee | 30kl B )3 ~J
adse Gdse
'Eduig

B\ st d g il C i) g

¢ Sz S sk |
3@ Ghua

s dduwlepsdiceal
eJel|

Uprggebdpacr aig| 5
sppdigdeen|

b hgrdlsdp sy | 4

92



Dl @la) Cusagdar ©dl Gl
sy Lrd gdaidigid)

Bl s ga sdapiuanl)

AN .5
Oz aige < B Julall o
a3 aaécoc&;d\ Lﬁhd‘tflbcd\ &CQ\ 6
Sopd s
gauag o
“Edddeed Sodidr ey g
s 3bsin maib Y Jdggdd)|
sl xgdsoie op 25| 9
Geg | o damwleaisdeld 110
Szl vagoiadestuiie V5| 1y
Sggaﬁad}ué\ )
sl )l HdlFClsde sl )
&z wdaltngand) Gialdzd) .12
\bdjc L_I\ejdt?)‘
g laa oF iy (.13
Yotz sl bl s il oadsn o Silg® uad)
3Qp o dpuq dpuq dpu4 s Lal  a@d
B SEdR ddle | ey Bogus
|3l
B 385yl }d\sdde,mggcc
3 Gl Il ) 3l EC‘J?J‘J‘GL,L”
s Jaddp 1)
sl pdlle) ) &l shag agr 3
oo sldgdico=| 4
“loaged b sesddey 5
i \"Cﬁjt
zboodby a6
g padidd| 7

93




S died wle s sk 8

Eg\uag\ C'_Ickd‘audu 9

Srdci] .10

Sl

QE@E_)AY\ ujcgduﬂd;_)c\ ;\df.\\ok__\)ué‘ }\ «ﬂ@tu_)a Lﬁgg\o@ed édﬁ‘)‘)‘eﬂfu—‘b@dkﬁ" \e -1
el Yloi g |

& sz ddlis) g b lable i) Ao e edlads diddl Sl ey o) Jgdlse 1o -2
Quﬂdddgé \}“U_\?E&\ Vo@bjcd\

S o g s O g Spezlbalddg ob el odasisd3

Slaguddin 3ods Selegd) & o sehadilr sgdee 1a) -4

b @de ‘5‘3'0‘)‘9@3@0‘@5& QPUA\ 3@%d“&\9cg‘ﬂ;\ S <e d\ecd" -5

adles Gagfl i)

94




