AR

Leadership and Teacher Development Program (LTD)

November I, 2015

This publication was produced for the United States Agency for International Development.



Evaluation Report

Impact of the
Leadership and Teacher Development Program
on Improving the Quality of Education in
Palestine

Fiscal Year 2015

November 1, 2015

The Leadership and Teacher Development Program
Cooperative Agreement No. AID-294-A-12-00006

DISCLAIMER
This report is made possible by the generous support of the American people through the United States

Agency for International Development (USAID). The Contents are the responsibility of AMIDEAST and do not
necessarily reflect the views of USAID or the United States Government.



CONTENTS

Acronyms ii
Executive Summary 3
Section I: To what extent did LTD contribute to empowering principals to promote effective schools?...........cccccoeuuuue... 10

l. Survey of Principal Effectiveness Il

Il.  Results of the Teacher Survey of Principal Effectiveness 17
[ll.  PMP Indicator Results 19
IV. Mixed-Methods Study of School Improvement Teams 20
V. Recommendations for Improvement of Leadership Training 42
Section 2: To what extent did LTD contributed to improving the capacity of teachers to enact learner-centered
approaches to teaching and learning? 44
l. Survey of Classroom Engagement 45
Il.  Survey of Teacher Effectiveness 53
Ill.  Recommendations for Improvement of Leadership Training 63
Section 3: To what extent did LTD contribute to enhancing the capacity of principals and teachers to utilize
technology for improving leadership, instruction, and professional development? 65
l. Robust In-Kind Assistance for Technology Infrastructure 65
ll.  Detailed Results 65
Section 4: To what extent did LTD contribute to improvement in Student Achievement! 68
l. Results for Cohort | Post-Post Tests 68
Il.  Results for Cohort Il Post Tests 69
Section 5: To what extent did LTD contribute to sustaining the capacity of teacher educators to apply effective training
approaches and practices!? 71
l. Quality of Trainers’ Performance after TEEP 71
Il.  Findings 72

Section 6: To what extent did LTD contribute to building the capacity of leadership, instructors and students to engage
in planning and action leading to improvement in organization functioning and pedagogical practice in the Faculty of

Education of Al-Azhar University, Gaza? 74
l. Strategic Plan 74
Il.  Teacher Educator Enhancement Program (TEEP) 76
. PCELT 80
ANNEX A: Principal Effectiveness Survey (Principal Form) 87
Annex B: Teacher Effectiveness Survey (Teacher Form) 92

Annex C: Classroom Engagement Survey (Student Form) 2



Acronyms

Accreditation and Quality Assurance Commission
America-Mideast Educational and Training Services
Assessment and Evaluation Department
Automated Directives System

Chief of Party

Directorate of Planning

Directorate of Supervision and Qualifications
District Leadership Team

Geospatial Management Information System
Leadership and Teacher Development

LTD/NIET Joint Working Group

Leadership Diploma Program

Middle East and North Africa

Ministry of Education and Higher Education

Model Schools Network

Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring and Evaluation Task Force

National Institute for Educational Training

National Teacher Education Strategy

Operational Plan

Professional Certificate in English Language Teaching
Quality Assurance Unit

School Improvement Team

Supervision Diploma Program

Teacher Educator Enhancement Program

United States Agency for International Development

University of Massachusetts, Amherst

AQAC
AMIDEAST
AED
ADS
cop
DP
DSQ
DLT
Geo-MIS
LTD
JWG
LDP
MENA
MoEHE
MSN
M&E
METF
NIET
TES

oP
PCELT
QAU
SIT

SDP
TEEP
USAID
UMass



Executive Summary

Introduction
This evaluation report presents findings of evaluation research aimed at describing evidence that LTD is
contributing to improvement of the quality teaching and learning in the West Bank among the 144 schools
of Cohort Il during the 2014-2015 school year, and improving the quality of pre-service teacher education
at Al-Azhar University, Gaza.
Seven major research questions frame the research and analysis. What evidence do we have that LTD
contributed to:
1. Empowering principals to promote effective schools?
2. Improving the capacity of teachers to enact learner-centered approaches to teaching and
learning?
3. Enhancing the capacity of principals and teachers to integrate technology to improve leadership
and classroom instruction.
4. Improving student achievement?
Sustaining the capacity of teacher educators to apply effective training approaches and practices?
6. Building the capacity of leadership, instructors and students to engage in planning and action
leading to improvement in organization functioning and pedagogical practice in the Faculty of
Education of Al-Azhar University, Gaza?

b

Design and Method of the Study

To investigate these questions, LTD used a mixed-methods (quantitative and qualitative), quasi-
experimental design that incorporates baseline and endline data from representative and random
samples of LTD’s diverse groups of beneficiaries—principals, teachers, teacher educators, and students.
Findings of the evaluation will be shared with AMIDEAST/LTD and with key partners in the Ministry of
Education and Higher Education, and Al-Azhar University, Gaza, with the aim of improving and/or
developing policies, strategies and approaches that will enhance the quality of professional development
provided to principals, teachers, and teacher educators.

FINDINGS
1. EMPOWERING PRINCIPALS TO PROMOTE EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS

1.1. The Leadership Diploma Program contributed substantially to the improvement of principals’
leadership effectiveness.

. By the end of the Leadership Diploma Program, 82% of principals of Cohort Il schools rated
their leadership competencies as effective across all seven domains of principal
effectiveness. Overall there was an impressive 30% improvement in principals’ reported
competency levels in all domains by the end of the training program.

. The most impressive improvement was in planning school improvement (72% change),
followed by school/community relations (25% change), technology (25% change),
instructional leadership (24% change), assessment (23% change), school environment (24%
change), and management of resources (20%).

° These findings are corroborated by results of teachers’ evaluations of their principals’
performance using the same tool.



1.2. LTD contributed to the capacity of SIT members, and in particular the performance of principals,
to work collegially and collaboratively in developing their school’s vision and mission, establish
strategic goals, and prepare an implementation plan.

. Eighty-eight percent of SIT members surveyed rated as high the quality of their team’s
performance of tasks required to develop their school’s vision and mission, establish
strategic goals, and prepare an implementation plan.

. Ninety percent of SIT members surveyed agreed that team members exercised cooperation
and collaboration in developing in the school improvement team.

. Ninety-four percent of SIT members surveyed agreed that the principal was effective in
supporting and managing collaborative work among SIT members in developing the SIP.

1.3. LTD contributed to the efficacy of SIT members to work collegially and collaboratively in
implementing their School Improvement Plans.

. Seventy-seven percent of SIT members surveyed rated their performance in monitoring the
implementation of their plans.

. Eighty-four percent of SIT members surveyed rated their performance in deploying and
managing material and human resources for the effective implementation of their plans.

. Ninety-one percent of SIT members surveyed agreed that as a team they exercised
cooperation and teamwork during implementation of the plan.

. Ninety-three percent of SIT members surveyed agreed the principal exercised shared
leadership in supporting and managing collaborative work among SIT members.

1.4. As a result of capacity-building for SITs and in-kind assistance to schools, LTD contributed to
empowering the SITs to make substantive improvements to the overall learning environments of
their schools by...

. Creating a more child-friendly climate by making major improvements to the physical
conditions of schools.

. Fostering the widespread use of ICT in classroom instruction.

. Strengthening internal and external relations among students, staff, and parents, especially
by leveraging the evidence-based SIP to secure donations from the local community towards
achieving targets for school improvement.

. Aligning the school vision and mission to its goals and targets for enhancing students’
learning.

IMPROVING THE CAPACITY OF TEACHERS TO ENACT LEARNER-CENTERED APPROACHES TO
TEACHING AND LEARNING

2.1. LTD contributed substantively to building the capacity of teachers to enact learner-centered
approaches and strategies and to prepare their students with 21 century learning skills (critical
thinking, creativity, communication, and collaboration).

. LTD students are more likely to agree (65%) than non-LTD students (55%) that their schools
provide a positive learning environment; non-LTD teachers, to the contrary, are slightly
more likely (60%) than their LTD peers (55%) to think so.



LTD teachers (88%) and their students (68%) are more likely to describe their classroom
environments as learner-centered than their non-LTD peers (81% and 54%) respectively.

LTD students (68%) are more likely to agree that their teachers are building their 21st
century learning skills than their non-LTD peers (56%).

LTD teachers (87%) are more likely to agree that they are building their students’ 21st
century learning skills than their non-LTD peers (80%). In particular, LTD students are more
likely to make real-world connections to what they learn in class; do project-based learning;
feel encouraged to offer their own opinions or ideas; and, participate in group work.

Students of LTD teachers are less likely than their non-LTD peers to engage in misbehavior
than their non-LTD peers.

2.2. Through its technical support of NIET’s delivery of LTD’s training curriculum for teacher
qualification, LTD contributed to the growth of teachers’ competencies across the seven domains
of the Ministry’s standards for effective teaching. By the end of their LTD training, teachers in
the program improved their capacity to:

Facilitate student-centered teaching and learning by 24%. LTD teachers design learner-
centered teaching and learning to foster students’ active engagement in meaningful
learning and assessment activities.

Design effective educational materials (lesson plans) and resources by 27%. LTD teachers
plan lessons and units of instruction that take into account varieties of resources both inside
and outside the classroom to improve teaching and learning.

Create a safe and effective learning environment by 23%. LTD teachers create a classroom
environment that is child-friendly, treats students equally, and fosters creativity.

Monitor and evaluate the teaching and learning process by 25%. LTD teachers use a variety
methods for formative and summative assessments of student learning.

Provide guidance and direction for learners by 17%. LTD teachers are prepared to deal
sensitively and appropriately in addressing students’ cognitive, physical, emotional, and
social well-being and needs.

Seek continuous professional development by 26%. LTD teachers are self-directed in
pursuing their own professional learning through reflective practice and inquiry, and by
participating in professional learning communities.

Encourage cooperation with stakeholders in the community by 22%. LTD teachers develop
partnerships with peers, families, and community organizations to provide students with
authentic contexts in which to transfer their learning and to receive additional support for
their learning needs.

LTD’s strong emphasis on technology in its teacher trainings is a contributing factor to
improving teachers’ competencies. A statistically significant difference in the teacher
competency scores was found between competencies most associated with teaching and
learning and the teachers’ use of the Internet to search for teaching resources and for
professional development.



2.3. LTD contributed to building the capacity of teachers and principals to promote the values and
conditions that foster a child-friendly school. Based on a set of indicators measuring behavior,
LTD students reported more positive school behaviors than their non-LTD peers.

Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have hit a fellow
student (34% vs. 49%)

Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have been hit by
another student (23% vs. 29%)

Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have been hit by a
teacher (43% vs. 64%)

Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have skipped school
(12% vs. 29%)

Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have had their parents
called to school because of misbehavior (14% vs. 20%).

3. ENHANCING THE CAPACITY OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS TO INTEGRATE TECHNOLOGY TO
IMPROVE LEADERSHIP AND CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION.

3.1. LTD’s provision of technology resources and training to both school leadership and teachers
contributed to improvements in school effectiveness.

LTD contributed to a 27% growth in the principals’ capacity to use technology towards
improving their leadership in school management, instructional supervision, and
community relations.

Based on students’ assessment of their teachers’ classroom practices, LTD teachers are 10%
more likely than non-LTD teachers to use technology in the classroom.

Teachers’ use of technology to search online for teaching resources grew by 24%, which is
a strong indicator that their LTD training boosted their capacity to take responsibility for
their own professional learning.

4. IMPROVING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

4.1. LTD contributed somewhat to improvements in student achievement in two three out of four
core academic: Arabic, English, and science.

A post-post study in May 2015 of Cohort | schools found that LTD students scored higher in
two out of four tests of achievement compared to controls. LTD scored substantially higher
in English and a little higher in math, but scored slightly lower in Arabic and science. These
results tend to mirror the results found one year earlier in May 2014.

A post-study in May 2015 of Cohort Il schools that LTD students scored higher in three out
of four tests of achievement compared to controls. LTD students scored higher in Arabic,
English, and science and scored just slightly lower in Math than the controls.



5. SUSTAINING THE CAPACITY OF TEACHER EDUCATORS TO APPLY EFFECTIVE TRAINING APPROACHES
AND PRACTICES

5.1. The performance of NIET’s trainers for the Leadership Diploma Program were evaluated by 144
in-service principals enrolled in the program. The results exceeded by 11% the benchmark for
effective performance across six training competencies: using a variety of learning activities;
balancing theory and practice; practicing active learning and learner-centered techniques;
employing educational technology and new media; facilitating critical thinking; and helping
trainees to transfer their learning to the real-world context of their workplace.

5.2. The performance of university consultants who trained in-service teachers for the Teacher
Qualification Program delivered by NIET were evaluated by over 700 teachers enrolled in the
program. The results exceeded by 8% the benchmark for effective performance across NIET’s six
training competencies.

6. BUILDING THE CAPACITY OF LEADERSHIP, INSTRUCTORS AND STUDENTS TO ENGAGE IN PLANNING
AND ACTION LEADING TO IMPROVEMENT IN ORGANIZATION FUNCTIONING AND PEDAGOGICAL
PRACTICE IN THE FACULTY OF EDUCATION OF AL-AZHAR UNIVERSITY, GAZA

6.1. LTD contributed to the successful capacity-building of leadership of the Faculty of Education to
carry out systematically the process of strategic planning based on international standards of
best practice for higher education institutions.! Members of the Strategic Planning Steering
Committee of the Faculty of Education demonstrated their abilities to:

Collaborate in producing a viable and future-oriented vision, mission and goals.
Commit to shared leadership during all stages of the process.

Build a consensus among the Faculty leadership and teaching staff towards embracing the
vision and mission of the Strategic Plan.

Devote the necessary scope and depth of analysis involved in the process.
Assess the relationship of the plan to budget, human capacity, and local realities.
Ensure the inclusion of all stakeholders in the development and implementation of the plan.

Commit to ensuring the ongoing review, evaluation and adjustment of the plan.

6.2. The TEEP program contributed substantively to building the capacity of 12 full-time members of
the Faculty of Science to engage in planning and action leading to improvement in learner-
centered pedagogical practice in pre-service teacher education courses.

In a survey at the end of the TEEP training, the participants as a group rated the impact of
the program on their teaching practices as 4.71 out of 5, which is the equivalent of a 94%
approval rating.

TEEP enabled the participants to rely less on didactic instruction and more on student-
centered and active learning activities.

1 Adapted by Joseph B. Berger from A Guide to Strategic Planning for African Higher Education Academic Units by
Fred M. Hayward and Daniel J. Ncayiyana with Jacqueline E. Johnson (2003), Center for Higher Education
Transformation, Johannesburg, South Africa.



6.3.

. TEEP built the capacity of the participants to engage in individualized professional learning
by practicing the inquiry cycle of action research, learning circles, and monitoring growth by
keeping a portfolio of professional practice.

LTD contributed substantively to building the capacity of pre-service teachers of English to
engage in planning and action consistent with learner-centered pedagogical methods and
techniques. Based on their experiences during practice teaching and in the formal or non-formal
contexts in which they are teaching school children in Gaza, PCELT graduates affirmed that the
PCELT training enabled them to to:

. Improve their perceptions of students and their learning: They believe that PCELT increased
their sensitivity to the emotional, cognitive, and social needs of learners.

. Adopt positive values and attitudes about teaching: They are convinced that PCELT
developed their professionalism and attribute this to PCELTs’ emphasis on self-reflection,
peer observation, and collective feedback focused on problems of practice.

. Acquire a wide variety of useful and effective tools and approaches: They appreciate not
only the richness of the PCELT toolkit but also for equipping them with a variety of strategies
for selecting and applying the tools appropriately in different contexts with students.

. See evidence of improved student learning as a result using PCELT methods and techniques
for planning, instruction, and assessment: They credit PCELT for helping them to increase
their students’ motivation to learn; improve their speaking fluency and listening
comprehension; and engage them in collaborative activities resulting in larger participation
and active learning.

. Spread their PCELT experience and learning to others: They have been sharing their PCELT
skills and materials with peers and other educators, including classmates in their pre-service
program; cooperating teachers during their practice teaching in schools; and with relatives
and friends.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF LEADERSHIP AND TEACHER TRAINING

1.

Based on the results of both quantitative and qualitative research on principal effectiveness, the
Leadership Diploma Program delivered by LTD’s partner, NIET, the leadership effectiveness of
principals can be further enhanced. For this to happen, the following recommendations are
suggested:

1.1

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

Continue to build the principal’s capacity to involve parents, teachers, and other stakeholders of
the school community in discourses and decisions on improving the school; in particular,
attention should be given to learning how to improve the flow of information using technology
to communicate with stakeholders.

Improve the principal’s capacity to involve parent members of the SITs in planning and collecting
data for the school self-assessment.

Empower the principal with greater discretion to manage the workload and scheduling of SIT
tasks and meetings so as to accommodate the limited free time that school staff and parents
have during a typical workday.

Build the principal’s skills in giving constructive feedback and in managing differences of opinion
in order to reach a consensus in decision-making.



1.5. Emphasize the responsibility of the principal and the SIT to systematically monitor and document
the implementation of the SIP.

1.6. Continue to build the capacity of the principal and the SIT in managing resources intended to
support the quality of teaching and learning and improve learning outcomes.

1.7. In light of Palestine’s chronically low-resourced education sector which, among other things,
limits the capacity of a school to finance its annual SIP, the MoEHE should consider ways to
empower principals to seek alternative revenue flows to fill budget deficits.

Based on the results of the principals’ assessment of their teachers’ performance on the Teacher
Effectiveness Survey, the Teacher Qualification Training delivered by LTD’s partner, NIET, teacher can
further enhance the quality of students’ learning. For this to happen, the following recommendations
are suggested:

2.1. Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning would benefit by building teachers’ capacity
to write learning outcomes that align with outcomes of the national curriculum and to involve
students and other stakeholders in clarifying desired learning outcomes.

2.2. Designing educational materials and resources would benefit by building teachers’ capacity to
improve creative learning and abilities by using a variety of teaching and learning resources;
designing units and semester plans to make effective use of available teaching and learning
resources inside the school and the larger community to support the curriculum.

2.3. Creating a safe and effective learning environment would benefit by building teachers’ capacity
to involve students in the drafting school and classroom regulations.

2.4. Monitoring and evaluation of the teaching and learning process (i.e., assessment) would benefit
by building teachers’ capacity to develop different assessment tools that fit the individual
differences of students; to implement remedial learning strategies based on assessment results;
to help students to use self-assessment; to design lesson plans to improve students' learning
based on assessment results; and to use results of self-reflection to improve the process of
teaching and learning.

2.5. Providing guidance and direction for learners would benefit by building teachers’ capacity to
provide appropriate guidance in helping students to think about suitable career choices; consult
with experts to find appropriate solutions to students with learning difficulties.

2.6. Seeking continuous professional development would benefit by building teachers’ capacity to
take advantage of appropriate methods to achieve students' learning outcomes; to use
evaluation results to identify training needs; and, to use action research to improve the teaching
and learning process.

2.7. Encouraging cooperation with stakeholders in the community would benefit by building
teachers’ capacity to encourage students to engage in local community-service learning; and to
engage with families and community members to find appropriate solutions to learning
difficulties facing students.



Section 1: To what extent did LTD contribute to empowering principals
to promote effective schools?

Introduction

Enhancing the principals’ role in applying the values, strategies, and practices for shared leadership and
supportive instructional supervision is a major goal of the LTD leadership training. By enacting the
leadership competencies linked to the Ministry’s Standards for Effective Schools, the principal
demonstrates his/her ability to plan and lead a participatory model of school improvement involving key
stakeholders of the school community—teachers, students, and parents—as well as seeking supportive
collaboration with other principals and with officials from the local directorate of education, particularly
with members of the newly formed School Improvement Teams (DLTs).

A mixed-methods design was adopted. Data were collected from principals, teachers, and parents using
both survey and focus group methods. A survey of Principal Effectiveness, designed by NIET, was
administered to all principals. So as not to rely on self-reported data from principals only, and to provide
a more reliable assessment of school leadership, a random sample of LTD and non-LTD teachers filled out
an identical survey to evaluate their principals’ performance.

To better explore the question of shared leadership, LTD administered a survey to a random sample of
school improvement teams (SIT) whose members include mainly principals, teachers, parents, and a
smaller number of other school staff and members of local communities. Furthermore, LTD conducted
focus groups with a purposeful sample of SIT members from both Cohort 1 and Cohort Il schools, the aim
of which was to explore the quality of leadership and teamwork of SIT members in planning and
implementing their school improvement plans (SIP).

Table 1. Data sources and collection methods to address research question #1
Frequency of

Data Collection Method Data Collection Sample

Survey: Principal Effectiveness (principal’s form) Baseline & 106
Endline

Survey: Principal Effectiveness (teacher’s form) | Baseline & 616
Endline

School Improvement Team (SIT) Survey Baseline (Cohort = Principals Teachers Parents
| only) & Endline 142 829 159
(Cohort | +
Cohort Il)

School Improvement Team (SIT) Focus Group Baseline (Cohort 25 23 19
Il only) &
Endline (Cohort
| + Cohort Il)

10



I.  Survey of Principal Effectiveness

KEY FINDINGS
The Leadership Diploma Program contributed substantially to the improvement of principals’
leadership effectiveness.

e By the end of the Leadership Diploma Program, 82% of principals of Cohort Il schools rated
their leadership competencies as effective across all seven domains of principal
effectiveness. Overall there was an impressive 30% improvement in principals’ reported
competency levels in all domains by the end of the training program.

e The most impressive improvement was in planning school improvement (72% change),
followed by school/community relations (25% change), technology (25% change),
instructional leadership (24% change), assessment (23% change), school environment (24%
change), and management of resources (20%).

These findings are corroborated by results of teachers’ evaluations of their principals’
performance using the same tool.

The survey asked the principals to rate the level of their competency in leadership based on the seven
domains of effective schools: Planning, School/Community Relations, Managing Resources, Teaching and
Learning, School Environment, Assessment, and Technology. The survey used a 4-point Likert scale the
measures the extent that a competency was met, where 1 is “Not near expected level,” 2 is
“Approaching...,” 3 is “Achieved...,” and 4 is “Exceeded the expected level.” Based on this scale, therefor,
a mean of 3 would indicate an appropriate level of competency, while a 3.5 or higher suggests the level
was surpassed.

A. Detailed Results from the Principal’s Questionnaire

By the end of their Leadership Diploma training, the principals reported they had met or exceeded the
leadership competencies, making substantial improvement across all seven domains according to the
Ministry’s Standards for Effective schools: Planning, School/Community Relations, Managing Resources,
Teaching and Learning, School Environment, Assessment, and Technology (Figure 1). As seen in Figure 2,
the domain of planning registered the most dramatic change, improving on average three times more
than the others.

11



Figure 1. Grand means for baseline and endline scores on the principal effectiveness survey
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B. Results of sub-competencies in each domain of leadership
1. Improvement Planning

In assessing their leadership in planning school improvement (Table 2), the principals report big
improvements in: involving parents (83% change) and teachers (54% change) in the improvement
planning process; getting input from teachers (79% change) on developing the school’s mission and vision,
and clarifying the mission to the school community (72% change); and, using data from action research
(76% change) and the school self-assessment study (72% change) to improve the school’s performance.

Table 2. Results for leadership in planning school improvement

Planning Pre Post %Change

ql.3 | involve parents in the school improvement planning. 1.71 3.13 83%

ql.l | involve teachers in the construction of the school's visionand | 2.04 3.66 79%
mission.

ql.6 | use action research in the development of my work at the 1.87 3.30 76%
school.

ql.d | clarify the vision and mission to the community. 2.06 3.55 72%

ql.5 | build the school improvement plan based on results of the 2.11 3.63 72%
school self-assessment.

ql.2 I include teachers in the school improvement planning. 2.36 3.63 54%

Grand Mean 2.03 3.48 72%

2. School/Community Relations

In the area of school/community relations (Table 3), principals reported impressive growth in their
capacity to involve stakeholders in decision making related to improving the school based on results (46%
change); to encourage and model teamwork in school (39% change); and to engage the community in
activities that support the teaching and learning processes (36% change). These results compare favorably
with findings from the survey of School Improvement Teams (see page ).

Table 3. Results for leadership in school/community relations

School/Community Relations Pre Post %Change

q2.2 | involve stakeholders in decision making related to improving the 248 3.61 46%
school based on the results of the self-evaluation data.

gq2.1 | encourage and model teamwork in school. 2.71 3.78 39%

q2.4 | engage the community in activities that support the teaching and 2.63 3.57 36%
learning processes.

q2.5 | promote and model ethical behavior as expected by others. 2.85 3.67 29%

gq2.3 | communicate effectively with school staff. 2.97 3.79 28%

q2.9 | encourage local organizations to support teaching and learning. 2.86 3.52 23%

q2.8 | invite parents to visit the school to discuss their child's performance  3.10 3.64 17%
and progress.

q2.6 | show respect and appreciation for differences of members of the 3.34 391 17%
school community.

g2.10 | resolve conflicts between staff professionally. 3.17 3.69 16%

q2.7 | treat school staff fairly (without bias. 3.50 3.82 9%

Grand Mean 2.96 3.70 25%
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3. Management of Resources

Regarding their competency in managing the human (Table 4), material and financial resources of their
school, principals reported big growth in their capacity to invest in the development of the skills and
expertise of school staff (33% change); in identifying the needs of staff to support the teaching-learning
process (30% change); and, in providing teachers opportunities for their professional development aimed
at improving their teaching practices (24% change).

Table 4. Results for leadership in managing school resources
Managing Resources Pre Post %Change ‘

g3.1 linvestin the development of the skills and expertise of school staff. 2.76 3.67 33%

g3.2 | work to identify the needs of staff to support the teaching-learning 2.83  3.67 30%
process.

g3.3 | provide teachers opportunities for their professional development 3.06 3.80 24%
aimed at improving their teaching practices.

g3.5 | |support the use and maintenance of all learning resources at the 3.20 3.83 20%
school (library, sports rooms ...)
g3.7 Ireach out to the local community to mobilize resources to help meet 3.11 3.66 18%

the needs of the school.
g3.4 | manage the school budget with transparency to address needs and 3.42 3.88 13%

priorities.
g3.6 | manage and accurately document the school's financial records. 3.54 3.88 10%
Grand Mean 3.13  3.77 20%

4. Teaching and Learning

In the area of instructional leadership of teaching and learning (Table 5), principals reported big growth
in following up and supporting the professional development of teachers after the conclusion of trainings
(31% change) and in being familiar with theories of teaching and learning and using this knowledge to
help teachers improve their teaching (29% change). Competencies showing 25% or better improvement
included the principal’s capacity to provide extra-curricular activities that support student learning per
the improvement plan and curriculum; ensuring the positive development of students' attitudes and
behavior; and supporting collaboration among subject teachers to work towards achieving integrated
teaching and learning.

Table 5. Results for leadership in the support of teaching and learning

Teaching and Learning Pre Post %Change

q4.6 | follow up and support the professional development of teachers 2.75 3.61 31%
after the conclusion of trainings.

q4.2 | am familiar with theories of teaching and learning and use this 2.66 3.42 29%
knowledge to help teachers improve their teaching.

q4.7 | ensure there are extra-curricular activities that support student 2.88 3.63 26%
learning per the improvement plan and curriculum.

qd.4 | ensure the positive development of students' attitudes and 295 3.70 25%
behaviors.

q4.10 | support the collaboration among subject teachers to work towards  2.84 3.56 25%
achieving integrated teaching and learning.

qd.1 | supervise the teaching-learning practices of teachers in their 2.99  3.68 23%
classrooms.
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q4.9 | implement policies that promote successful learning for all students, 2.94 3.61 23%
both strong and weak performers.

q4.3 | work with the school community to support student learning. 3.02  3.65 21%

q4.8 | make available resources that to enable teachers to implement 3.10 3.72 20%
curricular and extra-curricular activities.

q4.5 | support the continuous professional development of teachers. 3.09  3.70 20%

Grand Mean 292 3.63 24%

5. School Environment

In the domain of creating a positive school environment (Table 6), four competencies stand out. Principals
reported substantive growth in their capacity to involve teachers in decision making related to the school
and its community (32% change); to delegate tasks to staff that are commensurate with their abilities
(30% change); to develop policies that provide a safe and child-friendly school environment (30% change);
and to encourage students to engage in volunteer and cooperative work (29% change).

Table 6. Results for leadership in fostering a positive school environment
School Environment Pre Post %Change

| involve teachers in decision making related to the school and its

q5.2 ) 2.77 3.65 32%
community

g5.1 | | delegate tasks to staff that commensurate with their capacity. 2.77 3.59 30%

45.5 I deyelops policies that provide a safe and child-friendly school 5 84 368 30%
environment.
| encourage students to engage in volunteer and cooperative

g5.3 2.88 3.71 29%
work.

g5.8 |seek ways to reward and incentivize teachers in their work. 2.94 3.64 24%

45.6 | sets clear standards for the cleanliness of the school buildings 597 365 »3%
and property.

45.4 | build a learning environment that promotes respect and self- 3.06 372 9%
esteem.

q5.7 | fully support the work of the school guidance counselor. 3.09 3.66 18%

g5.9 | shows appreciation for the efforts of the school staff. 3.41 3.86 13%

Grand Mean 2.97 3.68 24%

6. Assessment

In the area of using student assessment data to improve teaching and learning (Table 7), three
competencies showed strong growth. Principals reported improvements in ensuring the use of a variety
of methods in the evaluation of students' performance (27% change); monitoring the variety of learning
assessments used in helping students improve their learning (26% change); and, engaging teachers in
decision-making based on the results of student learning assessments (25% change).
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Table 7. Results for leadership in using assessment data to improve teaching and learning
Assessment

6.2

| ensure the use of a variety of methods in the evaluation of students'
performance.

g6.3 | monitor the variety of learning assessments used in helping students
improve their learning.

g6.6 | engage teachers in decision-making based on the results of student
learning assessments.

g6.5 | documents the results of performance evaluations of teachers with
the aim of development and improvement.

g6.4 | provide feedback to teachers about their teaching practices with a
view to continuous improvement.

g6.1 | notify parents of their children's assessment results in order to help
them improve.

Grand Mean

7. Technology

Pre
2.85

2.82

2.88

2.95

2.97

3.16

2.94

Post
3.62

3.54

3.59

3.60

3.61

3.76

3.62

%Change

27%

26%

25%

22%

22%

19%

23%

Lastly, in the use of technology to enhance school management and instructional support (Table 8), the
biggest growth was reported in the use of technology (laptops and WiFi) to search for his/her own
professional development (29% change). Excellent growth (25% or better) was also reported in their use
of technology to search for resources on teaching and learning; in encouraging teachers to develop their
competency in using technology in teaching and learning; in facilitating administrative functions; and in
communicating with teachers and school staff and stakeholders.

Table 8. Results for leadership in utilizing technology for school management and instructional supervision

Technology Pre Post %Change

gq7.7 | use technology in professional development 272 352 29%

g7.6 | use technology to search for resources on teaching and learning 2.84 3.60 27%
| encourage teachers to develop their competency in using 3.01 3.78 26%

q7.2 technology in teaching and learning.

g7.3 | use technology to facilitate administrative functions. 294 3.68 25%

q7.5 | use technology to communicate with teachers and school staff 271 3.39 25%
and stakeholders

g7.1 lincrease the teachers' use technology in their teaching. 3.05 3.76 23%

q7.4 | follow up on the technical maintenance and repairs of all IT used 3.15 3.70 17%
in the school.

Grand Mean 292 3.63 25%

C. Might Other Factors Explain the Results?

Besides LTD’s leadership training, were there any statistically significant differences in the scores of the
principals’ leadership competencies due to gender, years’ experience as an educator or administrator, or
highest level of academic qualification? An analysis was done using both the independent samples t-test
and one-way ANOVA. The results found that there were no differences in scores due to these other
factors. In other words, other factors such as a principal’s gender or years as an administrator made no
difference in the scores for leadership competencies.
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The implication of these results is that LTD’s Leadership Diploma training is the major reason for
improvements in principals’ leadership competencies. Although this claim cannot be verified beyond all
doubt, as the sample did not include non-LTD principals for comparison, the following results from the
teachers’ questionnaire on the survey strongly support the contention that LTD’s Leadership Training is
responsible for big changes in the quality of school leadership.

Il. Results of the Teacher Survey of Principal Effectiveness

A. Teacher Assessment of Principal Effectiveness

The baseline score (i.e., grand mean) of the teachers’ assessment of their principals’ leadership
competencies were virtually identical to the self-assessment by principals, and, as seen in Table 9, there
was just a 7.53% difference in the endline scores of the two groups. Table 10 compares the teachers’ and
principals’ ratings for the seven domains of principal’s leadership competencies. Although principals
rated themselves higher than teachers, the differences as shown in the table are quite modest, ranging
from roughly 6-10%.

What these findings suggest then is that for the most part, both teachers and principals were in reasonably
close agreement as to the changes observed in leadership competencies due to LTD’s Leadership Diploma
Program.

Table 9. Comparison of baseline and endline grand means for the principals’ and teachers’ questionnaires on the Principal
Effectiveness Survey

Baseline Grand Mean Endline Grand Mean

Teachers 2.84 3.38
Principals 2.84 3.64
% difference 0.04% 7.53%

Table 10. Comparison of principals’ and teachers’ endline grand means for the seven domains of effective leadership

Endline Results

Teachers Principals % difference
Planning 3.20 3.48 8.3%
School/Community Relations 3.38 3.70 8.8%
Managing Resources 3.49 3.77 7.6%
Teaching and Learning 3.41 3.62 6.1%
School Environment 3.34 3.69 9.9%
Assessment 3.39 3.62 6.6%
Technology 3.43 3.63 5.8%

B. Which Leadership Competencies Can Be Made Even Stronger?

As the results have shown, both LTD and non-LTD teachers believe their LTD principals are demonstrating
very positive levels of “expected” school leadership. On the assumption, however, that teachers are likely
to be both more critical and more objective, do their evaluations suggest particular leadership
competencies that principals might want to reflect on for future professional development? We
investigated this question by taking the average endline scores for each of the seven domains on the
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teachers’ questionnaire, and those that fell below the average are ones that principals might wish to
consider giving extra attention.

When we look at the lowest scoring sub-competencies in each of the seven domains in Table 11, four of
the lowest are all related to the principal’s capacity to “involve” parents (Q1.3), teachers (Q5.2), and other
stakeholders (Q2.2) in discourses and decisions on improving the school; likewise, improving flows of
information (Q7.5) using technology to communicate with stakeholders is seen as a competency that
principals—according to the teachers—may want to strengthen.

Table 11. Endline Scores, Principal effectiveness survey (Teachers Questionnaire)

Domain

Planning
(Avg. 3.2)

School/Community
Relations
(Avg. 3.4)

Managing Resources
(Avg. 3.5)

Teaching and Learning
(Avg. 3.4)

School Environment
(Avg. 3.3)

Assessment
(Avg. 3.4)

Technology
(Avg. 3.4)

Questions

ql.6 The principal uses action research in the development of
my work at the school.

ql.3 The principal involves parents in the school improvement
planning.

q2.7 The principal treats school staff fairly (without bias)

g2.10 | The principal resolves conflicts between staff
professionally.

g2.2 The principal involves stakeholders in decision making
related to improving the school based on the results of the
self-evaluation data

g3.1 The principal invests in the development of the skills and
expertise of school staff.

g3.2 The principal works to identify the needs of staff to support
the teaching-learning process.

g4.2 The principal is familiar with theories of teaching and
learning and uses this knowledge to help teachers improve
their teaching.

g4.4 The principal ensures the positive development of students'
attitudes and behaviors.

g5.1 The principal delegates tasks to staff that commensurate
with their capacity.

g5.8 The principal seeks ways to reward and incentivize teachers
in their work.

g5.2 The principal involves teachers in decision making related
to the school and its community

g6.6 The principal engages teachers in decision-making based on
the results of student learning assessments.

g6.3 The principal monitors the variety of learning assessments
used in helping students improve their learning.

q7.6 The principal uses technology to search for resources on
teaching and learning

qa7.7 The principal uses technology in professional development

q7.5 The principal uses technology to communicate with

teachers and school staff and stakeholders
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3.18

3.09

3.34
3.33

3.27

3.38
3.36

3.32

3.3

3.24
3.21
3.18
3.34
3.29
3.35

3.34
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PMP Indicator Results

A. Benchmark for Effectiveness

Based on principals’ self-reporting, shown in Table 2, there was a 28.3% change in the baseline score of
2.84 for principal effectiveness compared to 3.64 at the endline. The weighted average of the combined
scores (means) on the principals' forms (n = 106) and teachers’ forms (n = 616) of resulted in an endline
score of 3.42 (Table 12). LTD, based on its Program Management Plan (PMP), considers this score the
benchmark for LTD’s definition of “Effective Leadership.”

B. Surpassing the Benchmark

It was found that 82% of the principals scored 3.42 or better on the endline results of the principals’ self-
assessment survey. Thus, based on the PMP target of “80% of participating principals demonstrating
effective school leadership according to the MoEHE’s Effective School Standards and Competencies, LTD
met its target for Cohort Il (Table 13). In sum, LTD exceeded its target of 80% for Indicator 2.1,
“Participating principals demonstrating effective school leadership.”

Table 12. Baseline/endline scores and weighted averages for combined principal and teacher scores

Principal's Self-Evaluation

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
TOT_PR 106 1.69 3.66 2.8404 0.39425
TOT_PST 106 3.02 4 3.6448 0.25272

Teacher's Evaluation of Principal

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
TOT_PR 612 1 4 2.8393 0.5744
TOT_PST 616 1.41 4 3.3802 0.49807

Combined Weighted Averages of Principals plus Teachers

Pre 2.84
Post* 3.42
Percentage change 20.41178

*This value is the mean score for "Effective Leadership”

Table 13. Results for PMP Indicator 2.1
Indicator 2.1 Target Actual
Percentage of participating principals (per cohort; at 80% 82%
post measurement) demonstrating effective school
leadership according to principals and teachers based
on MoEHE’s Effective School Standards and
Competencies
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IV. Mixed-Methods Study of School Improvement Teams

KEY FINDINGS
1. LTD contributed to the capacity of SIT members, and in particular the performance of principals, to
work collegially and collaboratively in developing their school’s vision and mission, establish
strategic goals, and prepare an implementation plan.

e  Eighty-eight percent of SIT members surveyed rated as high the quality of their team’s
performance of tasks required to develop their school’s vision and mission, establish strategic
goals, and prepare an implementation plan.

e Ninety percent of SIT members surveyed agreed that team members exercised cooperation
and collaboration in developing in the school improvement team.

e Ninety-four percent of SIT members surveyed agreed that the principal was effective in sorting
and managing collaborative work among SIT members in developing the SIP.

2. LTD contributed to the efficacy of SIT members to work collegially and collaboratively in
implementing their School Improvement Plans.

e Seventy-seven percent of SIT members surveyed rated their performance in monitoring the
implementation of their plans.

e  Eighty-four percent of SIT members surveyed rated their performance in deploying and
managing material and human resources for the effective implementation of their plans.

e Ninety-one percent of SIT members surveyed agreed that as a team they exercised
cooperation and teamwork during implementation of the plan.

e Ninety-three percent of SIT members surveyed agreed the principal exercised shared
leadership in supporting and managing collaborative work among SIT members.

Introduction

Every school principal enrolled in LTD’s Leadership Diploma Program is expected to form and lead a school
improvement team to produce a school improvement plan (SIP). The planning process entails four phases:
first, the formation of a team comprised of the principal and several teachers and parents, and possibly
other staff or faculty as deemed necessary; next, completing a school-wide self-assessment framed by the
Ministry of Education’s National Standards for Effective Schools; then, writing strategic goals and a work
plan for the SIP, and presenting the plan for review by the local district and to AMIDEAST for procurement;
and lastly, implementing and monitoring the plan.

What is clear from these procedures is that the LTD approach is a consultative and participatory process
designed to bring about a shared approach to school leadership. Shared leadership is understood as “the
practice of governing a school by expanding the number of people involved in making important decisions
related to the school’s organization, operation, and academics...[and] entails the creation of leadership
roles or decision-making opportunities for teachers, staff members, students, parents, and community
members.”? Unlike to typical command-and-control model that typifies the principalship in schools in
Palestine, this shared approach engages key stakeholders across the school community to collect data,
identify needs, and implement strategic goals toward improving student learning and school
management.

2 http://edglossary.org/shared-leadership/
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Design of the Research

The research attempted to understand the extent that the school improvement team (SIT) contributes to
a process of shared leadership in the development and implementation of a school improvement plan
(SIP). A mixed methods design was used in which baseline and endline quantitative data were collected
and then explained or elaborated using qualitative data from focus groups.

Because the baseline research was conducted in [month] when most schools had just completed drafting
their SIPs, the baseline research examined shared leadership and teamwork only with respect to the
planning phase of SIP process. Conversely, when the research was repeated at the end of the school year,
the research looked at how the process of shared leadership and teamwork was reflected in the
implementation of the SIPs. In both instances, questionnaires were distributed to principals either at
trainings or via their local district directorate. All focus groups were conducted at the National Institute
for Educational Training (NIET), and the sample of SITs represented the geographic diversity of the school
districts where is working.

A. Results of the SIT Survey Research
1. Planning Phase of the School Improvement Process
To investigate the planning phase of the SIP process, the survey focused on three major questions:

o Task Performance: What was the overall quality of the SIT's role and tasks in developing the
school’s vision and mission, establishing strategic goals, and preparing an implementation
plan?

e Teamwork: To what extent did the SIT members agree they exercised cooperation and
collaboration in developing in the school improvement team (SIP)?

e Principal Leadership: How effective was the principal in supporting and managing
collaborative work among SIT members in developing the SIP?

The survey instrument used a five-point Likert scale for quality of task performance (very low =1 to very
high =5) and agreement (1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) and included a set of open-ended
guestions to allow for additional comments. Thus a mean ranging from 3 to 3.5 indicates a satisfactory
level of quality or agreement, and anything above 3.5 indicates a high level of quality or agreement.

Thus if we first look at the big picture of the results, we see in Figure that the SIT members evaluated as
quite high the quality of the performance of the SIT members in carrying out tasks related to the planning
phase.
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Figure 3. Three key indicators of SIT performance during the planning phase
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4.30 4.24 4.23 421 422
w20 G E= 408

410
4.00
3.90
3.80
3.70
3.60
3.50

Task Performance Teamwork Principal Leadership

[ Principal HTeacher [ Parent F Other

Were there any statistically significant difference in the means of these three indicators of SIP planning
due to gender, position, or district? An analysis was done using both independent samples t-test and
one-way ANOVA (see Annex __ ). Gender explained the variance in the means of only “Teamwork”
(exercising cooperation and collaboration in developing in the school improvement team. Directorate
explained the variance in the means for all three—Task Performance, Teamwork, and Principal
Leadership—with Qalqilia appearing to have the most influence on the variance. With regard to position,
this variable explained the variation in means for Task Performance and Teamwork.

2. Task Performance during planning of the SIP

What was the overall quality of the SIT's role and tasks in developing the school’s vision and mission,
establishing strategic goals, and preparing an implementation plan?

This section of the questionnaire used a five-point Likert scale for quality (1= very low to 5 = very high)
The grand mean score for task performance by members of SITs is 4.09, indicating a high quality task
performance in developing the school’s vision and mission, establishing strategic goals, and preparing an
implementation plan. Table 14 ranks the scores in descending order, and we see that the members of
SITs rated highest their performance in developing their school’s mission and vision (4.37 out of 5) ,
followed by setting clear goals for school improvement (4.33 out of 5).

Table 14. Ranked scores for quality of the SIT's role and tasks in developing the school’s vision and mission, establishing

strategic goals, and preparing an implementation plan.

Question Principal Teacher Parent  Other f/:‘and
QA2. Develop the mission and vision of the school. 4.19 4.24 4.04 4.37 4.21
QAS3. Set clear goals for school improvement. 4.16 4.12 4.04 4.33 4.16
QA4. Develop a strategic plan for school 4 4.04 4.06 4.16 4.07
improvement.
QA5. Prepare a work plan for implementing the 4.02 4.01 3.91 4.23 4.04
school improvement plan.
QA1. Collect data for the school self-assessment 4.2 3.88 3.72 4.09 3.97
study.
Overall Grand Mean 411 4.06 3.95 4.24 4.09
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Of the scores on the lower end of the ranking—below the grand mean of 4.09—we see that two tasks in
particular scored least well: preparing a work plan for implementing the school improvement plan (QA5)
and collecting data for the school self-assessment study (QA1). It would appear that these lower
assessments are mostly attributable to parents (Table 15), of whom 67% evaluated their involvement as
“high” in collecting data for the school self-assessment study compared to principals (98%), teachers
(79%), and Others (93%). Likewise, 78% of the parents were in less agreement compared to the other
members in regards to preparing a work plan for implementing the school improvement plan.

Table 15. Level of quality of task performance during planning of the SIP

Question Principal Teacher Parent
QAL1. Collect data for the school self-assessment Low 0% 2% 3%
study. Moderate 2% 19% 30%
High 98% 79% 67%
QA2. Develop the mission and vision of the school. Low 0% 1% 3%
Moderate 5% 9% 10%
High 95% 91% 87%
QA3. Set clear goals for school improvement. Low 0% 1% 2%
Moderate 2% 10% 19%
High 98% 89% 79%
QAA4. Develop a strategic plan for school Low 0% 1% 2%
improvement. Moderate 11% 14% 9%
High 89% 84% 89%
QADS. Prepare a work plan for implementing the school Low 0% 2% 0%
improvement plan. Moderate 5% 15% 22%
High 96% 83% 78%

3. Teamwork during planning of SIP: To what extent did the SIT members agree they
exercised cooperation and collaboration in developing in the school improvement team
(siP)?

This section of the questionnaire used a five-point Likert scale for agreement (1= strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree). The grand mean score for teamwork for all groups is 4.09, indicating solid agreement
among the different members on SITs. Table 16 shows the ranking order in descending order for the eight
questions in the domain. Highest levels of agreement—those scores above the grand mean (QB5, QB2,
QB6, QB7, and QB4) —indicated that the participants among the four groups of SIT members were
committed to working together cooperatively, collaboratively, and with a good deal of mutual respect for
differing viewpoints.
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Table 16. Level of agreement among SIT members that they exercised cooperation and collaboration in developing in the
school improvement team (SIP)

Question Principal Teacher Parent Other Grand

. Mean |

QB5. There was a spirit of mutual cooperation and trust 4.41 4.30 4.12 4.21 4.26

among the team members.

QB2. Team members were committed to participating in 4.11 4.26 4.05 4.19 4.15

meetings.

QB6. Team members had positive attitudes towards their 4.20 4.21 4.09 4.09 4.15

work in the school and with local organizations.

QB7. Team members were receptive to different 4.09 4.21 4.01 4.12 4.11

viewpoints.

QB4. There was an agreed upon common approach to the 4.02 4.14 4.24 4.02 4.11

work of the team.

QB3. Team members showed commitment in completing 4.07 4.21 3.91 4.12 4.08

tasks entrusted to them during meetings.

QB8. Team members efficiently completed their tasks 3.93 4.02 3.83 4.02 3.95

associated with planning.

QB1. The leadership of the school improvement team 4.02 3.91 3.87 3.95 3.94

achieved the team's intended goals for planning.

Overall Grand Mean 4.11 4.16 4.02 4.09 4.09

For those that with agreement levels below the grand mean (QB3, QBS8, and QB1, the implication is that
the completion of tasks for some of the members may have been challenging at times, which in fact was
an issue that both teachers and parents discussed in the focus groups, where both workloads and
scheduling conflicts sometimes hindered the timely completion of tasks.

4. Principal Leadership during planning of SIP: How effective was the principal in supporting
and managing collaborative work among SIT members in developing the SIP?

This section of the questionnaire also used a five-point Likert scale for agreement (1= strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree). The grand mean score for all groups is 4.19, indicating very solid agreement among
the SIT members that the principal was effective in supporting and managing collaborative work among
SIT members in developing the SIP (Table 17). Indeed, Figure 4 shows there was near universal agreement
that the principal exhibited effective leadership during the SIP planning process.

The ranking of the seven items in Table 17 in descending order suggests that if there is any room for
improvement in this otherwise outstanding assessment, it would be in regard to two skills: offering
constructive feedback to team members (QC6); and, helping the team to work through their differences
(i.e., how to constructively manage conflicting views). Comments in focus groups made by parents and
teachers (discussed below) tended to validate these two points.
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Table 17. Level of agreement that the principal was effective in supporting and managing collaborative work among SIT
members in developing the SIP.

Question Principal Teacher Parent Other Grand
Mean

QC4. The pr.map.al. encouraged team members to 434 431 475 433 431
express their opinions.
QcCs3. '!'he principal sthared information about the 43 4.24 412 478 4.24
planning process with the rest of the team.
QC2. The prlnlepal showed commitment |.n 423 429 4.12 421 421
accordance with school rules and regulations.
QC5.. T-he pr_mcnpal provided technical and 434 4.92 4 491 419
administrative support to members of the team.
QCL The p.rlnC|pa.I suppm:ted t.he team members 416 4.22 4.09 4.96 418
in completing their tasks in a timely manner.
QC6. The principal offered clear and specific 419 413 4.03 416 413
feedback to team members.
QC7. The prl.nC|.paI helped the team to work 4.07 4.03 3.95 4.09 4.04
through their differences.
Overall Grand Mean 4.23 4.21 4.08 4.22 4.19

Figure 4. Percentage of SIT members who agreed/strongly agreed the principal was effective in supporting and managing
collaborative work among SIT members in developing the SIP.
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The principal was effective in supporting and managing collaborative
work among SIT members in developing the SIP.

5. Implementation of the School Improvement Process

To investigate the implementation phase, the survey explores four main questions:
e Monitoring SIP implementation: What was the overall quality of the SIT's role and tasks in
monitoring the implementation of the SIP?
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e Deploying and managing resources: How effectively did the SIT deploy and manage
material and human resources for effective implementation of the SIP?

e Practicing teamwork and collaboration: How effectively did the members of the SIP
exercise cooperation and teamwork during implementation of the plan?

e Modeling shared leadership: How effective was the principal in supporting and managing
collaborative work among SIT members?

As with the results of the planning phase, Figure 5 clearly shows that the SIT members evaluated the
overall quality of the SIT members’ performance across all four domains of implementing their school
improvement plans (SIP) was well above 3.5 out of 5, that is, they assessed the quality of their work as
quite high.

Figure 5. Key Indicators of the SIP Implementation Process
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Were there any statistically significant difference in the means of the four indicators of SIP
implementation due to gender, position, years at the school, and district? An analysis was done using
both independent samples t-test and one-way ANOVA. Of the four dependent variables, a statistically
significant difference in the mean of “Practicing teamwork and collaboration” due to gender only. Of the
three other main variables—position, years at the school, and district—no statistically significant
differences were found. Now, let’s take a look at the results in greater detail.

a) Monitoring SIP implementation
What was the overall quality of the SIT's role and tasks in monitoring the implementation of the SIP?

This section of the questionnaire used a five-point Likert scale for quality (1= very low to 5 = very high),
and the grand mean of 3. 87 for the three items comprising this domain reflects a relatively high level of
quality in performing the roles and tasks necessary to monitor the implement the SIP (Table 18). As a
group 77% of the SIT members collectively rated the quality of their performance as high in regard to
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supervising, assessing, and reporting about the progress of implementing the SIP (Figure 6). It bears
noting, however, that of these three reporting had the least high rating. In fact, 46% of the principals
themselves rated the team’s performance in writing of progress reports as low to moderate, suggesting
this is an area that may need strengthening (Table 19).

Table 18. Quality of monitoring SIP implementation

Questions Principal Teacher Parent Other Grand
Mean
QA1. Supervising the implementation of the 4.04 3.95 3.88 3.93 3.95
school improvement plan
QA2. Assessing the progress of the plan 3.90 3.90 3.81 3.87 3.87
QA3. Preparing special reports on the progress 3.62 3.90 3.76 3.85 3.78
and successes of the plan
Overall Grand Mean 3.85 3.91 3.82 3.88 3.87

Figure 6. Overall quality of performance in monitoring SIP implementation
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Table 19. Quality of performance in monitoring SIP implementation

Monitoring SIP implementation

Column Column Column Column
N % N % N % N %

QAL1. Supervising the Low 0% 2% 3% 0%
implementation of the school Moderate 14% 14% 21% 19%
improvement plan High 86% 83% 76% 82%
QAZ2. Assessing the progress of Low 0% 2% 4% 2%
the plan Moderate 20% 19% 22% 17%

High 80% 80% 74% 82%
QA3. Preparing special reports on Low 2% 1% 7% 6%
the progress and successes of the Moderate 42% 22% 19% 17%
plan High 56% 75% 74% 78%

b) Deploying and managing resources

How effectively did the SIT deploy and manage material and human resources for effective
implementation of the SIP?

This domain comprised 10 items on the questionnaire and was measured based on a five-point Likert scale
for quality (1= very low to 5 = very high), and we see in Table 20 that the grand mean for all groups is 4.02
out of 5, which indicates solid agreement among the SIT members that they were able to successfully
deploy and manage material and human resources for effective implementation of the SIP (Figure 5).

Table 20. Quality of performance in deploying and managing resources

Principal Teacher Parent Other Grand Mean

QB1. Managing the process of implementing the 3.86 3.88 3.83 3.44 3.75
school plan

QB2. Effectively managing resources to ensure the 4.19 4.07 3.89 3.78 3.98
quality of teaching and learning

QB3. Effectively managing teaching and learning 3.88 3.94 3.91 3.78 3.88
with a high level of performance

QB4. Improving internal relations at the school 4.41 4.19 4.16 3.67 411
QB5. Improving the external relations of the school 4.22 4.13 4.10 3.67 4.03
QB6. Improving the school environment 4.28 4.28 4.15 3.89 4.15
QB7. Encouraging community participation 4.10 4.08 4.07 3.89 4.04
QB8. Mobilizing technology in teaching and 4.20 4.37 4.08 4.00 4,16
learning

QB9. Mobilizing technology for school management 4.38 4.31 3.98 3.67 4.09
QB10. Mobilizing human and material resources of 4.18 4.09 4.04 3.78 4.02
the school

Grand Mean 4.17 4.13 4.02 3.76 4.02
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A closer examination of the means for the individual items points to noteworthy strengths as well as to
areas that would benefit from further developed. Of the six items that scored at or above the mean of
4.02 (Table 20, above), four relate to enhancing relationships among stakeholders of the school
community, both inside the school and with the local community (QB4, QB5, QB7, QB10), while the other
two items highlight the importance of technology for improving teaching and learning and school
management (QBS8, QB9). These findings are confirmed in the focus group discussions with SIT members.

In short, we are seeing evidence of the strong influence of LTD’s robust provision of technology resources
(i.e., laptops, LCDs, and Internet connectivity) to support effective teaching and school management, plus
its practical, school-based approach to professional development of the Leadership Diploma Program.

Naturally, there is always room for improvement, and the findings also point to a number of areas,
although rated quite high, that might deserve further development. Three of the 10 items scored below
the grand mean of 4.02 (Table 20, above). As seen in Table 21, on the issue of managing the
implementation process of the school plan about 1in 5 of all principals (21%), teachers, parents and other
school staff rated low to moderate the quality of managing the process of implementing the school plan
(QB1), which appears to be validated by findings (discussed below) from focus groups that SITs
experienced some difficulty in monitoring and reporting the progress of SIP implementation. Additionally,
26% of the principals and 20% of the teachers rated “low” to “modest” the level of the team’s
performance in effectively managing teaching and learning with a high level of performance (QB3), while
16% of teachers, 27% of parents, and 22% of other school staff rated “low” to “modest” the quality of
effectively managing resources to ensure the quality of teaching and learning.

Table 21. Quality of performance in deploying and managing resources

Deploying and managing resources

QB1. Managing the process of implementing Low 0% 2% 1% 2%
the school plan Moderate 23% 18% 19% 17%
High 77% 81% 77% 82%
QB2. Effectively managing resources to Low 0% 1% 3% 2%
ensure the quality of teaching and learning Moderate 7% 15% 24% 20%
High 93% 84% 73% 78%
QB3. Effectively managing teaching and Low 0% 1% 3% 0%
learning with a high level of performance Moderate 26% 19% 17% 25%
High 74% 81% 80% 76%

c) Practicing teamwork and collaboration:

How effectively did the members of the SIP exercise cooperation and teamwork during implementation
of the plan?

LTD’s model of shared leadership puts a premium on teamwork among the members of the school
improvement team. The development of the school improvement plan requires that members of a school
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improvement team—the principal, teachers, parents and others from the school community—can work
collaboratively and efficiently to plan, share ideas, and support each other.

This section of the questionnaire used a five-point Likert scale for agreement (from 1= strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree). The grand mean for all groups is 4.14 out of 5 (Table 22), indicating solid agreement
among SIT members that they effectively exercised cooperation and teamwork during implementation of
the plan. A closer examination of the means for the individual items points to noteworthy strengths as
well as to areas that might be further developed.

Table 22 points to four of the items scored above the mean of 4.14 (QC5, QC6, QC2, and QC4). What
these items have in common is they are the necessary ingredients for shared leadership: mutual trust,
cooperation, positive attitudes among stakeholders, commitment, and a common vision and
methodology for working together. An impressive 91% of the respondents, on average, agreed that the
members of the SIP practiced skills and attitudes contributing to effective collaboration and teamwork
during implementation of the plan (Figure 8).

Table 22. Practicing teamwork and collaboration

Questions Principal Teacher Parent Other Grand Mean

QC1. The leadership of the school 4.03 4.03 3.96 3.93 3.99
improvement team achieved the desired goals
during the implementation of the plan

QC2. The commitment of team members to 4.19 4.26 4.14 4.13 4.18
participate in meetings

QC3. The commitment of team members to 4.13 4.21 4.09 4.04 4.12
carry out tasks entrusted to them during

meetings

QC4. The existence of a common vision and 4.16 4.15 4.16 4.15 4.16
methodology among the team members

QCS5. The existence of a cooperative 4.32 4.34 4.24 4.27 4.29
atmosphere and mutual trust between team

members

QC6. The existence of positive attitudes by 4.21 4.25 411 4.25 4.21

team members to work in the school and with
outside institutions

QC7. Acceptance by team members team of 4.04 4.21 411 4.07 4.11
outside comments and opinions
QC8. The effective completion by team 4.03 4.04 4.08 411 4.07

members of tasks and requirements
associated with implementation
Grand Mean 4.14 4.19 4.11 4.12 4.14
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Figure 7. Agreement on level of teamwork and collaboration

Practicing teamwork and collaboration

QCT1. The leadership of the school improvement team achieved the
desired goals during the implementation of the plan

QC2. The commitment of team members to participate in
meetings

QC3. The commitment of team members to carry out tasks
entrusted to them during meetings

QCA4. The existence of a common vision and methodology among
the team members

QC5. The existence of a cooperative atmosphere and mutual trust
between team members

QC6. The existence of positive attitudes by team members to work
in the school and with outside institutions

QC7. Acceptance by team members team of outside comments
and opinions

QC8. The effective completion by team members of tasks and
requirements associated with implementation
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While there is no doubting these impressively positive assessments, some room for improvement is
suggested in the results on the matter of “accepting outside comments and opinions” (QC7). Table 23
shows that some 15% of the principals and 11% of the parents remained neutral on this item; moreover,
of all the 10 items, only this one was found to have a statistically significant variance in the means based
on gender, position, and directorate. What these statistics suggest, then, is that a modest number of SIT
members—as a group—may have found some difficulty if being fully receptive to the views from other
stakeholders in the school community.

Table 23. Acceptance of outside comments and opinions

QC7. Acceptance by team members team of outside comments and opinions

| Principal | Teacher | Parent | Other |

Disagree .0% 1.2% 1.0% .0%
Neutral 14.9% 6.4% 11.5% 11.1%
Agree 85.1% 92.4% 87.5%  88.9%
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d) Modeling shared leadership
How effective was the principal in supporting and managing collaborative work among SIT members?

Through its Leadership Diploma Program, LTD, aims to transform the principalship from a traditional
command-and-control model to one that values and practices shared leadership. The SIT is a key structure
in this transformation, for it is the space where the principal is expected to share leadership by engaging
teachers, parents, and staff members or others from the local community in a participatory process of
discourses and decision-making to advance ongoing school improvement.

This section of the questionnaire also used a five-point Likert scale for agreement (1= strongly disagree to
5 =strongly agree), and the grand mean for all groups is 4.24 out of 5 (Table 24), indicating solid agreement
among SIT members that the principal was effective in supporting and managing collaborative work
among SIT members.

Table 24. Agreement that the principal models shared leadership

Questions Principal Teacher Parent Other Grand Mean
QD1. The principal helped the rest of the 4.20 4.21 4.20 4.26 4.22
members in the completion of tasks in a
timely manner

QD2. The principal's commitment was 4.32 4.30 4.25 4.30 4.29
consistent with the regulations and codes of

the school

QD3. The principal shared information 4.27 4.25 4.19 4.22 4.23

associated with the implementation process
with the other members of the team

QDA4. The principal encouraged the team 4.47 4.36 4.16 4.33 4.33
members to express their views

QD5. The principal provided technical and 4.43 4.26 4.13 4.28 4.28
administrative support to the team members

QD6. The principal provided clear and specific 4.29 4.12 4.09 4.26 4.19
feedback to team members

QD?7. The principal helped the team members 4.22 4.16 4.07 4.24 4.17
to overcome the sources of conflict

Grand Mean 431 4.24 4.16 4.27 4.24

The four scores that are above the grand mean of 4.24 for how teachers and parents evaluated the
principal’s performance in supporting and managing their collaboration on the SIT (QD2, QD, QD4, QD5),
suggest the principal did an outstanding job of providing the needed structure, encouragement and
information to allow SIT members to express their views and take action during the implementation of
the SIP. The three items that scored below the mean (QD1, QD6, and QD7), point again to two challenges
perceived by many SIT members, namely, insufficient time sometimes hindered the efficient completion
of tasks and the principal’s efforts to manage conflicting views less effective than expected.
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Table 25 points to a patternin the levels of agreement by parents. Whereas teachers’ scores of agreement
tend to remain in the 90 percentile range across all seven items in this domain but one—87% for giving
feedback—parents scores dip into the mid-80 percentile range on four indicators of the principal’s support
and management of collaboration: encouraging the expression of viewpoints (85%), providing technical
and administrative support (84%), offering clear and specific feedback (86%), and helping the team
members to overcome the sources of conflict (86%). It bears mentioning that the differences in the
means for the principal’s capacity to manage conflict (QD7) was found to be statistically significant with
regard to parents. In sum, while the results of the parents’ scores on these four indicators are still
relatively quite high, the fact that they are lower than those of the teachers deserves consideration.

Figure 8. Percentage of teachers and parents agreeing that the principal practiced shared leadership

Agreement that the principal practiced shared
leadership

100%
97%
95%
95% _
91%
90%
87%
86%

85%
80%
75%
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helped the rest of principal's shared information ~ encouraged the  provided technical provided clear and  helped the team

the members in the commitment was associated with the team members to and administrative specific feedback to members to

completion of tasks consistent with the implementation express their views support to the team  team members overcome the

in a timely manner  regulations and ~ process with the members sources of conflict

codes of the school other members of
the team
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6. Results of open-ended questions on the surveys

The questionnaire included a number of open-ended questions allowing the respondents an opportunity
to identify what they believed were important achievements and challenges from their experiences
implementing the SIP. Several thousand written entries were coded and then classified into the most
frequently occurring comments pointing to either achievements or challenges.

a) Major Achievements
The principals, teachers, and parents indicated that the implementation phase of the SIP process was
characterized by improvements in the school environment; increased use of technology in teaching and
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learning; enhanced internal and external relationships in the school community; and a deepened
understanding of the importance of a school’s vision mission.

Child-Friendly Environment: Some 23% of participants noted that the school environment was
greatly enhanced thanks to better school facilities that helped to create more active classrooms
and produce a more child-friendly atmosphere throughout the school. Examples of changes
included painting and decorating school walls with educational slogans and pictures; and the
planting of flower gardens.
Spreading the Use of Technology: Some 24% indicated that the classroom use of technology
increased in teaching and learning. Many of the schools focused their SIP budgets on purchasing
laptops, LCD projectors, and other educational devices such as smart boards, that were installed
classrooms, libraries, and computer labs. This infusion of technology took advantage of the
training teachers received in how to make the most of technology for blended learning.
School-Community Relations: Some 33% of the respondents linked the SIP process to increased
participation and cooperation of parents and community members. Participants noted that the
strong level of cooperation among the SIT members themselves resulted in extending their
school’s networking with different community members and local institutions. One school, for
example, leveraged its improved community relations to win the support of the local village
council to rehabilitate the school’s gym.

Valuing the Vision and Mission: Nearly 20% of the participants commented they have a better

understanding of the school vision and mission. They noted the importance not only of the

process of writing vision and mission statements, but also the importance of aligning the goals of

the SIP with resources needed for their successful implementation. As one teacher put it, A

“Planning is the secret of success for achieving goals.”

a) Some Challenges along the Way: Along with the many accomplishments during the
implementation phase, many of the respondents noted that managing the available financial
and human resources was a recurring frustration. Some 53% of the participants, for example,
stated that their school day workload, lack of available time, and limited financial resources
tended to complicate their efforts during the implementation of their SIPs.

34



B. Focus Groups Results for School Improvement Team

KEY FINDINGS

As a result of capacity-building for SITs and in-kind assistance to schools, LTD contributed to

empowering the SITs to make substantive improvements to the overall learning

environments of their schools by...

e Creating a more child-friendly climate by making major improvements to the physical
conditions of schools.

e Fostering the widespread use of ICT in classroom instruction.

e Strengthening internal and external relations among students, staff, and parents,
especially by leveraging the evidence-based SIP to secure donations from the local
community towards achieving targets for school improvement.

e Aligning the school vision and mission to its goals and targets for enhancing students’
learning.

Introduction

The M&E units of both the Leadership and Teacher Development Program (LTD) and its sister project, the
School Support Program (SSP), jointly conducted three focus groups in November 2014 and six focus
groups in May 2015 at NIET. The participants represented a purposive sample of SITs from both Cohort |
and Cohort Il schools. The participants were arranged into three groups according to their specific SIT
roles—principal, teacher, or parent. Each session lasted 90 minutes and was audio recorded. Since none
of the schools had completed the drafting of their SIPs, the discussion focused only on tasks leading up to
the drafting of the SIP.

The November interviews focused on the planning phase of the SIP process and were framed by the
following core questions:

e Think about your role during the SIP planning process. What specific tasks did you perform and
what was most challenging for you personally?

e Reflect on the quality of teamwork among the members of your SIT. Did you feel empowered to
share your views, ideas, and contribute to decisions? Explain.

e  What barriers did the team face as a group while developing the SIP and how were they managed?

The interviews in May explored the implementation phase of the SIP process and were framed by these
core questions:

o A key responsibility of the school development team is to implement the SIP. What has changed
for the better in your school as a result of the implementation of the SIP? What contributed to
this success?

e Think about the obstacles your team faced during the implementation of the SIP. What internal
and external factors contributed to the challenges?

e All things considered, do you think that the SIT is an effective mechanism for shared leadership
towards improving the school? How could it work better?
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1. Planning Phase of the SIP Process

a) Quality of interaction and collaboration

Across the three groups, participants described positive impressions about the level of collaboration
among members. Principals emphasized their role in facilitating discussions with team members to
collectively identify and prioritize key ideas and issues for discussion. They felt it was their responsibility
to minimize conflict by assigning tasks and responsibilities to specific individuals. Teachers claimed that
the exchange of views and ideas was aided by teachers’ shared beliefs about the goals of the SIP, by the
diversity of their areas of expertise, and by their willingness to share resources and tasks.

A teacher described this dynamic: “From the very beginning, the roles of
our team were distributed. For example, | was responsible for surveys and
interviews with the parents; another teacher was responsible for the
student survey, a third for the teacher survey, and a fourth did data entry.
Then we worked together on the analysis and identified strengths and
weaknesses and then prepared the strategic plan based on seven domains
and each of us took one of these and discussed our work.”

Parents described the collaborative nature of the meetings as smooth, acceptable, successful.

As one parent recalled: “We developed the school improvement plan and
set action points to carry out the plan. We cooperated at all stages and
we held several meetings"

In sum, for all SIT members, a major outcome of the planning process was the belief that it brought key
stakeholders in the community closer together.

b) Freedom to share and exchange ideas and opinions

Overall, the three groups conveyed similar views. Principals spoke of the importance of mutual trust,
respect for differing opinions, and the need to engage all team members in the process. These beliefs
were echoed by teachers, who noted that in general they felt enabled to speak their mind and that the
principal was receptive to their points of view and encouraged feedback from all during the SIP process.

As one teacher explained: “Discussions were done cooperatively;, when
anyone had an idea, the others would chime in and the school
administration was very helpful. When the principal had an idea she
would offer it and he listened to others on the team.”

On the other hand, they also observed that principals would try to avoid conflicting opinions in
discussions, preferring sometimes to meet with the teachers in smaller groups or individually. Parents
commented that team members listened to one another’s suggestions and this encouraged the exchange
of viewpoints.

In short, we see an improvement in communication and trust between the school principal and teachers,
and better communication and networking between the school and parents and with the local community
more broadly.

A principal summed up this point succinctly: “We got the local community
and parents involved; | mean [the SIT process] gave them a clearer picture
of what the principal and teachers are doing—a much clearer picture.”
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c) Participation in decision-making

Somewhat contrary to the above description, the principals stated there were limits to their willingness
to consult teachers and parents in decision making during the development of the SIP; instead, they
sometimes found it easier to make the decisions unilaterally without engaging other stakeholders. This
observation is consistent with the responses from teachers and parents. Teachers acknowledged being
consulted for their feedback on the plan, but this usually happened after the plan had already been
drafted by the principal. Nonetheless, the inclusiveness of the process is a great improvement, as one
teacher noted, “Before the program, the principal used to write the plan himself and distribute copies for
our feedback, but with the formation of the SIT (under LTD), this process became more inclusive.”

Similarly, parents commented that the principal was the main decision maker; that is, they would tend to
defer to his/her authority.

One parent stated in this way: “Since the principal is the head of the SIT,
he makes all the decisions and our role is to carry them out.”

It would appear, then, that parents perceived their role during the planning phase as minimal and with
little direct input in the drafting of the SIP document itself. They did, however, expect to have a bigger
role during the implementation phase.

In sum, the collective nature of the planning process brought the administration and teachers closer
together and this, too, is reflected in the inclusion of community members in the planning process, a fact
appreciated by the parents, though they would expect to be more involved in the implementation phase.

As one parent put it: “The school improvement plan was completed
because the members of the team cooperated and listened to each
other’s suggestions.”

d) Challenges during the planning phase of the SIP
1) Limited Time and Heavy Workload

All groups commented that finding time to meet and carry out the many tasks of the process was their
biggest challenge, and more so for the principals and teachers because of the heavy workload in their
typical workday. Teachers stressed the difficulties they faced in trying to juggle their duties to the SIT with
their primary responsibility of covering the curriculum they teach and with other obligations relating to
school-wide development.

A principal spoke of the pressure: “Principal: “From the start of the school
year, I’'m planning; I’m following up on budgeting and other issues.
Sometimes when we want to meet with teachers, one of the SIT members
is out of school (for other activities) and this creates a burden for everyone
and it delays our submitting our plan to the school directorate.”

Teachers added that trying to write and revise drafts of the SIP was further complicated because
of the combination of time constraints and the difficulty of resolving individual scheduling
conflicts. Parents observed that some parents missed meetings.

As one teacher noted, “We don't often have free time between us, the
members of the SIT. So we are forced to meet during our lunch break."
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2) Coping with the Challenges

Principals took a variety of steps to mitigate disruptions to the planning process caused by time and
scheduling difficulties: meeting Friday afternoons after the Al-A’ser Prayer; shifting around teachers’
schedules to free up class time; meeting during breaks. One principal admitted taking the extreme
measure of personally completing most of the tasks on his own. Some teachers freed up time during
school hours by taking home more of their prep work and grading tasks; and some teachers simply met
on their own without the principal whenever they had time.

2. Implementation Phase of the SIP Process

The participants were asked to share and discuss what changed for the better in their schools as a result
of the SIT’s efforts to implement the school improvement plan (SIP), and to consider what contributed to
this success. Likewise, the participants also shared stories about challenges they faced and offered
recommendations for improving the performance of the SIT as a mechanism for shared leadership. Since
the development of the SIP is structured by the Ministry’s standards for effective schools, we used the
same criteria to organize the analysis of the participants’ discussion:

e School environment

e Teaching and learning

e Management of material and human resources to improve teaching and learning
e The use of technology in teaching and learning

e Internal and external relations

e Connecting Students and Teachers to the School Community

a) School environment

All groups—principals, teachers and parents—explained that their teams focused a good deal of attention
on renovating facilities such as the library, cafeteria, and bathrooms. They emphasized the importance
of improving both the conditions and appearances of the school to create a healthier, more appealing,
and more child-friendly learning environment. Specific examples included improved sanitation, water
dispensers in corridors, outdoor canopies to provide shade, decorative and educational logos and images
painted on walls, and renovations to gymnasiums. The SIT secured resources for these improvements
mainly through AMIDEAST assistance but also through contributions solicited by the SIT from individuals,
families, or businesses in the local community.

As one parent explained: “There’s a paint factory in our town and it
supplied paint free of cost which we used to paint and decorate the walls
of the school. We managed to make improvements to the school
environment at a savings of NIS 14000 (53500).”

1) Teaching and learning

The consensus heard from all three groups is that the SIP process cast a much stronger spotlight on
supporting more effective teaching and learning. Principals expressed satisfaction in seeing and
supporting teachers who are using new strategies such as integrated teaching and collaboration among
teachers.
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As one principal remarked: “I really feel happy when | enter a class and
find the math and Arabic teachers together collaborating to improve the
students’ understanding.”

Teachers were unanimous in their praise for changes resulting from the influx of technology resources
thanks to LTD. The availability of LCD projectors, laptops and improved computer labs have, in their view,
empowered teachers to teach more outside the box, moving away from didactic instruction and
embracing more innovative teaching strategies they learned in their LTD trainings that get students
actively engaged with the curriculum. They also maintained that they feel supported in trying new
methods, like integrated teaching and peer collaboration, to improve student learning.

A teacher commented: “The program (LTD) provided us with LCDs,
laptops, and screens. This really motivated us! We worked together to
make effective use of the technology, and the students became more
actively engaged in class.”

Just as teachers are seeing a difference, so too are parents. They commented that the SIP process
redoubled the school’s attention on improving the learning conditions for students. For example,
they point to new programs such as rewarding students with certificates when for academic progress,
providing learning support for struggling students, and making the school library more engaging and
learner-focused as efforts that are making a difference for students.

2) Management of material and human resources to improve teaching and learning

Members of the three groups repeatedly linked improvements in the physical and learning
environments of the school to the SIP’s emphasis on effective management of resources. As an
illustration, school gardens—a common SIP initiative—were planted not only to beautify the school,
but also to create learning spaces where students could transfer their classroom learning to a real-
world context. In some cases, schools even used gardens to cultivate “cash crops” such as cotton that
were later sold locally to support other school development projects. Teachers—a school’s most
important human resource—observed that the school’s improvement plan put them at the center of
the school’s development.

As one teacher pointed out: “You could see the creativity of the teachers
increasing during the LTD program and there was a huge increase in
teachers’ self-motivation. We helped the teachers of 11th and 12th
grade, the Tawijihi, to grow professionally.”

This observation was affirmed by a principal: “It wasn’t just me ‘the
principal’ or the technology teacher or the science teacher working alone.
No. What developed was a spirit of cooperation and teamwork like we
were one big team and whatever we decided to do had to be decided by
all.”
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3) The use of technology in teaching and learning

The consensus among all groups is that LTD’s support to the SIP process by equipping schools with
Wi-Fi access, laptops, and LCD projectors has transformed the schools.

One principal said it all: “We use to have only one LCD projector and
internet only in the lab, but now that the whole school is connected to the
Internet and there are three LCDs, life in school became better for the
teachers and the students.”

Teachers observed that the improved availability of technology resources has sparked a healthy
competition among teachers to integrate technology and new media like YouTube and Facebook to
get students more excited and engaged in the learning process. Principals were excited to see
teachers who were enrolled in the LTD trainings to be coaching other teachers in school on using
technology in their classrooms. Parents, too, stepped up to support the spread of technology in
schools. In just one example of many like it, a school’s SIT managed to leverage its AMIDEAST
resources to secure additional resources from the local village council to equip a computer lab and
this helped turn around reading and math scores for weak students and provided reinforcement for
students preparing for the Tawjihi exam.

4) Internal and external relations:

All groups were unanimous in their view that the SIT was a catalyst for deepening and extending the
network of relationships between the school and the local community. This was a major outcome of
the school self-assessment study that each SIT conducted in formulating needs and objectives for the
school improvement plan (SIP), where the results were shared with teachers and staff and then with
local municipal councils. Communicating evidence-based school needs helped to improve
networking among groups inside and outside the school, which often translated into bigger
commitments from the local community to pledge support. In one example, the local community
aided the school in purchasing whiteboards for classrooms and supplies for painting the school.

As one principal proudly boasted: “My school’s relations with the local
community has improved tremendously. Honestly, whatever issue | raise,
whether it’s for blackboards or security bars for windows, | can count on
the local community. Our communications with the local community have
become really strong.”

Seeing community relations becoming stronger, many teachers noticed an increase in parents’
attendance at meetings to discuss their children’s progress. Teachers and parents also found common
cause in supporting co-curricular learning activities in which students produced handcrafts or
traditional soap to be sold locally, with the profits going to the school to help it meet other needs.
The work of the SIT also breathed new life into the school’s relationship with the parent’s council.

As one parent described: “Our meetings have seen an increase in the
numbers of parents in attendance, and we see them asking more about
their children’s progress in school. For example, we had a problem with
unexcused absences and managed to work out new rules with the school
to help reduce the problem.”
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5) Connecting Students and Teachers to the School Community:

All groups maintained that the SIP implementation process contributed to big improvements in how
teachers and students perceive their responsibility for making their school a successful learning
community. In some schools the SIP process has been a catalyst for closer, more respectful teacher-
student relations not only in the classroom but also as citizens of the school community.

In one example, a teacher explained proudly: “We established a student
council and it’s been a success. We’ve seen students’ attendance improve.
Students have a role and voice in school affairs and offer their opinions
about improvements. I’'ve been teaching for 16 years and this is the first
time that students have attended teachers’ meetings, and we really
listened to what they had to say about making the school better.”

As earlier mentioned, environmental clubs have helped to increase students’ appreciation for
protecting and beautifying the school grounds, involving initiatives such as planting gardens and
painting and decorating walls. Some principals link these activities what they describe as a dramatic
decline in vandalism, littering, and violent behaviors in their schools.

One principal recounted the impact the club had on the misbehavior of
some students: “We had some students after school who would play
around and wind up breaking windows or damaging trees. When | found
out who they were, | had them join the environment club and they really
took an interest in planting and tending the school garden. In fact one of
the kids got his neighbors to donate some metal bars which he used as
stakes to support saplings in the garden.”

6) Challenges during the implementation phase of the SIP
a) Too little time and too little money

Given the seriously low-resource environment that Palestine’s school system operates in, there was no
surprise that all groups contended that lack of sufficient financial resources threatened the capacity of
schools to accomplish the strategic goals and objectives of their SIP. An additional risk to the timely
completion of goals was the fact heavy administrative and teaching workloads sometimes hindered
principals and teachers from devoting sufficient time and effort to carrying out tasks.

b) Bureaucratic Inertia

Principals mainly, but also teachers and some parents, complained that precious time was often lost in
completing tasks during implementation as a result of centralized bureaucratic inertia. Too often,
implementing tasks such as refurbishing facilities or installing equipment required following multiple rules
and regulations that required authorization at different levels of the district and Ministry bureaucracy. In
other words, a lack of decentralized authority sometimes proved counterproductive to an SIT trying to
implement time-bound improvements inside their school.
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V.

Recommendations for Improvement of Leadership Training

A. Based on the results of both the quantitative and qualitative research on principal effectiveness,
the following areas are suggested for improving the Leadership Diploma Program.

1.

Continue to build the principal’s capacity to involve parents, teachers, and other stakeholders
of the school community in discourses and decisions on improving the school; in particular,
attention should be given to learning how to improve the flow of information using
technology to communicate with stakeholders.

Improve the principal’s capacity to involve parent members of the SITs in planning and
collecting data for the school self-assessment.

Empower the principal with greater discretion to manage the workload and scheduling of SIT
tasks and meetings so as to accommodate the limited free time that school staff and parents
have during a typical workday.

Build the principal’s skills in giving constructive feedback and in managing differences of
opinion in order to reach a consensus in decision-making.

Emphasize the responsibility of the principal and the SIT to systematically monitor and
document the implementation of the SIP.

Continue to build the capacity of the principal and the SIT in managing resources intended to
support the quality of teaching and learning and improve learning outcomes.

In light of Palestine’s chronically low-resourced education sector which, among other things,
limits the capacity of a school to finance its annual SIP, the MoEHE should consider ways to
empower principals to seek alternative revenue flows to fill budget deficits.

B. Focus Group participants suggested the following actions to improve the Work of the SIT

1.

2
3.
4

Reduce the work load for teachers working on the SIP.
Free up one or two class sessions per week for teachers to hold their meetings.
Motivate teachers by providing them with some kind of appreciation for their efforts.

Improve coordination for scheduling professional development trainings for principals and
teachers to avoid situations where both are absent at the same time. This would increase the
time they both have to work on the SIP.

Increase the level of authority of principals participating in the LTD program so they have
more flexibility in managing their heavy administrative workload by the ministry and the
districts offices.

Improve the level of coordination between the schools on the one hand and the district
directorates and the central Ministry on the other in order to avoid having to produce two
“identical” SIPs and budgets—one for LTD and the other for the ministry.

Conduct a mid-term formative assessment and final summative evaluation of the SIP
implementation process and share the findings to help improve the performance of SITs.

Encourage exchange visits among SIT teams from different schools and set up a Facebook
page so as to facilitate sharing of ideas and information.
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9. Use public relations strategies to demonstrate the work and outcomes of the SIP process to
the school community and to local organizations and institutions.

10. Each newly organized SIT needs to take account of achievements, processes and resources
from previous years so that new initiatives avoid needless duplication.

11. The SIP planning phase should pay more attention to aligning the national curriculum with
specific goals to improve teaching and learning, for example, by planning and supporting co-
curricular field trips that make real-world connections to what students are learning in the
classroom.

12. Standardize the LTD process for developing an SIP to all schools in Palestine.
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Section 2: To what extent did LTD contributed to improving the capacity
of teachers to enact learner-centered approaches to teaching and
learning?

KEY FINDINGS
LTD contributed substantively to building the capacity of teachers to enact learner-centered
approaches and strategies and to prepare their students with 21st century learning skills (critical
thinking, creativity, communication, and collaboration).

e LTD students are more likely to agree (65%) than their non-LTD peers (55%) that their
schools provide a positive learning environment; non-LTD teachers, to the contrary, are
slightly more likely (60%) than their LTD peers (55%) to think so.

e LTD teachers (88%) and their students (68%) are more likely to desctibe their classtoom
environments as learner-centered than their non-LTD peers (81% and 54%) respectively.

e LTD students (68%) are more likely to agree that their teachers are building their 21st
century learning skills than their non-LTD peers (56%).

e LTD teachers (87%) are more likely to agree that they are building their students’ 21st
century learning skills than their non-LTD peers (80%). In particular, LTD students are
more likely to make real-wotld connections to what they learn in class; do project-based
learning; feel encouraged to offer their own opinions or ideas; and, participate in group
work.

LTD contributed to building the capacity of teachers and principals to promote the values and
conditions that foster a child-friendly school. Based on a set of indicators measuring behavior,
LTD students reported more positive school behaviors than their non-LTD peets.

* Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peets to have hit a fellow
student (34% vs. 49%)

* Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peets to have been hit by
another student (23% vs. 29%)

* Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have been hit by a
teacher (43% vs. 64%)

* Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-L'TD peers to have skipped school
(12% vs. 29%)

* Students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have had their
parents called to school because of misbehavior (14% vs. 20%).

Introduction

A key goal of LTD is to promote the development of high quality teaching and learning. To achieve this,
LTD has worked to build the capacity of the National Institute for Educational Training (NIET) to deliver
high quality in-service professional development to underqualified (non-certified) teachers leading to
their obtaining the equivalent of a teaching diploma. LTD implemented two interventions designed to
achieve goal. Firstly, it designed and delivered a training-of-trainer program, the Teacher Educator
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Enhancement Program (TEEP), which created a national cadre educational trainers at NIET who are
experienced in learner-centered instruction and assessment. Secondly, LTD provided technical assistance
to NIET in the design and development of a 9-module curriculum for teacher certification.

LTD used three research activities to understand the extent that teachers of Cohort Il have enacted
standards and competencies aligned with learner-centered instruction (Table 32): 1) a baseline/endline
survey with a random sample of teachers, principals, and students was conducted in cooperation with
NIET; 2) a quasi-experimental survey of classroom engagement involving a random selection of teachers,
students, and a control group of non-LTD teachers and students for comparison; and, 3) in cooperation
with the Assessment and Evaluation Department of the MoEHE, LTD administered standardized tests of
achievement to students using a quasi-experimental design to a sample of students of Cohort Il schools
(pre- and post-test design); additionally, LTD administered the tests to students of teachers from Cohort
| (pre-, post-, and post-post design)—results of the tests are reported in Section 4 below.

Table 25. Data collection sample and methods for evaluating the impact of teacher training on teachers’ competences

Data Collection Method Frequency of Data Sample
Collection
Classroom Engagement Survey Baseline & Endline Students Teachers
LTD  Controls LTD Controls
1607 918 58 35
Teacher Effectiveness Survey Baseline & Endline Teachers Principals
304 41
Standardized Tests of Achievement Baseline & LTD Controls
Endline Cohort | 435 319
(post-post)
Cohort Il 1117 1470
(post)

I.  Survey of Classroom Engagement
Method of Data Collection

For the endline evaluation of Cohort Il schools, a random selection of 58 LTD teachers and 35 non-LTD
teachers across the 6 districts of Cohort Il yielded a sample of just over 1600 LTD and 900 non-LTD students
who participated in the Cohort Il survey of classroom engagement.® Based on the subjects taught by
teachers, 22% of the students were from math classes, 24% from science, 21% from Arabic, 13% from
English, and 20% from English.

The survey instrument contained a 20 item, five-point Likert “Classroom Engagement Scale” (Cronbach's
Alpha = .918). These same 20 items were divided into four subscales representing 21 century learning
skills: Critical Thinking, Creativity, Communication, and Collaboration.

The instrument was filled out by the selection of teacher and by their respective students. These two
sources of data for the same variables—along with the comparison schools—made for a robust analysis

3 Nine teachers from the baseline study either transferred to other schools or were on leave when LTD conducted
the endline study; thus, there were 350 fewer students in the endline than the baseline study.
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of the contribution of LTD’s teacher training to enhancing students’ classroom engagement, development
of 21% century learning skills, and their social behavior.

A. Satisfaction with School Environment

The results in Table 25 show that LTD students were more satisfied with their schools’ learning
environment compared to non-LTD students. On average, LTD students were more satisfied with the
learning environment of their schools (65%) than their non-LTD peers (55%) (Figure 10). Interestingly,
however, LTD teachers’ estimation of their students’ satisfaction was slightly lower than their non-LTD
peers (Figure 11). The variation in the means between LTD teachers and the comparison group was
statistically significant.

Table 26. Mean scores for satisfaction with school learning environment and classroom engagement

Questions Control LTD %
Schools Schools Difference

QA1..I feel that my school is preparing me to be successful in my future 385 4.00 4%

learning

QA2. | am happy to be a student at this school 3.46 3.75 8%

QA3. | feel excited when | come to school 3.15 3.30 5%

Figure 9. Percentage of students who strongly agree/agree they are satisfied with their schools

Students' agreement their school provides a
positive school learning environment

7%
71%

67%
60%

e 46%

I FEEL THAT MY SCHOOL I AM HAPPY TO BE A I FEEL EXCITED WHEN I

PREPARED ME TO BE STUDENT AT THIS COME TO SCHOOL
SUCCESSFUL IN THE SCHOOL
FUTURE LEARNING

OLTD E Control
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Figure 10. Percentage of teachers who strongly agree/agree their students are satisfied with their schools

Strongly Agree/Agree

83%
78% 3%

66%

THE SCHOOL IS PREPARING THE STUDENTS ARE HAPPY THE STUDENTS ARE

.

STUDENTS TO BE TO BE AT THIS SCHOOL  EXCITED WHEN THEY COME
SUCCESSFUL IN THEIR TO SCHOOL
FUTURE LEARNING
IHLTD = Conttrol

B. Learner-Centered classroom engagement

The scores in Table 26 show that overall both LTD teachers and their students rated their classroom
environments as more learner-centered than their non-LTD peers. The variation in the means between
LTD teachers and the comparison group is statistically significant.

Table 27. Scores for teacher and student rating of learner-centered classroom indicators

Learner-Centered % Difference
Classroom
LTD Non-LTD
Teachers 4.25 4.01 5.8%
Students 3.80 3.39 11.4%

On average, LTD students were more likely to agree (68%) that their classrooms reflect a learner-centered
environment compared to their non-LTD peers (54%). LTD teachers were more likely to agree (88%) that
their classrooms reflect a learner-centered environment compared to their non-LTD peers (81%).
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Table 28. Percentage of students who strongly agree/agree on learner-centered indicators

Questions LTD Control ‘
QB1. My teacher encourages me to think and find answers and solutions 77%  69%
QB2. | Participate in small cooperative groups in the classroom 68%  55%
QB3. | express my opinion freely in the class 65% 52%
QB4. My teacher's style makes the learning process interesting 68% 56%
QBS5. | participate in a variety of classroom activities 63% 55%
QB6. My teacher helps me when I find some difficulty to understand the lesson 79%  66%
QB7. My teacher cares about my suggested ideas 63% 47%
QB8. My teacher encourages me to ask questions in classroom 73%  60%
QB9. My teacher helps me stay actively engaged. 58% 32%
QB10. | don’t spend most of the time just copying information 65%  40%
QB11. In most lessons, the teacher checks my knowledge and understanding 69%  54%
QB12. My teacher gives me time to debate what | have learned in the classroom 67%  55%
QB13. My teacher encourages students to discuss and debate 68%  54%
QB14. My teacher's style of teaching helps me to understand easily 70% 61%
QB15. | participate in implementing projects 76% 58%
QB16. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance on tests and assignments 68% 54%
QB17. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance during lessons 63% 53%
QB 18. | participate in interesting activities 59% 51%
QB19. My teacher use technology in the class 57%  46%
QB20. My teacher makes real-world connections to what we learn in class 76%  61%
Average 68% 54%

Table 29. Percentage of teachers who strongly agree/agree on learner-centered indicators

Questions LTD Control ‘
QB1. | encourage students to think to find answers and solutions 98% 91%
QB2. Students participate in small cooperative groups in the classroom 76% 71%
QB3. Students express their opinions freely within the class 90% 86%
QB4. My teaching style makes the learning process interesting 93% 94%
QB5. Students participate in a variety of classroom activities 83% 77%
QB6. | help students when they find any difficulties in understand the lesson 100% 89%
QB?7. | care a lot of suggested ideas by the students 95% 91%
QB8. | encourage students to ask questions in class 98% 94%
QB9. | spend part of the time in the reading and writing of information 76% 51%
QB10. Students do not spend most of the time in copy information 93% 86%
QB11. In most classes, | ask students to memorize facts and figures with 93% 89%
checking the degree of their knowledge and understanding

QB12. | give students time to discuss what they have learned in the classroom 86% 77%
QB13. I'm talking less than the students in the class to allow students to 90% 71%
debate
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QB14. My teaching style helps students to understand easily 84% 89%

QB15. Students participate in projects 85% 71%
QB16. | give students feedback about their performance on tests and 98% 89%
assignments

QB17. | give students feedback about their performance during the lesson 97% 77%
QB18. Students participate in interesting activities 64% 54%
QB19. | use technology in the classroom 71% 71%
QB20. I link between what the students learning and the daily life 100% 94%
Average 88% 81%

C. 21st Century Learning Skills

Tables 29 and 30 show the results for the extent that students and teachers strongly agree/agree that
indicators or 21st century learning skills are present in their classrooms. The indicators are grouped into
for domains: critical thinking, creativity, communication, and collaboration. We find that LTD students
rate each skill area higher (by about 11%) than non-LTD students (Table 29). The variation in the means
between LTD students and the comparison group is statistically significant. We see, too, that LTD
teachers’ scores were higher (by about 7%) than the comparison group of non-LTD teachers. The
variations in the means of the two groups is also significant.

Table 30. Student rating of indicators of 21st century skills in their classrooms

A . Control LTD %
21th Century Learnlng Skl”S Schools Schools Difference
Communication 3.60 3.99 10%
Critical thinking 3.43 3.83 11%
Collaboration 3.35 3.72 11%
Creativity 3.39 3.78 11%

Table 31. Teacher rating of indicators of 21st century skills in their classrooms

e g Control LTD %
21th Century Learnlng Skills Schools Schools Difference
Critical thinking 4.27 4.50 5%
Creativity 3.94 4.17 6%
Communication 4.09 4.34 6%
Collaboration 3.72 4.08 9%

Overall, LTD students and teachers are more likely to describe their teaching and learning as contributing
to the development of 21° century learning skills. LTD students (68%) are more likely to agree that their
teachers use learning activities that develop 21st century learning skills—critical thinking, creativity,
communication, and collaboration—than their non-LTD peers (56%) (Figure 15). LTD teachers concur, and
they are more likely to agree (87%) than their not-LTD peers (80%).
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Figure 11. Percentage of students who strongly agree/agree their classrooms reflect indicators of
21st century learning skills.

Student Agreement:
21th Century Learning Skills

75%
62% 68% 65% 67%
56% 52%% 55%
CRITICAL CREATIVITY COMMUNICATION COLLABORATION
THINKING

OLTD = Control

Figure 12. Percentage of teachers who strongly agree/agree their classrooms reflect indicators of
21st century learning skills.

Teacher Agreement:
Preparing Students with 21th Century Learning Skills

98% 93% 93%
84%
S 75% ’ 77%
69%
CRITICAL CREATIVITY COMMUNICATION COLLABORATION
THINKING

DLTD & Control

On the assumption that teachers are likely to overestimate the quality of their teaching skills and that
students are more likely to be more conservative, it is iluminating to compare how students from the two
groups (LTD and non-LTD) rate the individual indicators comprising 21 century learning skills. Table 31
ranks the items from largest to smallest percentage of agreement. What is particularly revealing is the
percentage difference between the two groups on specific teaching techniques. We see that compared
to their non-LTD peers, LTD students are more likely to make real-world connections to what they learn
in class; do project-based learning; feel encouraged to offer their own opinions or ideas; and, participate
in group work.
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Table 32. Comparison of student ratings of indicators of 21st century leaning skills

Critical Thinking LTD Control Difference
QB20. My teacher make real-world connections to what we learn in 76% 61% 15%
class.
QB6. My teacher helps me when I find some difficulty to understand = 79% 66% 13%
the lesson.
QB8. My teacher encourages me to ask questions in classroom. 73% 60% 13%
QB4. My teacher's style makes the learning process interesting. 68% 56% 12%
QB1. My teacher encourages me to think and find answers and 77% 69% 8%
solutions.
Average 75% 62% 12%
QB15. | participate in implementing projects 76% 58% 18%
QB3. | express my opinion freely in the class 65% 52% 13%
QB14. My teacher's style of teaching helps me to understand easily 70% 61% 9%
QB 18. | participate in interesting activities 59% 51% 8%
Average 68% 56% 12%
QB7. My teacher cares about my suggested ideas 63% 47% 16%
QB16. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance on 68% 54% 14%
tests and assignments
QB3. | express my opinion freely in the class 65% 52% 13%
QB12. My teacher gives me time to debate what | have learned in 67% 55% 12%
the classroom
QB17. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance during 63% 53% 10%
lessons
Average 65% 52% 13%
QB15. | participate in implementing projects 76% 58% 18%
QB2. | Participate in small cooperative groups in the classroom 68% 55% 13%
QBS5. | participate in a variety of classroom activities 63% 55% 8%
QB 18. | participate in interesting activities 59% 51% 8%
Average 67% 55% 12%

D. Student Behavior

A key assumption of LTD’s theory of change is that if teachers and principals enact the methods and
techniques for effective schools and learner-centered classrooms they learn from their leadership and
teacher trainings, a more student-friendly learning environment will be reflected in the behavior of
students. To measure student behavior, the Classroom Engagement Survey asked students to respond to
five questions and indicate how often they had:

e Hit a fellow student
e Been hit by a fellow student
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e Been hit by a teacher
e Skipped school
e Misbehaved in a way that resulted in a parent being called to school

On all indicators, LTD students reported more positive school behaviors than their non-LTD peers (Figure
17). The results show that students of LTD teachers were less likely than their non-LTD peers to have hit
a fellow student (34% vs. 49%), been hit by another student (23% vs. 29%), been hit by a teacher (43% vs.
64%), skipped school (12% vs. 29%), and to have their parents called to school because of misbehavior
(14% vs. 20%).

Figure 13. Indicators of misbehavior as reported by students

Indicators of Misbehavior as Reported by Students

64%

43%

34%

29%

23%

IHIT A IWASHITBYA IWASHITBYA I SKIPPED MY PARENTS
STUDENT STUDENT TEACHER SCHOOL WERE CALLED
DELIBERATELY DELIBERATELY TO SCHOOL
BECAUSE OF MY
MISBEHAVIOR

OLTD & Control
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Survey of Teacher Effectiveness

KEY FINDINGS

Through its technical support of NIET’s delivery of LTD’s training curriculum for teacher qualification, LTD
contributed to the growth of teachers’ competencies across the seven domains of the Ministry’s standards
for effective teaching. By the end of their LTD training, teachers in the program improved their capacity
to:

Facilitate student-centered teaching and learning by 24%. LTD teachers design learner-centered
teaching and learning to foster students’ active engagement in meaningful learning and assessment
activities.

Design effective educational materials (lesson plans) and resources by 27%. LTD teachers plan lessons
and units of instruction that take into account varieties of resources both inside and outside the
classroom to improve teaching and learning.

Create a safe and effective learning environment by 23%. LTD teachers create a classroom
environment that is child-friendly, treats students equally, and fosters creativity.

Monitor and evaluate the teaching and learning process by 25%. LTD teachers use a variety methods
for formative and summative assessments of student learning.

Provide guidance and direction for learners by 17%. LTD teachers are prepared to deal sensitively and
appropriately in addressing students’ cognitive, physical, emotional, and social well-being and needs.
Seek continuous professional development by 26%. LTD teachers are self-directed in pursuing their
own professional learning through reflective practice and inquiry, and by participating in professional
learning communities.

Encourage cooperation with stakeholders in the community by 22%. LTD teachers develop
partnerships with peers, families, and community organizations to provide students with authentic
contexts in which to transfer their learning and to receive additional support for their learning needs.
LTD’s strong emphasis on technology in its teacher trainings is a contributing factor to improving
teachers’ competencies. A statistically significant difference in the teacher competency scores was
found between competencies most associated with teaching and learning and the teachers’ use of the
Internet to search for teaching resources and for professional development.

A. Teacher Effectiveness Survey

The teacher effectiveness survey used a 4-point Likert scale that measures the extent that teaching
competencies were met, where 1 is “Below expected level,” 2 is “Approaching expected level,” 3 is
“Achieved expected level,” and 4 is “Exceeded expected level.” Results in Table 33 show that teachers
reported substantive development across all seven competency domains as a result of their monthly face-
to-face trainings and bi-monthly learning circles. The results are ranked by percentage of change from
largest to smallest.

LTD is confident that the strength of the observed percentage of change is largely attributable to the
innovative content and experiential learning approach of the 9-module Teacher Education training
curriculum. The learning approach is inquiry-based and job-embedded. Teachers learn new methods and
techniques and then try them out in their classrooms. They use action research document their classroom
interventions, and then reflect on the results with peers in communities of practice (learning circles).
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The observed changes seen in Table 33 also reflect the great emphasis the trainings place on building the
capacity of teachers to design learner-centered lessons and units of instruction. Teachers also learn and
experiment using alternative and authentic assessment activities to increase the active engagement of
students. The smallest amount of observed change is for the domain of “Providing Guidance and Direction
for Learners.” This result is not entirely unexpected since the content of the teacher qualification
curriculum does not include theories or methods diagnosing or intervening with special needs students
nor about guidance and/or career counseling.

Table 33. Results for seven domains of teaching competencies

Teacher Competency Domains Baseline Endline % Change
2. Designing educational materials and resources 2.6 3.29 27%

6. Seeking continuous professional development 2.69 3.4 26%

4. Monitoring and evaluation of the teaching and learning 2.64 3.3 25%
process

1. Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning 2.78 3.44 24%

3. Creating a safe and effective learning environment 2.74 3.37 23%

7. Encouraging cooperation with stakeholders in the 2.63 3.21 22%
community

5. Providing guidance and direction for learners 2.92 3.41 17%

The following seven tables present the results and percentage of change for the individual items
comprising the MoEHE’s seven standards of effective teaching. The results are ranked in descending order
from largest to smallest percentage of change. When interpreting the results, it should be remembered
that a mean value of 3 indicates a satisfactory level competency, while a 3.5 or higher indicates the
competency level was surpassed.

1. Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning
Results for Standard 1 (Table 34) provide further validation of the findings reported previously that
classrooms of LTD teachers are more likely to reflect a learner-centered environment than those of non-
LTD teachers. Specifically, LTD teachers design learner-centered teaching and learning to foster students’
active engagement in meaningful learning and assessment activities.

Table 34. Means and percentage of change for Standard 1

Standard 1. Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning Pre Post % Change

1.4 | write learning outcomes that align with outcomes of the national 2.59 3.36 30%
curriculum.

1.5 linvolve students and other stakeholders to discuss the desired 2.63 334 27%
learning outcomes.

1.6 |implement activities that engage students in collaborative learning. 2.73 3.46 27%

1.1 | plan monthly and daily lesson plans that consider the different 2.73 341 25%
learning styles of students.

1.7 |implement learning activities that are relevant to lesson content, and 2.84 3.52 24%
ask questions to assess students' understanding.

1.2 | consider individual differences among students. 2.99 3.54 18%
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1.3 | consider students' prior knowledge. 2.95 3.45 17%
Grand Mean 2.78 3.44 24%

2. Designing educational materials and resources

Results for Standard 2 (Table 35) show that LTD teachers improved markedly in planning lessons and units
of instruction that take into account varieties of resources both inside and outside the classroom to
improve teaching and learning.

Table 35. Means and percentage of change for Standard 2

2. Designing educational materials and resources Post % Change

2.3 | use community resources (material and human) to improve the 2.34 3.02 29%
learning process.

2.6 linvolve students in developing different learning resources. 2.59 3.32 28%

2.5 |improve students’ creative learning and abilities by using a variety of 2.64 3.35 27%
teaching and learning resources.

2.1 | design my annual plan to develop teaching and learning materials 25 3.17 27%
and reference their sources.

2.7 | use avariety of teaching and learning approaches to achieve the 269 34 26%
goals of the curriculum.

2.2 | use ICT in teaching and learning. 2.7 3.39 26%

2.4 | use teaching and learning that meet students' needs. 2.76 3.36 22%
Grand Mean 2.6 3.29 27%

3. Creating a safe and effective learning environment

Results for Standard 3 (Table 36) indicate that LTD teachers improved their capacity to create a classroom
environment that is child-friendly, treats students equally, and fosters creativity.

Table 36. Means and percentage of change for Standard 3

3. Creating a safe and effective learning environment Pre % Change

3.3 linvolve students in the drafting school and classroom regulations. 25 317 27%

3.2 | create a learning environment that encourages students to learn 2,66 3.37 27%
through trial and error.

3.6 | create a learning environment that promotes creative and critical 2.69 3.36 25%
thinking.

3.7 | assign tasks to students that enhance their self-confidence in taking | 2.81  3.49 24%
responsibility for their learning.

3.1 | encourage student participation in different classroom activities. 2.88 3.51 22%

3.4 | provide equal learning opportunities for all students. 28 336 20%
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3.5 | create a safe and healthy learning environment for students. 286 3.35 17%
Grand Mean 2.74 3.37 23%

4. Monitoring and evaluation of the teaching and learning process

Results of Standard 4 (Table 37) show that LTD teachers strengthened their capacity to use a variety
methods for formative and summative assessments of student learning.

Table 37. Means and percentage of change for Standard 4

4. Monitoring and evaluation of the teaching and learning process % Change

4.2 | use the results of self-reflection to improve the process of 2.39 3.23 35%
teaching and learning.

4.1 | design lesson plans to improve students' learning based on 2.39 3.12 31%
assessment results.

4.6 | develop different assessment tools that fit the individual 2.62 3.36 28%
differences of students.

4.3 | implement remedial learning programs to meet the specific 2.54 3.23 27%
needs of students based on assessment results.

4.8 | select assessment strategies appropriate to the learning 2.64 3.3 25%
needs of students.

4.12 | encourage students to use self-assessment. 2.62 3.27 25%

4.4 | provide parents with reports about their children's academic = 2.49 3.08 24%
achievement.

4.9 | document assessment results to follow up on the progress of = 2.73 3.35 23%
students.

4.7 | reflect on my practices to guide my professional 2.87 3.51 22%
development.

41 | give constructive feedback to students based on assessment | 2.84 3.45 21%
results.

4.5 | use the results of monitoring and evaluation to improve 2.75 3.3 20%
teaching and learning.

4.11 | use the monitoring and evaluation as a strategy in teaching 2.81 3.37 20%
and learning.
Grand Mean 2.64 3.3 25%

5. Providing guidance and direction for learners

Results for Standard 5 (Table 38) show that LTD teachers improved their capacity to deal sensitively and
appropriately in addressing students’ cognitive, physical, emotional, and social well-being and needs.
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Table 38. Means and percentage of change for Standard 5

5. Providing guidance and direction for learners % Change

5.6 | consult with experts to find appropriate solutions to students 2.44 3.06 25%
with learning difficulties.

5.4 |give student tasks and assignments connected to their daily 291 3.44 18%
lives in the real world.

5.5 | provide appropriate guidance in helping student to think about 2.84 3.33 17%
suitable career choices.

5.2 | follow the appropriate procedures to improve student 2.98 3.44 15%
behavior.

5.1 | provide students with proper guidance about their everyday 3.15 3.56 13%
well-being (e.g., health, hygiene and public safety and self-
discipline).

5.3 | cultivate positive values and attitudes in students. 3.2 3.59 12%
Grand Mean 2.92 3.41 17%

6. Seeking continuous professional development

Results for Standard 6 (Table 39) indicate that LTD teachers improved their capacity to self-direct their
own professional learning through reflective practice and inquiry, and by participating in professional
learning communities.

Table 39. Means and percentage of change for Standard 6

6. Seeking continuous professional development Pre Post % Change

6.6 | use action research to improve the teaching and learning 2.3 3.28 43%
process.

6.7 | | keep a portfolio to document events and activities to aid my 2.67 3.45 29%
professional development.

6.2 |apply what | learn in training to promote active learning in the  2.76 3.56 29%
classroom.

6.3 | | share experiences with colleagues to do collaborative teaching = 2.81 3.56 27%
and projects.

6.5 | take advantage of appropriate methods to achieve students' 2.62 3.31 26%
learning outcomes.

6.1 | | use evaluation results to identify training needs. 2.55 3.22 26%

6.4 | search the Internet for relevant teaching resources. 2.79 3.47 24%

6.8 | Participate in trainings and study days to develop my 3.07 3.56 16%
performance.
Grand Mean 2.69 3.4 26%

7. Encouraging cooperation with stakeholders in the community
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Results for Standard 7 (Table 40) indicate that LTD teachers improved their capacity to develop
partnerships with peers, families, and community organizations to provide students with authentic
contexts in which to transfer their learning and to receive additional support for their learning needs.

Table 40. Means and percentage of change for Standard 7

7. Encouraging cooperation with stakeholders in the community % Change

7.1 | encourage students to engage in local community-service 2.5 3.17 27%
learning.

7.6 | use community-based resources to improve the teaching and 2.63 3.26 24%
learning process.

7.5 |engage experienced colleagues to support learning activities 2.79 3.44 23%
and collaborative projects.

7.2 | participate in finding appropriate solutions to community 2.5 3.07 23%
problems.

7.3 | provide parents with reports on the results of their students' 2.63 3.15 20%
academic performance.

7.4 | cooperate with parents to resolve problems facing their 2.71 3.19 18%
children (i.e., behavioral, learning and health).
Grand Mean 2.63 3.21 22%

Results of Statistical Analysis

Our analysis investigated whether there were any statistically significant relationships between variations
observed in scores for teaching competencies and demographic variables: sex, age, marital status, years
teaching, subject taught, hours of effort related to teaching tasks, highest degree, skill level using a
computer, availability of Internet at home, searching the Internet for teaching resources, or, for
professional development.

The analysis found no statistically significant differences in the teacher competency scores based on all
but three of the variables—hours devoted to preparing for teaching (Table 41), using the Internet to
search for teaching resources (Table 42), and using the Internet for professional development (Table 43).
These results indicate that putting technology in the hands of teachers is empowering.

Although we cannot attribute causality between these findings and LTD’s provision of Internet

connectivity and laptops to teachers, this is evidence, nonetheless, that LTD’s strong emphasis on
technology in its teacher trainings is a contributing factor to improving teachers’ competencies.
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Table 41. Hours devoted to preparing for teaching

ANOVA
Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares

Facilitating student- Between Groups 4.144 4 1.036 5.585 .000
centered teaching and Within Groups 50.819 274 .185
learning Total 54.963 278
Designing educational Between Groups 5.201 4 1.300 5.610 .000
materials and resources Within Groups 63.505 274 .232

Total 68.706 278
Creating a safe and Between Groups 2.313 4 578 3.362 .010
effective learning Within Groups 46.455 270 72
environment Total 48.768 274
Monitoring and evaluation Between Groups 2.040 4 510 2.734 .029
of the teaching and Within Groups 50.349 270 .186
learning process Total 52.389 274
Providing guidance and Between Groups 1.915 4 A79 2.046 .088
direction for learners Within Groups 63.639 272 .234

Total 65.553 276
Seeking continuous Between Groups 3.283 4 .821 3.991 .004
professional development Within Groups 55.948 272 .206

Total 59.231 276
Encouraging cooperation Between Groups 2.790 4 .697 2.433 .048
with stakeholders in the Within Groups 77.409 270 .287
community Total 80.199 274

Table 42. Using internet to search for teaching resources:
ANOVA
Sum of df Mean Square | F Sig.
Squares

Facilitating student- Between Groups | 2.187 4 .547 2.931 .021
centered teaching and Within Groups 56.144 301 .187
learning Total 58.330 305
Designing educational Between Groups | 5.801 4 1.450 6.392 .000
materials and resources | Within Groups 68.286 301 227

Total 74.087 305
Creating a safe and Between Groups | 1.763 4 441 2.555 .039
effective learning Within Groups 51.068 296 173
environment Total 52.832 300
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Seeking continuous Between Groups | 3.017 4 .754 3.753 .005
professional Within Groups 59.893 298 .201
development Total 62.910 302
Table 43. Using internet for professional development:
ANOVA
Sum of df Mean Square | F Sig.
Squares

Facilitating student- Between Groups | 4.089 4 1.022 5.673 .000
centered teaching and Within Groups 54.241 301 .180
learning Total 58.330 305
Designing educational Between Groups | 7.999 4 2.000 9.108 .000
materials and resources | Within Groups 66.088 301 .220

Total 74.087 305
Creating a safe and Between Groups | 4.732 4 1.183 7.280 .000
effective learning Within Groups 48.100 296 .162
environment Total 52.832 300
Seeking continuous Between Groups | 3.514 4 .879 4.408 .002
professional Within Groups 59.396 298 .199
development Total 62.910 302
Encouraging cooperation | Between Groups | 1.444 4 361 1.227 .300
with stakeholders in the | Within Groups 87.135 296 .294
community Total 88.579 300

B. Principal’s Questionnaire

As with the Principal Effectiveness Survey, in addition to having teachers’ self-evaluate their teaching
competencies, we asked LTD principals to evaluate the teachers. As seen in Table 44 the percentage
difference between the two groups on the seven standards are relatively modest; thus we can assume
that the teachers’ self-evaluations were, despite being slightly elevated, a relatively accurate self-
assessment.

Table 44. Comparison of results for teachers’ and principals’ assessment of teachers’ performance

Standard Teachers Principal % Difference

1. Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning 3.44 3.24 6%
2. Designing educational materials and resources 3.29 3.17 1%
3. Creating a safe and effective learning environment 3.37 3.23 4%
4. Monitoring and evaluation of the teaching and learning process 3.30 3.10 6%
5. Providing guidance and direction for learners 341 3.21 6%
6. Seeking continuous professional development 3.40 3.18 7%
7. Encouraging cooperation with stakeholders in the community 3.21 3.12 3%
Grand Mean 3.34 3.18 5%
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Room for Improvement in Using Assessment to Improve Teaching and Learning

What competencies might teachers want to work on based on their principal’s evaluation of their
performance? We investigated this question by taking the average of the means of the items comprising
each of the seven domains (from the endline scores). Those competencies that fell below the average are
ones that teachers may wish to further develop. The results are shown in Table 45.

Of note, there are three items most related to teaching practices that fell below the “satisfactory”
threshold of 3.00, and these are clustered in Standard 4, which deals with assessment. What these imply
is that teachers feel they are not making effective use of student performance data to adjust their teaching
strategies or techniques to meet the learning needs of students.

Table 45. Competencies falling below the average of the endline score

1. Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning (Avg. 3.24 within the domain)

1.4 | write learning outcomes that align with outcomes of the national curriculum. 3.16

1.5 | linvolve students and other stakeholders to discuss the desired learning outcomes. 3.12

2.1 | design my annual plan to develop teaching and learning materials and reference their 3.08
sources.

2.3 | use community resources (material and human) to improve the learning process. 3.01

3. Creating a safe and effective learning environment (Avg. 3.22 within the domain)

3.3  linvolve students in the drafting school and classroom regulations. 3.07

4. Monitoring and evaluation of the teaching and learning process (3.10 within the domain)

4.6 | develop different assessment tools that fit the individual differences of students. 3.07

4.3  |limplement remedial learning programs to meet the specific needs of students based on | 3.06
assessment results.

4.12 | encourage students to use self-assessment. 2.99

4.1  |design lesson plans to improve students' learning based on assessment results. 2.98

4.2 | use the results of self-reflection to improve the process of teaching and learning. 2.97

5.5 | provide appropriate guidance in helping students to think about suitable career choices. = 3.13

5.6 | consult with experts to find appropriate solutions to students with learning difficulties. 3

6. Seeking continuous professional development (Avg. 3.22 within the domain)

6.5  |take advantage of appropriate methods to achieve students' learning outcomes. 3.16

6.1 | use evaluation results to identify training needs. 3.05

6.6 | use action research to improve the teaching and learning process. 2.95

7. Encouraging cooperation with stakeholders in the community (Avg. 3.12 within the domain)

7.1 | encourage students to engage in local community-service learning. 3.06

7.2 | participate in finding appropriate solutions to community problems. 2.95
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C. Results for PMP Indicator 3.2

One of LTD’s performance indicators that it reports to USAID is the percentage of participating teachers
applying effective teaching methods in their classroom. LTD’s PMP target for this indicator is 60%; that
is, we expect that 60% or more of the teachers are practicing effective teaching based on the MoEHE
standards (Table 46).

LTD’s benchmark mean (based on a 4-point Likert scale) was calculated by taking the weighted average of
the combined endline scores (means) on the teachers' forms (n = 304) and principal's forms (n = 301) of
the Teacher Effectiveness survey, which was determined to be 3.26 out of 5. Compared to the baseline
mean of 2.53 (Table 47), there was a 29% improvement in effective teaching of the teachers.

It was found that 61% of the teachers scored 3.26 or better on the endline results. Thus, LTD met its
target of 60% for Indicator 3.2, “Participating teachers applying effective teaching methods in their
classroom.”

Table 46. Results for PMP Indicator 3.2

Target Actual |

3.2: Percentage of participating teachers

applying effective teaching methods in 60% 61%
pp' L e (all cohorts) ?

their classroom

Table 47. Calculation of benchmark score for teacher effectiveness

Teacher's Self-Evaluation

N Minimum Maximum  Mean Std.
Deviation
TOT_PR 304 1.34 4 2.7142 0.49781
TOT_PST 306 1.87 4 3.3433  0.40694
Valid N (listwise) 304

Principal's Evaluation of Teacher

N Minimum Maximum  Mean Std.
Deviation
TOT_PR 301 1 3.56 2.346 0.47508
TOT_PST 304 1.54 4 3.1804  0.43962
Valid N (listwise) 301

Combined Weighted Averages of Principals plus Teachers
Pre 2.53

Post 3.26

Percentage change 28.89124
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Furthermore, it bears mentioning that the principals of Cohort Il schools observed marked improvement
the performance of LTD teachers in their schools at the completion of NIET’s Teacher Qualification
training (Figure).

Figure 14. Change in Teacher effectiveness as reported by teachers and principals
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Recommendations for Improvement of Leadership Training

Based on the analysis of data from the principals’ assessment of their teachers’ performance on the
Teacher Effectiveness Survey, the following teacher competencies are suggested for improvement in
Teacher Qualification Training delivered by LTD’s partner, NIET.

1.

Facilitating student-centered teaching and learning would benefit by enhancing teachers’ capacity
to write learning outcomes that align with outcomes of the national curriculum and to involve
students and other stakeholders in clarifying desired learning outcomes.

Designing educational materials and resources would benefit by building teachers’ capacity to
select or develop a variety of teaching and learning resources designed to stimulate students’
creative and critical thinking; and, by designing units and semester plans to make effective use of
available teaching and learning resources found in the as well as the larger community.

Creating a safe and effective learning environment would benefit by building teachers’ capacity to
involve students in the drafting school and classroom regulations.

Monitoring and evaluation of the teaching and learning process (i.e., assessment) would benefit by
building teachers’ capacity to: develop a variety of appropriate assessment tools that fit the
individual differences of students; implement remedial learning strategies based on assessment
results; to help students to use self-assessment; to design lesson plans to improve students' learning
based on assessment results; and to use results of self-reflection to improve the process of teaching
and learning.

Providing guidance and direction for learners would benefit by building teachers’ capacity to
provide appropriate guidance in helping students to think about suitable career choices; consult
with experts to find appropriate solutions to students with learning difficulties.
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Seeking continuous professional development would benefit by building teachers’ capacity to take
advantage of appropriate methods to achieve students' learning outcomes; to use evaluation results
to identify training needs; and, to use action research to improve the teaching and learning process.

Encouraging cooperation with stakeholders in the community would benefit by building teachers’
capacity to encourage students to engage in local community-service learning; and to engage with
families and community members to find appropriate solutions to learning difficulties facing
students.
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Section 3: To what extent did LTD contribute to enhancing the capacity
of principals and teachers to utilize technology for improving
leadership, instruction, and professional development?

KEY FINDINGS

LTD’s provision of technology resources and training to both school leadership and teachers

contributed to improvements in school effectiveness.

e LTD contributed to a 27% growth in the principals’ capacity to use technology towards
improving their leadership in school management, instructional supervision, and community
relations.

e Based on students’ assessment of their teachers’ classroom practices, LTD teachers are 10%
more likely than non-LTD teachers to use technology in the classroom.

e Teachers’ use of technology to search online for teaching resources grew by 24%, which is a
strong indicator that their LTD training boosted their capacity to take responsibility for their
own professional learning.

I.  Robust In-Kind Assistance for Technology Infrastructure

LTD sought to understand the extent to which principals and teachers use LTD-supplied technology
resources to enhance their professional development and improve school effectiveness. By investing
substantial resources toward guaranteeing all 300 LTD school buildings have Internet connectivity and Wi-
Fi accessibility, and by equipping principals and teachers with laptops and LCD projectors, LTD expects to
enhance the quality of teaching and learning and the effectiveness of administrative performance.
Findings reported in this section are based on the analysis of data extracted from the endline surveys for
Principal Effectiveness, Teacher Effectiveness, and Classroom Engagement.

Il. Detailed Results

The results of the three surveys (Principal Survey, Teacher effectiveness Survey, and Classroom
Engagement Surveys) provide strong evidence that LTD contributed to the capacity of principals to
embrace the use of technology towards improving their leadership in school management and
instructional supervision. As seen in Figure 15, based on the average score of four indicators on the
Principal Effectiveness Survey, the principal's use of Technology grew by an impressive 27%. Even more
significant in terms of sustainability is the fact that the principals' use of technology for their own
development grew by 29%.
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Figure 15. Observed growth in principals’ use of technology
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Teachers reported a 25% increase overall in their use of technology towards enhancing teaching and
learning, in researching subjects they teach, and in their professional development (Figure 16).
Furthermore, teachers’ use of technology to search online for teaching resources grew by 24%, which is a
strong indicator that their LTD training enhanced their capacity to take more responsibility for their own
professional learning.

Figure 16. Observed growth in teachers’ use of technology
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Although teachers’ responses on the Classroom Engagement Survey point to no real difference between
LTD and Control schools in their use of technology in the classroom, with just a 2% difference between
the two groups, scores from the students’ responses to the same question indicate that LTD teachers are
10% more likely than non-LTD teachers to use technology in the classroom (Figure 17). What’s more, the
students’ results were found to be statistically significant based on an independent samples t-test.

Figure 17. Observed growth in teachers’ use of technology
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Section 4: To what extent did LTD contribute to improvement in Student
Achievement?

KEY FINDINGS

LTD contributed somewhat to improvements in student achievement in two three out of four

core academic: Arabic, English, and science.

e A post-post study in May 2015 of Cohort | schools found that LTD students scored higher in
two out of four tests of achievement compared to controls. LTD scored substantially higher
in English and a little higher in math, but scored slightly lower in Arabic and science. These
results tend to mirror the results found one year earlier in May 2014.

e A post-study in May 2015 of Cohort Il schools that LTD students scored higher in three out of
four tests of achievement compared to controls. LTD students scored higher in Arabic,
English, and science and scored just slightly lower in Math than the controls.

Introduction

Over the past two years, AED has administered achievement tests in four subjects to two cohorts of
students taught by LTD teachers. Students of Cohort | teachers took a pre-test at the start of their
teachers' LTD training in October 2013 and a post-test at the end of the training in May 2014. A year later
a new batch of students of the same Cohort | teachers took a "post-post" test in May 2015; this was done
to explore the impact of teachers’ instructional practices a year after their training had ended. Similarly,
students of Cohort Il teachers took a pre-test in October 2014 and a post-test in May 2015.

Table 48. Data collection sample for AED tests of student achievement

Data Collection Method Frequency .Of pata Sample
Collection

LTD Controls
Cohort |
B i 1
Standardized Tests of Achievement aEsnec;II?nee& (post-post) 435 319
Comalt(] 1117 1470
(post)

I.  Results for Cohort | Post-Post Tests
As seen in Figure 18, LTD students in May 2014 scored higher than their non-LTD peers on the post-post
tests in English and Math, but slightly lower in Arabic and Science. A year later in May 2015 (Figure 19)
LTD schools compared to the controls scored substantially higher in English and slightly higher in math,
while scoring lower in Arabic and science.
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Figure 18. Cohort I: post-test results May 2014—scores are out of 100
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Figure 19. Cohort I: Post-Post Test results May 2015—scores are out of 100

Cohort I: Post-Post Test Score Results May 2015

45.00
40.00
35.00
30.00
25.00
20.00
15.00
10.00

5.00

0.00

22.90 2192

Score

English Math Science

O Post-Post LTD Post-Post Control

Il. Results for Cohort Il Post Tests

As seen in the chart below, LTD students scored higher in the post-test than their non-LTD peers in Arabic,
English, and science, and scored just slightly lower in Math. When comparing these results with LTD
schools from Cohort I, the notable difference is in the better performance of students in science. This
difference might be the result of NIET’s efforts to improve both the training curriculum and the trainers’
performance. This explanation has merit since the baseline scores of the two groups were virtually
equivalent, 22.22 for LTD students and 22.23 for controls. Further research needs to be done, however,
to investigate the precise causes of the differences in all the scores.
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Figure 20. Cohort II: post-test results May 2015—scores are out of 100.
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Discussion

The results of the post scores for both cohorts suggest that LTD’s teacher training may have contributed
to the difference in outcomes between students of LTD and non-LTD teachers. At the same time,
however, the observed decline in the post-post scores observed for Cohort | students might suggest that
teachers were unable to sustain their impact on student achievement one year later. But this would be a
premature conclusion.

In reality, there are many factors besides the teacher that contribute to a student's academic
performance, including individual characteristics, quality of teaching from previous years, family
influences, community factors, and so on. Moreover, judging teacher performance based on one or two
years of test results is unreliable.*

Nonetheless, the research is very clear that of all the factors that impact student learning and
achievement, it is the teacher that matters most. And based on the multiple sources of evidence provided
in this report, LTD is confident in making that claim that its model of school-based reform has empowered
LTD teachers, and the principals supporting them, to enhance the quality of learning for students.

4 The literature on the use of student achievement data in estimates of teachers’ “value-added effectiveness” is
clear that it must be done across multiple years, not one or two. See for example: Steele, J. L., Hamilton, L. S., &
Stecher, B. M. (2011). Using student performance to evaluate teachers. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation. Also,
Baker, E. L., Barton, P. E., Darling-Hammond, L., Haertel, E., Ladd, H. F., Linn, R. L., and Shepard, L. A. (2010).
Problems with the Use of Student Test Scores to Evaluate Teachers. EPI Briefing Paper# 278. Economic Policy
Institute.
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Section 5: To what extent did LTD contribute to sustaining the capacity
of teacher educators to apply effective training approaches and
practices?

Key Findings
The performance of NIET’s trainers for the Leadership Diploma Program were evaluated by 144
in-service principals enrolled in the program.

® The results exceeded by 11% the benchmark for effective performance across six training
competencies: using a variety of learning activities; balancing theory and practice; practicing
active learning and learner-centered techniques; employing educational technology and new
media; facilitating critical thinking; and helping trainees to transfer their learning to the real-
world context of their workplace.

The performance of university consultants who trained in-service teachers for the Teacher
Qualification Program delivered by NIET were evaluated by over 700 teachers enrolled in the
program.

* The results exceeded by 8% the benchmark for effective performance across NIET’s six
training competencies.

Introduction

As reported in last year’s Annual Report (FY2014), LTD achieved one of its four Intermediate Goals, the
establishment of the National Cadre of Teacher Educators at the National Institute for Educational
Training (NIET). TEEP was co-designed and co-delivered by AMIDEAST sub-contractor, the University of
Massachusetts, Amherst. In all, some 25 NIET trainers and 19 faculty consultants underwent a rigorous
270-hour inquiry-based and job-embedded professional development program called the Teacher
Education Enhancement Program (TEEP). The purpose of the TEEP program was to ensure NIET’s capacity
to deliver high quality training to in-service principals enrolled in the Leadership Diploma Program and to
in-service teachers enrolled in the Teacher Qualification Program (funded by the European Joint Financing
Agreement). The TEEP program culminated in a graduation ceremony in June 2014 to award certificates
of completion to the TEEP graduates and to mark their induction into NIET’s National Cadre of Teacher
Educators.

I Quality of Trainers’ Performance after TEEP

A key indicator used by NIET to assess quality are the scores obtained from evaluation surveys filled out
by trainees typically after every three face-to-face trainings. Since the completion of the TEEP program,
NIET, with occasional technical support from AMIDEAST, has taken responsibility for providing continuous
professional development in order to monitor and maintain a high level of quality of the trainings being
delivered to in-service principals and teachers.

NIET’s training survey assesses trainees’ agreement with a set of statements grouped into six domains:
learning outcomes; training content; training methods and activities; administrative matters; physical
amenities; and assessments. NIET collects and enters the survey data and then shares the data files with
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LTD’s M&E Department. Before conducting the analysis, LTD puts the files through a process of screening
and cleaning to ensure data quality.

For evaluation purposes, LTD focuses on the two domains (scales) that measure the quality of a trainer’s
performance, namely, training methods and assessment methods.

e Training Methods: Six variables comprise the scale of training methods and activities. These cover
the following: using a variety of learning activities; balancing theory and practice; practicing active
learning and learner-centered techniques; employing educational technology and new media;
facilitating critical thinking; and helping trainees to transfer their learning to the real-world
context of their workplace.

e Assessment Methods: Five variables 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; and allowing
sufficient time to complete all assessment activities.

NIET’s survey uses a 4-point Likert agreement scale (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly
Disagree). Because the target value in LTD’s PMP is based on a 5-point scale, for reporting purposes LTD
converted NIET’s 4-point scale to a 5-point scale.

. Findings

LTD considers the target value of 3.67 on a 5-point scale to be the benchmark value indicative of an
effective trainer according to NIET’s current set of competences for effective trainers. Evidence from the
trainees’ evaluations of their trainers’ performance indicates that NIET’s national cadre of trainers
continue to provide quality professional development for principals and teachers.

Table 49 indicates that the mean scores for trainers of the Leadership Diploma Program ranges from 3.92
to 4.22, representing a weighted average, or grand mean, of 4.10.5 This score is approximately 11% higher
than the minimal score 3.67 for effective training performance.

Table 49. Results of trainer evaluation surveys

Average # of

District Mean # of Sessions o
Participant

Hebron 3.92 6 17
Bethlehem 4.16 2 19
Ramallah 3.93 5 21
Salfit 4.22 9 22
Jerusalem Sub 3.96 4 17
Qalgilyia 4.22 8 22
Grand Mean (weighted) 4.10

5 The weighted average was calculated by multiplying of each component by the number of trainees in each
subject specialization—Arabic, English, mathematics, science, and technology education.
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Table 50 shows that the mean scores for trainers of the Teacher Qualification Program across the five
subject specializations range from 3.88 to 4.07, representing a grand mean of 3.96. This score is 8% higher
than the minimal score 3.67 for effective training performance.

Table 50. Results of trainer evaluation surveys

TRAINER EVALUATION (18 trainers)

District Arabic English Math Science  Technology
Education

Hebron 3.83 3.76 3.96 3.88 3.64
Bethlehem 4.01 4.13 3.84 4.00 4.21
Ramallah 4.05 4.08 3.90 3.84 4.00
Salfit 4.22 4.00 4.38 N/A 3.97
Jerusalem Sub 4.04 4.14 3.77 3.75 3.80
Qalgilyia 4.11 4.19 3.83 3.86 4.13
Average/Specialization 4.06 4.07 3.89 3.88 3.99
Grand Mean (weighted) 3.97
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Section 6: To what extent did LTD contribute to building the capacity of
leadership, instructors and students to engage in planning and action
leading to improvement in organization functioning and pedagogical
practice in the Faculty of Education of Al-Azhar University, Gaza?

Introduction
Since September 2013, LTD worked with the Faculty of Education of Al-Azhar University, Gaza, to
achieve its goal of improving the quality of pre-service education in the Faculty of Education. This effort
took a three-fold approach:
e Strategic Planning to align curricular policies, structures, processes and practices through a
process of strategic planning focused on learning
e Teacher Educator Enhancement to harmonize faculty professional development with the
strategic plan through action research in communities of practice to ensure all students learn
e  Professional Certificate in English Language Teaching to help future teachers of English build the
professional habits of learner-centered teaching and professional development

I. Strategic Plan

KEY FINDINGS
LTD contributed to the successful capacity-building of leadership of the Faculty of Education to carry
out systematically the process of strategic planning based on international standards of best
practice for higher education institutions. Members of the Strategic Planning Steering Committee
of the Faculty of Education demonstrated their abilities to:
e Collaborate in producing a viable and future-oriented vision, mission and goals.
e Commit to shared leadership during all stages of the process.
e Build a consensus among the Faculty leadership and teaching staff towards embracing the vision
and mission of the Strategic Plan.
e Devote the necessary scope and depth of analysis involved in the process.
e Assess the relationship of the plan to budget, human capacity, and local realities.
e Ensure the inclusion of all stakeholders in the development and implementation of the plan.
e Commit to ensuring the ongoing review, evaluation and adjustment of the plan.

A. Background

Over a two-year period from 2013 to 2015, AMIDEAST, with technical support from UMass, delivered a
capacity-building initiative to support the development of a 3-year strategic plan for Al-Azhar University’s
Faculty of Education. As much a process as a product, the goal of the initiative was to define and align the
vision and mission of the Faculty of Education with its priorities for improving the quality of its pre-service
courses and enhancing the readiness of its graduates to meet the MoEHE's standards for learner-centered
instruction.

After forming a steering committee comprised of the heads of the Faculty’s four departments and chaired
by the dean of the Faculty, the committee undertook an eight-stage strategic planning process that
included the development of mission and vision statements, a SWOT and gap analysis, formulating
strategic goals and objectives with well-defined targets and indicators, creating structures to monitor and
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assess implementation, winning the plan’s approval by the university administration, implementing the
plan, and institutionalizing the process for future strategic planning.

The strategic plan received official approval on December 15, 2014. Educational technology is a major
priority of the plan, and LTD has provided in-kind assistance for retrofitting three lecture halls with ICT
technology to enhance innovative teaching and learning.

In June 2015, LTD conducted an in-depth interview with the dean of the Faculty of Education and three
heads of departments to understand what the Faculty gained from the planning process.

B. Findings from In-Depth Interview

1. Ownership of the Process

Overall, the committee members said that the process was
very thorough and systematic, but in their view what
distinguished it from past strategic planning was its
inclusiveness. They commented that this was the first time
in anyone’s memory that the head of departments and
department faculty members were involved in every step of
the process, from developing the mission and vision, to participating in the SWOT analysis, and to
prioritizing needs to drafting the actual document itself. A strong feeling of ownership emerged from the
process. They appreciated the structure and guidance provided by UMass, which they feel empowered
them with skills they will use again in future strategic planning. The only regret they had was that UMass
was unable to provide comments and feedback before the finalized plan was sent for printing.®

“We are proud of the Strategic Plan
because we wrote each word in it and
now we are committed to making it a
reality.”

2. Cooperation and Teamwork

The committee members appreciated the cooperative
structure of meetings and workshops that created a
respectful and collegial exchange of ideas and feedback.
Terms of reference were developed through a consultative
process so that tasks and responsibilities were clearly
defined and distributed equitably. This created an inclusive
and collaborative working environment unlike past strategic
planning that was typically done exclusively by the dean. In contrast, this time the dean served as the
chair of the committee but entrusted leadership responsibilities to the heads of the departments, who in
turn brought other faculty members on board to give input. In sum, the members of the committee felt
that the process encouraged multiple perspectives and an atmosphere of inclusiveness and collegiality
that fostered consensus on goals, values and priorities that they and their respective units aspire to.

“It was no longer a one man show.
We were all allowed to put our
thoughts and state the needs to
create a better learning environment
for our students”

3. Crafting mission and vision statements

The members noted that a lot of discussion and debate went into shaping the mission and vision
statements of the Strategic Plan. They admitted they hadn’t realized how complicated the task would be,
but they came to appreciate the importance of aligning the goals and priorities of each of the four
departments with the mission and vision of not just the Faculty of Education, but also with the university
as a whole. They concluded that the process of discussion, debate and consensus building enabled them

6 For budgetary reasons beyond the control of AMIDEAST, the sub-contract with UMass had to be discontinued, and this
occurred several months before the Strategic Planning process was to be completed.
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to focus productively on the development of goals, benchmarks, strategies and activities that will
empower teachers and students to make the most of available resources.

4. Prospects for success

The members anticipate that the new strategic plan will impact the quality of pre-service programs. In
particular, they were excited by the priority given to the technology resources that LTD’s in-kind assistance
made possible. Many of the inter-departmental goals of the Plan were designed to maximize support for
the innovative uses of technology in teaching and learning. They added, however, that monitoring the
progress of implementation is critical. In this regard, the Steering Committee appointed the heads of
departments the responsibility of monitoring the implementation of activities in their respective
departments, and to report monthly to the full committee. One of the lessons learned from the planning
process was the importance that monitoring would play as a mechanism for ensuring the harmonization
of the Faculty’s policies and resources with the vision, mission, and goals of each of the four departments.

Il. Teacher Educator Enhancement Program (TEEP)

KEY FINDINGS

The TEEP program contributed substantively to building the capacity of 12 full-time members of the

Faculty of Science to engage in planning and action leading to improvement in learner-centered

pedagogical practice in pre-service teacher education courses.

e Inasurvey at the end of the TEEP training, the participants as a group rated the impact of the
program on their teaching practices as 4.71 out of 5, which is the equivalent of a 94% approval
rating.

e TEEP enabled the participants to rely less on didactic instruction and more on student-centered
and active learning activities.

o TEEP built the capacity of the participants to engage in individualized professional learning by
practicing the inquiry cycle of action research, learning circles, and monitoring growth by
keeping a portfolio of professional practice.

A. Satisfaction Survey

At the completion of the TEEP program, the participants completed a 10-question satisfaction survey
based on a 5-point scale of agreement. Eleven of the 12 participants returned the survey. One of the 10
guestions—Question 8 —was excluded in the calculation of the grand mean because it was not intended
to measure satisfaction with the training content or learning goals. Table 51 presents the results ranked
from largest to smallest:

Table 51. Results of TEEP satisfaction survey

auestions T ey

Q4 The TEEP program was applicable across academic specializations. 491

Q10 | am convinced TEEP resulted in my students becoming more actively engaged in the 491
classroom.

Q7  The idea of self-reflection on my teaching practices was made clear to me. 4.82

Q3 | benefited learning about Action Research. 4.80

Q2 The information provided was useful for my continuous professional development. 4.73
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Q6 | now have a better understanding of how to conduct action research to enhance my 4.73
teaching practices.

Q1  There are aspects of my practice where I've seen improvement. 4,55
Q9 | believe that TEEP has contributed to changing my performance in classroom. 4,55
Q5  The practice of being a "critical friend" was clear. 4.44
Q8 | had some prior knowledge about many of the topics covered by TEEP. 3.82%*
Grand Mean 4.71

* The mean for Question 8 was excluded from the calculation of the grand mean.

The results indicate that even though none of the participants had any background in education or
pedagogy, they believe that the TEEP training substantially developed their pedagogical content
knowledge and skills. Likewise the results indicate that the participants valued learning about and
engaging in reflective practice and action research and in sharing their experiences with “critical friends.”

Though the relatively short duration of the TEEP program did not permit the participants to engage
repeatedly in action research projects, they did report however that they have begun to see
improvements in their own teaching practices and increased engagement of their students. These
findings are corroborated in the results of focus groups, which are presented in the following section.

B. Impact of TEEP on Teacher Educators in the Faculty of Education and Faculty of Science

Focus groups were conducted with 10 TEEP alumni—4 from the Faculty of Education, who were part of
TEEP | that ran from August 2013 to May 2014, and 6 from TEEP Il that went from February to August
2015. The main goal of TEEP was to help instructors of students in pre-service teacher programs to build
their capacity to rely less on traditional lecturing and more on student-centered and active learning
strategies. TEEP provided the participants an experiential and inquiry-based process in which they
conducted action research, engaged in reflective practice and learning circles, and documented their
professional growth using portfolios of professional practice.

The main question of the focus groups asked the participants to discuss how TEEP made a difference in
their attitudes, values, and practices as a teacher educator. Additional questions on the benefits of being
a part of a professional learning community, and whether they could attribute changes in their students’
learning as a result of their participation in TEEP. Two 90-minute focus groups were moderated by El
Wafa Company upon the invitation of AMIDEAST. El Wafa is a private company contracted by USAID to
monitor and report on USAID’s funded-projects in Gaza.

1. TEEP’s impact on instructors’ attitudes, values, or beliefs as teacher educators

The participants explained that the experience of reflecting

on their own problems of practice by doing action “A teacher is like a mirror for his
research, by experimenting with new techniques, and by | ¢t,dents. I've come to understand that
reflecting on their experiences with colleagues and in their | ;¢ the performance of the teacher
portfolios increased their understanding their students as improves, the performance of the
learners, not just pupils. Instead of seeing their students | ¢+, dents improves.”

as passive learners simply soaking up knowledge in a

77



lecture class, they now view them as active learners who need to be engaged critically and collaboratively
in what they are learning.

Moreover, the participants claimed that TEEP helped them
build closer professional relationships with colleagues as an
interdisciplinary community of practice, something they felt
had been missing in their professional development in
higher education. Teachers highlighted that TEEP offered
them the opportunity to see themselves as part of a
community of practice—something quite new for them—
that gave them a space for sharing and exchanging
experiences and ideas among colleagues.

“TEEP provided us with a space to
meet with other colleagues to discuss,
reflect and share experiences. And it
added to my professional career as a
member of the administration of the
Faculty of Education, and even had a
positive impact on my life outside
academia.”

2. TEEP’s impact on instructors’ practice as teacher educators

The participants agreed that TEEP improved how they think about and design their lessons. They liked
the logic of “backward design” because it helped them develop learning outcomes from the perspective
of their students’ prior knowledge, and to link outcomes to big ideas and essential questions in their
course syllabus. They liked the strategy of planning a lesson by first clarifying what students were
expected to know or be able to do and then to come up with assessment activities that would allow
students to demonstrate their learning.

TEEP helped them see that teaching is more than just
lecturing about content and grading students on a midterm
and final exam. They acknowledged that TEEP improved
their capacity to engage students more actively through a
variety of alternative assessment methods. They mentioned,
for example, the use of pre-planned open-ended questions
to stimulate critical thinking and discussion; or, the use of
brainstorming, small group discussions, and problem solving
to encourage collaborative learning. They remarked that
many of these strategies were ones they picked up from the activities they did in the TEEP workshops and
then applied to their own classroom instruction.

“After TEEP, | and my students
become more interactive and engaged
in a participatory way.  Students
started to be more engaged not as
receivers but as learners and
participants.”

3. The impact of action research on identifying and resolving problems of practice

The participants were unanimous in affirming that the process of doing action research enhanced the
capacity to identify problems of practice and to experiment

with different teaching methods to improve their students’

learning. They also observed that action research forced = AsWwe learned to do action research,
them to become more reflective about their teaching and its | We tried to transfer this experience to
impact on their students’ learning. Some even went as faras | Our own students. We asked them to
adding action research to the skills that they wanted their = Prepare their own action research and
students to learn, especially since all students have to do | US€ ittoimprove their research skills.”
practice teaching in schools as part of their practicum

requirement.

The main challenge to doing action research, however, is class size. Some of the participants admitted
being reluctant to use action research in courses with large student enrollments (anywhere from 100 to
250) because it was simply too challenging logistically on the one hand, and all but impossible to identify
different learning needs among such large numbers of students.
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4. The impact of working with critical friends

The participants described their enthusiasm for working
with a critical friend.  They said that the practice of
developing a trusting, confidential and supportive
relationship with a colleague solely for the purpose of
professional growth was both a novel and transformative
experience. The also appreciated that the structure of the
TEEP workshops further reinforced critical friend
relationships by frequently using small group and
collaborative learning techniques. In this way, the
workshops connected the pairs of critical friends into a

larger professional learning community among members of the same department or among those with

similar specializations.

“As | am teaching highly theoretical
and abstract subjects, TEEP has had an
impact on my teaching practices in
terms of having critical friends among
my colleagues with whom | can discuss
challenges | face in teaching such
abstract subjects.”

C. Challenges and recommendations

Although the participants welcomed the inquiry cycle of action research, reflective practice and
sharing feedback with critical friends, they admitted that changing the culture of the university was
easier said than done. The norm is for teachers to use very didactic, lecture-based instructional
practices. Getting more members of the faculty to switch over to learner-centered approaches
required the commitment of the university administration to provide the time, resources and
incentives to make it happen. It was suggested that there needed to be an annual strategy for
implementing recurring trainings and workshops to spread the TEEP approach to professional
development.

The participants recognized the impact of their action research on the attitudes, behaviors, and
performance of their students doesn’t happen overnight. It is an incremental process. Thus, they
suggested there should be some way for tracking students over multiple semesters and providing
their teachers with follow-up or refresher workshops to increase the sustainability of TEEP’s impact
on the performance of both teachers and their students.

While there was broad agreement that reflective practice is aided by keeping a portfolio of
professional practice, the participants recommended that if future workshops use them, there needs
to be a more systematic process in place to facilitate follow-up and feedback on the evidence of
professional growth being documented.

The participants recommended that Al-Azhar University should reach out to other universities and
faculties in Gaza to share the TEEP approach to professional learning.
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PCELT

KEY FINDINGS

LTD contributed substantively to building the capacity of students to engage in planning and action

leading to improvement in learner-centered pedagogical practices in pre-service teacher education

courses for teachers of English. PCELT enabled participating students to:

e Improve their perceptions of students and their learning. They believe that PCELT increased
their sensitivity to the emotional, cognitive, and social needs of learners.

e Adopt positive values and attitudes about teaching. They are convinced that PCELT developed
their professionalism, and attribute the change in large part to PCELTSs’ emphasis on using
reflection and feedback about their teaching practices and understand the value of learner-
centered instruction.

e Acquire a wide variety of useful and effective tools and approaches: They appreciate not only the
richness of the PCELT toolkit but also for equipping them with a variety of strategies for
selecting and applying the tools appropriately in different contexts with students.

e Sce evidence of improved student learning as a result using PCELT methods and techniques for
planning, instruction, and assessment. They credit PCELT for helping them to increase their
students’ motivation to learn; improve their speaking fluency and listening comprehension; and
engage them in collaborative activities resulting in larger participation and active learning.

e Spread their PCELT experience and learning to others. They have been sharing their PCELT
skills and materials with peers and other educators, including classmates in their pre-service
program; cooperating teachers during their practice teaching in schools; and with relatives and
friends.

Introduction

The Leadership and Teacher Development program (LTD), funded by USAID and implemented by
AMIDEAST, offers the Professional Certificate for English Language Teachers (PCELT) to undergraduates
in their final year of the pre-service English teaching program at Al-Azhar University. To learn about their
teaching experiences since completing the course in applying their PCELT skills in whatever formal or non-
formal contexts they might be teaching in, LTD/Gaza conducted focus groups with PCELT graduates in
November 2014 and again in June 2015. In all, the participants included 16 women and 13 men.

In presenting the results, it is necessary to appreciate the challenging contexts in which PCELT was
delivered. Firstly, AMIDEAST was prohibited from working directly with in-service teachers from
government schools because of USAID compliance regulations. This required changes to the PCELT
curriculum and its mode of delivery. Designed originally for in-service teachers, AMIDEAST recalibrated
PCELT to accommodate 4™ year students enrolled in the English pre-service teacher education program
of Al-Azhar University, Gaza. Unlike in-service teachers who have actual formal teaching experience, the
only teaching these student had was limited to practice teaching; hence, they had less of a professional
knowledge based with which to make sense of their training.

Secondly, in the normal context of a pre-service teacher education program, students would be expected
to enter the teaching workforce almost immediately after graduation. This is not so for Gaza. W.ith
unemployment hovering at 45.5% and almost 80% of the population living well below the poverty line
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(52.00 per day),” there are few job opportunities in an already oversaturated education sector. Despite
this situation, some college grads with education degrees can often find some self-employment either
tutoring students or, if lucky, as a part-time instructor with local or international organizations offering
non-formal education or training for youth.

Despite these challenges, the focus groups were conducted with the aim of learning about the graduate’s
experiences and to shed additional light on the information that World Learning/SIT collects from
participants at the end of each PCELT course.

A. Description of the Sample and Research Questions

LTD/Gaza canvased by phone all PCELT participants who graduated from three intensive courses offered
between January and June 2014 and found that thirteen—8 females and 5 males—were using their PCELT
skills in a variety of contexts. Of this group, only two had found full-time jobs—one at a private schools
and the other at a youth center. For the rest, five were co-teaching afterschool English lessons as
volunteers to students at the Al-Azhar University’s American Corner, and six were tutoring at home to
groups of students from their neighborhoods. These thirteen individuals accepted LTD/Gaza’s invitation
to participate in two focus groups conducted at the LTD/Gaza office in November 2014. Each focus group
lasted 90 minutes. The core questions were derived from a 2013 Survey of PCELT Graduates developed
by AMIDEAST.

Following are the core questions:

1) Would you say that PCELT changed your perception of students and student learning? How?

2) How have your values or attitudes about teaching changed because of PCELT?

3) Tell us about PCELT methods or techniques you’ve implemented with learners. Give specific
examples. (e.g., for teaching listening, speaking, reading, writing, vocabulary and grammar)

4) What are some differences you’ve seen in the learners by using PCELT techniques? (Evidence of
learning.)

5) Have you been able to share your PCELT experience with your colleagues, friends or others? Tell
us how?

6) Have you kept in contact with your PCELT colleagues? Do you feel you are part of a “PCELT
community”?

7) What are your plans for the future? (For example: professional development, school projects,
initiating workshops, mentoring, etc.?

The core questions framed the analysis of the responses. The following section presents the results.

B. Results

I. Perceptions of Students and Their Learning

The participants believe that PCELT increased their sensitivity to the emotional, cognitive, and social needs
of learners. The word “empathy” was used repeatedly to describe this change. A particular PCELT activity
that brought home this idea was when the trainer asked them to role-play students in a simulation of a
foreign language class. This activity shocked them into greater consciousness about the huge impact that

7 These figures are reported by the UNPD: http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/corporate/fast-
facts/english/FF-about-gaza-2009-EN.pdf
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teaching practices can have on both the affective and cognitive experiences of a language learner.
Overall, the consensus of the participants was that PCELT helped them recognize that:

e Every student can and will learn when teachers act to e [T e R e e

affirm the students’ capacity to learn. Jjob: come to school, teach, and go home; but

PCELT made me see the students like a little

e No two students learn the same way, so it’s important | family—getting them interested, engaged and

to like me. Before PCELT | didn’t realize how

important creating a friendly environment
learning styles among students. was.”

for the teacher to be sensitive to variations in the

e Students are not to be blamed for making mistakes;
rather, the teacher’s responsibility is to help students become more aware of their learning, for
example by providing multiple opportunities for students to reflect on and correct their own
mistakes.

e When the teacher creates a supportive, friendly, and caring classroom environment, students are
more inclined to become actively engaged in the learning process.

e Earning the love and respect of the students is its own reward.

2. Values and Attitudes about Teaching

Similar to their views about student learning, the participants believe that PCELT increased their
professionalism, though not at the outset. Many admitted that at first they imagined that a PCELT
certificate would be easy to earn and would be a nice addition to their resume. To their surprise, they
found that PCELT’s emphasis on reflection and feedback

forced them to reevaluate their emergent philosophy of | “It’s the teachers job to teach and if students
didn’t’ understand the first time, then maybe

I’m doing something wrong. | need to change
responsibility was more than teaching content, assessing | my way and help them understand.”

teaching. They came to recognize that their professional

students, and dispensing grades. Quite the opposite. They

said that PCELT’s approach taught them that effective language learning happens when the teacher uses
meaningful, authentic communication tasks to motivate and engage students, not through intimidation,
classrooms. They

Ill

and certainly in the use of corporal punishment that is not uncommon in “traditiona
credited this change in attitude in large part to PCELT’s method of engaging them in structured feedback
sessions immediately after their practice teaching. In short, they came to appreciate how much the craft
of teaching benefits from self-reflection, collaboration, trust, and mutual respect among colleagues.

Additional thoughts from participants about what PCELT taught them about effective teaching include the
following:

e Effective teaching is the capacity of the teacher to enable learning to happen.

e Effective teaching means making easier what students find hard to learn; this requires flexibility
and creativity in selecting appropriate teaching strategies and techniques.

e Effective teachers empathize with their students and remember that they, too, were once
students. As one participant explained, “PCELT made us students and teachers at the same time.”
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e Effective teachers reflect on their problems of practice and value feedback from peers to think
more critically about improving their teaching.

3. Contexts for Implementing PCELT Methods and Techniques after the Course

As mentioned above, only several of the participants were employed full-time as English teachers, while
the majority were using their PCELT skills in a variety of non-formal situations, for example by tutoring
groups of students at home or teaching students at an

afterschool programs on their college c:‘:\mp.us or at local express their thoughts and feelings about the
youth centers. Regardless of their situation, the | . . =00 e
participants were able to practice a wide variety of PCELT | their presentations, and they are presenting
skills; in fact, they said the PCELT toolkit had equipped | these today at the American corner.”

them so well that “if one technique doesn’t work, another

one will be better.” Moreover, they felt empowered by learning PCELT’s approach to lesson planning for
teaching and assessment using PPU and ECRIF.

“We gave them vocabulary to help them

The following summarizes the methods and techniques they were practicing:
e Teaching Listening: questions or tasks to focus listening
e Teaching Speaking: songs; role-playing; games
e Teaching Reading: skimming; scanning; concept mapping; read-look up-speak
e Teaching Writing: question prompts

e Teaching Vocabulary: pictures/drawings; making real-world connections; acting; strategic use of
translation; concept mapping

e Teaching Grammar: modeling; demonstrating; examples to produce inductive learning

Other techniques mentioned included: warm-ups; seating students strategically; using gestures/body
language; pausing to let students answer; calling on student to help another; giving clear instructions;
constructive feedback; showing appreciation; closing with a wrap-up activity; pair-work/grouping; games;
projects (e.g., producing a video); use of questions to assess students’ prior knowledge; being patient with
students who don’t know the correct answer immediately: allowing time to respond; paraphrasing the
guestion; allowing the student to pick a classmate to help her.

Implementing PCELT techniques was not without its challenges, however.

e A number of the participants experienced some resistance to their use of PCELT skills during their
practicum teaching in public schools; they blamed the dominant culture of the teacher-centered
classroom, which sometimes makes students—and some cooperating teachers—reject
innovative methods/techniques as a threat to covering textbook content they need for tests.

e Forthose PCELTers who tutored students in their homes, a few found that students often equated
“learning” with doing exercises and copying—practices that reinforce memorization and test
taking. Students would sometimes interrupt a learning activity and tell the PCELTer that it was
unnecessary because their English teacher at school didn’t teach it that way.

4. Evidence of Student Learning Using PCELT techniques

Despite facing challenges and regardless of the context in which they were teaching, the participants
agreed overwhelmingly that their PCELT skills increased students’ motivation and improved their learning.
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They felt well-equipped with tools and approaches to create a friendlier, learner-centered environment
where, for example, students were less afraid of making mistakes and felt encouraged to use English to
communicate feelings and ideas linked to the real-world.

Some of the big improvements observed in their students’ learning and their attitudes about learning
English included the following:

More motivated to learn: Students showed more willingness to ask questions if they didn’t
understand something; somewhat uncharacteristically, some students started arriving before the
start of a lesson to practice what they’d learned or ask for more information.

Improved fluency: During speaking activities, students would try using new vocabulary and were
more comfortable making mistakes, particularly when learning tasks allowed them to use English
to talk about their lives in Gaza.

More attentive: The variety of learning activities kept students interested and focused, resulting
in improved listening comprehension.

More eager to collaborate:  Students responded enthusiastically to cooperative learning
activities; stronger students were seen supporting weaker classmates by modelling and asking
questions.

PCELTers also spoke about some of the challenges they think prevented them from having a bigger impact
on student learning.

Some students expect teachers to simply “cover content” and prepare them for taking tests; that
is, they perceive English as academic subject only, not a living language for communication. For
example, listening comprehension is not emphasized in the public school curriculum and this can
create a challenge for teachers to keep students interested and engaged.

Teaching lower elementary students demands methods and techniques not addressed by PCELT.

Students expect teachers to translate everything; PCELTers would respond by using translation
strategically, but sparingly.

PCELT methods and techniques are perceived as “wrong” —they go against the pedagogical norm
of teacher-dominated classroom instruction and rote memorization.

5. Challenges: Implementing PCELT methods and techniques can be tough

A number of the participants experienced some resistance to their use of PCELT skills.

This was common experience for all during their practicum teaching in public schools. They
blamed this on the dominant culture of the teacher-centered classroom, which sometimes makes
students—and some cooperating teachers—resist efforts by PCELTers to use innovative
methods/techniques instead of simply covering textbook content they need to pass tests.

It was similar for those PCELTers who tutored students in their homes. They explained that
students equate “learning” with doing exercises and copying—practices that reinforce
memorization and test taking. Students would sometimes interrupt a learning activity and tell
the PCELTer that it was unnecessary because their teacher at school didn’t teach it that way.
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6. Sharing PCELT Experience with Others

The participants described instances of sharing their | « pave the least experience in my school, but
knowledge and skills with other educators, including | teachers were asking me, ‘What does it mean
cooperating teachers who mentored them during | to demonstrate and how to demonstrate
practicum teaching; with classmates in the Faculty of | 9uring alesson? How can we teach a listening

Ed tion: and with relati d friends wh teach lesson?’ | know how to lesson plan using PPU
ucation; and with relatives and triends who are teachers. and I taught this to my friends. One friend is a

teacher and has no education background, so
I’m teaching her what | learned. She’s my
colleague, but I’'m her mentor.”

e (Cooperating teachers sometimes expressed
interest the innovative methods they saw PCELTers
applying during their school practicum teaching
and would ask them to share ideas or materials.

e PCELTers coached fellow classmates not enrolled in PCELT in how to use the PCELT methods for
planning lessons for their own practice teaching.

e Many said that they shared contents of their portfolios with relatives and close friends who also
teach English. One of the few participants who landed a full-time job said that some of her
colleagues—teachers with far more years of experience—come to her for ideas to make their own
lessons more innovative. In an interesting twist, one participant helped her sister, who is an
Arabic teacher, to try some language games and other creative activities from the PCELT toolkit
and apparently the lessons were a success.

e PCELTers used Facebook to share ideas and resources with friends and fellow PCELT graduates,
as well as to network professionally with PCELTers in the West Bank and other countries like Egypt
and Morocco.

7. Life after PCELT: An Emergent PCELT Community

Although communication via email and social media—Facebook primarily—and meeting up with partners
with whom they co-teach in afterschool programs (for the few who do) provide opportunities for some
professional exchanges, the participants admitted they don’t feel they belong to a well-networked
professional community.

e They perceived a nascent PCELT community growing in Gaza and the West Bank, but described it
as fragmented by cohort and region. Whereas graduates of the same cohort (12 individuals) tend
to stay in touch, little or no communication existed across the different cohorts.

e A Facebook page set up by AMIDEAST for PCELTers in the West Bank and another set up by an SIT
trainer for PCELTers in Morocco are visited by some of the Gaza groups. But communication with
communities outside Gaza is splintered, as noted above, because each cohort has its own
Facebook page and this tends to isolate members rather than connect them to others beyond
their own cohort.

8. Plans for the Future

The participants’ number one priority is to find a job. In the face of widespread unemployment, their
fear is that long-term joblessness will threaten their capacity to apply, sustain, and improve on what they
learned in PCELT. Four of the participants used their own initiative and won approval from their university
to start an afterschool English program for local school students. They do this on a voluntary basis.

With the local labor market unlikely to improve anytime soon, some of the participants suggested they
needed to create their own opportunities, for example by:

e Forming a PCELT club to facilitate collecting and sharing information about teaching, job

85



prospects, and opportunities for professional development.

Starting up a for-profit center for English language learning.

C. Recommendations for Improving PCELT

Throughout the focus group interview the participants reflected on their experiences learning and
applying the PCELT’s teaching philosophy, approaches, and practices both during the training period and
after its completion. The following summarizes recommendations they offered for improving some of
the technical and professional aspects of PCELT.

1.

Technical

Methods and techniques for teaching literature: Textbooks for teaching English in Palestine’s
schools include poems and short stories, but PCELT’s approach to the teaching of reading focuses
on comprehension of short paragraphs. PCELT should also provide appropriate methods for
teaching literature to English language learners.

Innovative ways to teach writing: The participants believe that for a variety of reasons, English
teachers discount the importance of developing and evaluating students’ writing. Faced with
large classes, a lack of training in teaching writing, and their own weak writing skills, many
Palestinian teachers of English do little to motivate students to take writing lessons seriously.
Because of this, PCELTers said they would like the course to offer more innovative ways to get
students excited about writing.

Professional

How to give written feedback: PCELT trainers did an excellent job of helping the participants
develop their capacity to give and receive oral feedback following peer observations of practice
teaching. However, they would have appreciated more opportunities to develop the skill of giving
written feedback.

All-PCELT website: A single Facebook page serving as a common landing spot for PCELTers
everywhere would improve professional networking across the geographically dispersed
communities of PCELT alumni.

Professional Association: The formation of a professional association for PCELT graduates in Gaza
would improve communication among alumni of different cohorts and foster the exchange of
information, ideas, and resources for teaching, as well as news and opportunities about
employment and continued professional development.

Training Follow-up: Provide workshops or refresher courses to help alumni expand and deepen
what was learned in the course.
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ANNEX A: Principal Effectiveness Survey (Principal Form)
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Annex B: Teacher Effectiveness Survey (Teacher Form)
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Annex C: Classroom Engagement Survey (Student Form)
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