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Abstract: This study investigated the impact of an intervention program on developing teacher leadership skills by 

developing teachers’ capacities on shifting classrooms from teacher-centered to student-centered learning 

environments. Findings of this paper are part of a larger study that employed the action research methodology, and 

was carried out over the course of one academic year in a K-12 private school in Mount Lebanon. The sample 

involved 15 teachers and data was collected through (1) a classroom observation tool; and (2) a teacher leadership 

survey. Data collection instruments were administered before and after the intervention program that aimed at 

leveraging the repertoire of classroom practices into student-centered learning environments. Microsoft Excel was 

employed to calculate descriptive statisctics. Results showed that the intervention had a slight, yet appreciable 
impact on the teaching-learning environment; and supported the development of teacher leadership skills.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1.  The Problem 

The rapid changes and increased intricacy of today’s 

world have presented new challenges and put great 

demands on our education systems (Schleicher, 

2015). Globalization and knowledge economy have 

enforced the acquisition of 21st century skills (Fullan 

& Langworthy, 2013). According to Williams (2011), 
classrooms should contribute to developing the 

student’s personality so that he/she can face 

challenges and own the wisdom to hold 

responsibility, reflect, evaluate, watch for hidden 

details, make decisions, communicate effectively and 

innovate. 

 

Traditional teacher-centered classrooms generally 

generate passive students who lack the skills required 

for effective involvement in the current social and 

economic world (Schleicher, 2015). Teachers have 
been identified as the first most important factor in 

structuring student-centered classrooms where 

students are cognitively and socially active 

(Wiederman, 2015). On the other hand, student-

centered classrooms emphasize cooperative learning 

and take students to higher levels of critical thinking, 

problem solving, improvement of attitude to learn 

and an increase in overall attendance thus reinforce 

21st skills (Overby, 2011; Wiederman, 2015). 

However, many students all over the world are still 

receiving their education in teacher-centered 

classrooms and thus fail at meeting the current 

century challenges (Schleicher, 2015). Mizell (2010) 

argued that professional development is required for 

school systems to strengthen teachers’ performance 

level and reinforce student-centered classrooms. 

Overby (2011) discussed that the success of student-
centered approach is directly related to teacher 

leadership.  

 

In parallel, McCarthy (2015) viewed that the 

leadership style of the teacher identifies the extent to 

which his/her classroom would serve as a student-

centered environment. According to Sergiovanni & 

Starrat (2007), teacher leaders believe that students 

are workers involved in the production and 

experimenting of knowledge, setting the plans, 

sharing, making decisions and working with 
classmates. 

 

One of the researchers was an elementary school 

teacher in a private school located in Mount Lebanon. 

For anonymity purpose, the school is termed School 

X throughout this paper. Teacher-centered approach 

was highly prevailing in the school. This practice 

resulted in having classrooms with passive students 

whose roles were very limited. In coordination with 

School X administration, an outsourced intervention 
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program was conducted over a whole school year, 

with the aforementioned researcher being an 

assistant.  

 

The decision was made to develop teachers’ skills so 

that they could lead student-centered classrooms 

providing students with ample opportunities to be 

actively involved in their own learning. The 

intervention program was implemented by an 

external body of trainers, and it targeted Grades 1-3 

teachers. Active learning was the foundation stone of 

the program. 
 

This study attempted to investigate the degree to 

which the intervention program has turned teacher-

centered classrooms into student-centered 

environments, noting the effect that the program has 

had on teachers’ leadership practices; as the literature 

cites connection between teachers leading student-led 

classrooms and teacher leadership skills (Ghamrawi, 

2010; Northouse, 2013). 

 

1.2.  Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

impact a capacity-building intervention program for 

teachers on leading student-centered classrooms had 

on turning main-subject classrooms (English 

Language, Arabic Language, math, science) of cycle 

one (grades one, two, three) from teacher-centered to 

student-centered environments. In addition, the study 

attempted to explore the degree to which the 

intervention program impacted teacher leadership 

skills. 

 

1.3.  Research Questions 
This study was guided by the following research 

questions: 

1- How would an intervention program contribute 

to shifting classroom practice from being 

teacher-centered to become student-centered? 

2- How do the leadership practices of teachers 

evolve during the course of the intervention? 

 

1.4.  Significance of the Study  

Student-centered classrooms that ensure the child’s 

active involvement in his/her learning and underpin 
21st century skills have become a major component of 

education systems (Fitzsimmons, 2011; Overby, 

2011; Wiederman, 2015). However, many schools 

are still behind in recognizing the significance of this 

practice (Schleicher, 2015). Unfortunately, rote 

learning and passive students are still there. It is of 

utmost importance to shed light on this topic. Hence, 

this part of the study reported the outcomes of an 

intervention program that sought the evolution of 

teaching practices towards developing student-

centered environments. 

Besides, the literature suggests that teacher-centered 

classrooms are induced by weak teacher leadership 

(Northouse, 2013). A small body of literature has 

highlighted the link between teacher leadership 

practice and student-centered classroom; arguing that 

student-centered classrooms entail a more active 

teacher leadership role. The researcherers decided to 

approach the problem in a relatively different way,  

attempting to explore how teachers’ leadership 

practices evolved as a result of a capacity-building 

intervention program for teachers that aimed at 

supporting them in activating students’ roles within 
student-centered classrooms. 

 

2. Review of Related Literature 

2.1.  Student-Centered Classroom 

Student-centered classroom is the autonomous 

instruction that involves self-directed learners who 

not only participate in what, how and when to learn, 

but also construct their own learning experiences 

(Ahmed, 2013). It is the context where information is 

not synonymous to knowledge, so the key is a deeper 

understanding that allows for application, critical 
thinking and problem solving (Wiederman, 2015). 

 

Phipher (2002) stated that a student-centered 

classroom is a community of learners where such 

communities emphasize cooperation and encourage 

learning by working and helping others learn. Overby 

(2011) also introduced student-centered learning as 

the way that “brings the classrooms and the students 

to life where the teacher is considered a guide on the 

side guiding students to meet the goals that have been 

made by the teacher and the students” (p. 1). 

 
In the student-centered classroom leadership is 

shared, and all students have the opportunity to be 

part of the management of the classroom (Williams, 

2011). Rules are developed by the teacher and 

students; thus, discipline comes from the self 

(Garrett, 2008). Partnerships are formed with 

community groups to enrich the learning 

opportunities for students (Garrett, 2008; Williams, 

2011). This is parallel to Fenner, Mansour, & Sydor 

(2010) who argued that differentiation in instruction 

within the student-centered classroom leads to 
success.  

 

Phipher (2002) asserted that student-centered 

classroom approach is best applied through 

cooperative learning that extends beyond group work. 

Cooperative learning provides structure for every 

group member to hold an important role or 

responsibility in the group (Phipher, 2002). Attard, 

Ioio, Geven & Santa (2014) argued that there is no 

one universal definition of student-centered learning. 

However, by considering the above definitions and 

discussions, it can be assumed that many of the 
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student-centered classroom components are part of 

the active learning that provides students with 

opportunities to reflect, evaluate, synthesize and 

communicate the information in class (Fink, 2013). 

 

2.2.  Active Learning Approach 

Few decades ago, critical changes to the concept of 

education were introduced. Schools had to look 

beyond the passive learning approach so that learning 

could activate students’ roles (Berek, 2013). Bonwell 

& Eison (1991) defined active learning as the 

activities that require students to do them and think 
about what they are doing. Empirical evidences in 

research have proved that active learning approach 

where teachers take the role of facilitators and 

consider students’ needs and learning styles yields 

better outcomes (Patton, 2015).  

 

Williams (2011) considered that active learning can’t 

be applied through lecturing where students repeat 

the information presented to them; it is rather 

implemented through cooperative learning in which 

students explore the meaning of the information and 
reflect upon it. Reflection and reasoning are 

discussed by Colthorpe, Chen & Zimbardi (2014). 

Colthorpe et al. (2014) concluded that reasoning and 

reflection by students can be reinforced by having 

them evaluate peer’s performance and provide 

feedback. 

 

In the same manner, wonderment questions that 

encourage the students to hypothesize, predict and 

generate explanations (Craig & Deretchin, 2010; 

Fitzsimmons, 2011) and class participation 

(Czekanski & Wolf, 2013) are evidences pf active 
learning. The International Baccalaureate 

Organization (IBO) linked active learning to inquiry 

and identified a set of indicators that were classified 

into three major fields: student, teacher and 

classroom environment. An active learning approach 

is implemented when students are given the 

opportunity and guided to ask investigation 

questions, link new concepts to their existing 

knowledge, communicate, infer and deduce 

conclusions (IBO, 2008). Students will be 

empowered to do so when their teachers provide the 
required materials, demonstrate, model, supervise, 

guide, motivate and give learners the chance to 

observe, experience and investigate within a 

supportive classroom environment (IBO, 2008).  

 

To sum, active learning is not limited to gaining 

information; it rather helps develop students’ skills 

and prepare the student to take an active role in the 

society (IBO, 2008; Williams, 2011; Berek, 2013; 

Colthorpe et al., 2014; Patton, 2015).  Hence, the 

implementation of active learning approach requires 

teacher leaders (Northouse, 2013) who empower 

students and refuse to have them as passive learners 

(Ghamrawi, 2013). Similarly, Sergiovanni & Starrat 

(2007) argued that teacher leaders view students as 

workers involved in the production and performance 

of knowledge and consequently develop a 

community of learners. 

 

2.3.  Teacher Leadership 

Donaldson (2006) discussed two types of teacher 

leaders: the formal teacher leaders who are formally 

appointed, such as department chairs, team leaders or 

association officers and the informal teacher leaders 
who naturally emerge among their colleagues as 

trusted and respected catalysts. Informal teacher 

leaders are teachers who have an established history 

of contribution to the school, students, community 

and colleagues (Donaldson, 2006). Chin (2001) 

added to the aforementioned tasks that they are 

teachers who give the time and the encouragement 

for their students to think deeply and ask wonderment 

questions – questions that foster analysis, discussion, 

hypotheses, prediction and reasoning. In the same 

context, Lumpkin, Claxton & Wilson (2014) 
considered teacher leaders as innovative, 

collaborative and trustworthy facilitators of learning 

who use data and other evidences in making 

decisions and solving problems within a student-

centered classroom environment. They involve 

students in all classroom practices, expose them to 

situations where they have to find solutions and ask 

them to evaluate others (Xu & Patmor, 2012). 

Teacher leaders are expected to commit to ongoing 

professional development. Yildirim (2013) 

recommended the use of portfolio as it assists 

teachers to become aware of their personal and 
professional development, provides feedback about 

their performance and requires reflection.  

 

Existing literature presented two major directions for 

cultivating teacher leadership. First, a huge body of 

research has concluded that all the promoting teacher 

leadership practices could be accomplished through 

conducting action research (Pimenta, 2005; Razfar, 

2011). Second, other researchers argued that the 

school leadership impacts would either reinforce or 

deter teacher leadership skills. Sergiovanni & Starratt 
(2007) stated that teacher leadership can be 

emphasized within the distributed leadership across 

the school. Teachers do not become leaders on their 

own. As such, school systems and good mentors are 

needed to help teachers develop their strengths and 

believe strongly in their leadership potentials 

(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007). 

 

 Teachers’ participation in decision-making on the 

school wide level might have significant contribution 

for they are the individuals in contact with the whole 

learning-learning process (Ghamrawi, 2013). In 
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parallel, Berry, Daughtrey, & Wieder (2010) claimed 

that when teachers are empowered as instructional 

leaders and decision-makers, students and the schools 

they attend will benefit. 

 

In a professional learning community, teachers and 

other staff members are supported and encouraged to 

go professionally as leaders (Harris, 2010). In 

parallel, Spillane and Diamond (2007) argued that 

teachers should be given opportunities to develop as 

leaders to cultivate their leadership capacity, build 

professional community and gain the respect of their 

colleagues. The subject leader has a major role in 

developing teacher leadership (Ghamrawi, 2012). 

 

2.4. Conceptual Framework  

 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the related literature 

Figure 1 shows the connection among the literature reviewed elements that relate to this part of the study. Two types 

of arrows were used to show the link: the solid arrows labeled as (a) and (b) and the dotted arrows labeled as (1) and 
(2). 

 

The solid arrows represent the link between teacher 

leadership and student-centered classrooms as 

discussed in literature. Since the definition of teacher 

leadership remains varied, the basic components that 

a teacher leader should have were derived from the 

existing literature. As shown through solid arrow (a), 

empowerment, trial and error, professional 

development, inspiration, reflection on achievement, 

task delegation, interaction, trust, shared decision-
making and collaboration form the profile of a 

teacher leader. Hence, solid arrow (b) illustrates that 

a teacher leader who empowers, trusts, inspires and 

delegates tasks to his/her students (Sergiovanni & 

Starrat, 2007); relies on trial and error method 

collecting data and evidences on practice (Lumpkin 

et al., 2014); shares in decision making in the school 

and involves his/her students in classroom decisions 

(Spillane & Diamond, 2007; Berry et al., 2010; 

Harris, 2010; Ghamrawi, 2013); interacts and 

collaborates with colleagues and administrators (Xu 

& Patmor, 2012); reflects on practices and asks 
students to reflect and evaluate (Colthorpe et al., 

2014); commit to continuous professional 

development and research activity (Pimenta, 2005; 

Razfar, 2011; Yildirim, 2013) is capable of running a 

student-centered classroom. 

The abovementioned practices of a teacher leader 

align with the active learning approach that leads to a 

student-centered classroom. As such, teacher leaders 

have the skills and the capabilities to activate 

students’ roles through engaging them in learning 

activities that develop their high-order thinking skills 

(Fitzsimmons, 2011; Colthorpe et al., 2014) and 

arouse their curiosity and inquiry mindset (IBO, 

2008). 
 

Therefore, the solid arrows clarify the direction that 

the mentioned elements follow as per literature. The 

dotted arrows, however, show the backward direction 

that the researcher attempted to investigate in the 

study. Dotted arrows (1) and (2) refer to the extent to 

which training teachers on implementing active 

learning within student-centered classrooms would 

impact their leadership skills. 

 

3. Methodology  

This study is part of a larger case-study that 
employed mixed methods. The quantitative method 

was employed for addressing the research questions 

selected for this particular study. 
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3.1.  The Sample 

School X administration and the participant 

researcher decided to address the problem of having 

teacher-centered classrooms through the action 

research approach. The decision was made to invite a 

well-known professional development team to carry 

out the intervention program. As the team assistant, 

the researcher had the privilege to attend all the 

conducted workshops and training sessions and was 

involved in the whole intervention process. 

The intervention program targeted all kindergarten 

and cycle-one teachers, covering all the subjects: 
Arabic, English, French, math, science, geography, 

art, sport and religion. Thus, the total number of 

teachers was 34. The program also involved all 

subject coordinators of the kindergarten and cycle 

one, so the total number of subject coordinators was 

seven. This particular study involved only 15 

teachers (N=15) and those were the teachers of 

Grades 1-3.  

 

3.2. Research Instrument 

Two research instruments were developed and 
utilized for the collection of data pertaining to the 

research questions of this part of the study. The same 

instruments were administered to the same sample 

before and after the intervention so that comparisons 

can be made. School X administration approved the 

use of the instruments. Anonymity and 

confidentiality were highly respected. A four point 

Likert scale: 1 = always done or available to 4 = 

never done or available was used in all the 

instruments to rank the items. The instruments were 

scored by calculating the percentages of frequency. 

 

3.2.1. Classroom Data Collection Tool 

The intervention program was based on the active 

learning approach. All training sessions and 

workshops were focused on the active learning 

indicators that were adopted from the International 
Baccalaureate Organization (2008). Hence, the 

researchers developed a classroom observation tool 

including all the active learning indicators that were 

classified into three main fields: student, teacher and 

classroom environment. However, the researcher 

noticed that some indicators might not be observable 

throughout her class visits. The decision was made to 

address those indicators through two complimentary 

extension checklists. This helped maintain the 

objectivity of the measurement. Besides, some 

indicators were included in both the tool and the 
checklists for ensuring the triangulation of data. 

Table 1 shows the active learning indicators that were 

measured throughout the participant researcher 

classroom visits that preceded and followed the 

training. 

 

Table 1: Classroom Observation Tool: Active Learning Indicators 
Student Field 

1. Students ask questions orally. 

2. Students ask questions that lead to investigations, ideas, suggestions and new questions. 

3. Students associate new concepts to the ones they have already learned. 

4. Students listen to each other attentively. 

5. Students participate in the classroom. 

6. Students explain their thoughts using the subject-related terms they have learned. 

7. Students work in pairs and in groups. 

8. Students express their thoughts in a variety of ways: diary, report, drawing or journals. 

9. Students deduce conclusions using examples, trials and experiments. 

Teacher Field 

10. Teacher provides materials and scientific thoughts suitable to the content being taught. 

11. Teacher demonstrates and models the usage of the materials.  

12. Teacher uses the subject-related terms convenient for teaching the content. 

13. Teacher asks questions and offers suggestions. 

14. Teacher asks open questions that inspire research, wondering and observation. 

15. Teacher moves all around the classroom and is available for all students. 

16. Teacher motivates students in a variety of ways. 

17. Teacher listens attentively to the students’ ideas. 

18. Teacher supervises and guides students’ discussions. 

19. Teacher asks students to try new things. 

20. Teacher provides feedback. 

21. Teacher asks students to provide feedback. 

Classroom Environment Filed 

22. Class is equipped and arranged for pair work and group work. 

23. Materials are available for all students and are placed in easily attended places. 

24. Students’ work is displayed in the classroom. 

As shown in Table 1, 24 indicators constituted the focus of the classroom observation tool. The tools allowed the 

researcher to measure the indicators in three separate fields. 
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3.2.1.1.  Extension Checklist (1): 

Table 2 below includes the active learning indicators 

that were not measured inside the classroom. This 

checklist was administered to the participating 

teachers who ranked the items before and after they 

received the training. 

 

Table 2: Extension Checklist (1): Active Learning Indicators 
1. My students are self-confident; they take risks and ask questions. 

2. My students are enthusiastic about researching and investigating. 

3. My students utilize their time in conducting experiments and trials. 

4. My students design the suitable testing to try their thoughts without expecting the answer 

5. My students sort the information and the ideas and differentiate among them. 

6. My students accept the knowledge they obtain from their researching and build upon it.  

7. My students enjoy asking questions and consider it an essential part of their learning. 

8. My students watch attentively, see the details and observe the changes. 

9. My students link the new thoughts and ideas to the ones they have learned earlier. 

10. My students are guided toward holding the responsibility and formulating conclusions. 

11. My students feel safe and relaxed when expressing and sharing their thoughts. 

12. My students support and affect each other. 

 

3.2.1.2.  Extension Checklist (2): 

Table 3 below involves the indicators that were 

measured through investigating the lesson planning 

folders of the teacher participants. Two whole weekly 

plans of each teacher folder were examined twice, 

before and after the intervention. 

 

Table 3:Extension Checklist (2): Active Learning Indicators 
1. Different materials are used. 

2. Learning strategies – including pair work and group work – are implemented. 

3. Different learning styles – differentiated instruction – are considered. 

4. Research-based tasks for students are assigned. 

5. Activities for developing students’ skills and their thinking methodology are planned. 

6. Time for dialogues and class discussions is assigned. 

 

3.2.2. Teacher Leadership Survey: 

A survey was developed based on the extensive 

literature review of teacher leadership. The eight 

components that were mentioned in the conceptual 

framework (Figure 1) were addressed in this survey. 

The components were translated into practical items 

and classified into three fields: student, colleagues 

and self-development, and administration and 

supervision.  

 

The survey was piloted. In addition, it was refereed 

by two experts in the field. Few amendments were 

made to the structure and wording of some items as a 

result of the pilot study and the experts’ feedback. 
Table 4 below includes the survey items. 

 

Table 4: Teacher Leadership Survey 
Student Field 

1. I involve my students in decision making. 

2. I have my students hold the responsibility of their acts. 

3. I encourage my students to experience errors. 

4. I ask my students open questions paired with justification. 

5. I explore my students’ interests before planning the lesson. 

6. I change the whole plan because of a student’s question or wonder. 

7. I utilize with each student a different strategy or technique that meets his/her needs. 

8. I put my students in situations that require finding solutions to the problems. 

9. My students perform most of the classroom tasks themselves, e.g. decoration – communication with others – setting rules etc. 

10. I specify more than half of the time to listen to my students. 

11. I give my students the opportunity to share in setting the objectives and planning the activities with me. 

12. I ask my students to evaluate my performance. 

13. I ask my students to evaluate their peer’s performance. 

14. I listen to my students’ opinions and suggestions. 

15. I consider my students’ suggestions the base of my planning. 

16. I plan co-curricular activities on a wide level, e.g. competitions – exhibits etc.  

17. I take my students on fieldtrips.  

Colleagues and Self-Development Field 

18. I conduct consistent research for new approaches in the education field. 

19. I carry out an action research to handle a problem.  

20. I share what happens in the class with my colleagues.  

21. I invite my colleagues to attend a session in my class, observe my performance and provide feedback. 

22. I ask my colleagues for support and advice. 
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23. I experience methods, strategies and approaches although not requested by the coordinator. 

24. I share my experiences with teachers in other schools. 

25. I evaluate my performance. 

26. I attend workshops and training courses. 

27. I develop my own portfolio. 

Administration and Supervision Filed 

28. I share in decision making on the school-wide level. 

29. I share in decision making on the department-wide level. 

30. I believe my suggestions and opinions during the class meeting are taken into consideration and put into action. 

 

3.3. The Intervention Program 

The intervention program was developed by an 

external team of professionals who worked closely 

with the school’s senior and middle management 

teams. The purpose was to develop a program that 

closely matches teachers’ and subject leaders’ needs 

and hence leverage their capacities to improve their 
repertoire of practice within their classrooms in terms 

of leading student-centered classrooms. The 

intervention took place between October and May; at 

the rate of 1 training session monthly. It included 

workshops and training sessions, classroom 

observations, and coaching meetings. The participant 

researcher, served as a team assistant and attended all 

the aforementioned activities and documented it all. 

The intervention program included 7 full-day in-

house training sessions, entitled as follows: (1) 

Getting to know you workshops – Meet with teachers 
for a needs assessment discussion; (2) Moving 

Towards a Student-Centered Classroom; (3) Learning 

Centers and Invitations and Accountable Talk; (4) 

Deepening Accountable Talk and Managing 

Classroom Discourse and Interaction/ Questioning 

Strategies; (5) Adapting tasks- changing low level 

tasks to high level ones- and Emergent Literacy; (6) 

Visible Thinking and Documentation; and (7) 

Centers/ Assessment/ Discussion and Wrap-up. 

Besides, and as mentioned previously, there were 

classroom observations and coaching meetings with 

trainees between each two training sessions.  
 

3.4.  Data Analysis 

Quanitative data derived from the instruments were 

treated statistically using Microsoft Office Excel. 

Frequency percentages were calculated per each 

indicator/item of the data collection instruments. 

Percentages of active learning indicators and teacher 

leadership items were presented in line graphs. 

 

To better show the difference between results arrived 

at before and after the intervention, the researcherr 
created a progress scale that allowed her to locate the 

two basic notions of this part of the study: active 

learning and teacher leadership.  

 

Locating the measured concept on the scale relied on 

the percentage of point (1) which meant always done 

or always available. The scale had five areas 

classified according to point (1) as follows: 

Very weak: percentage of point (1) was 20% or less- 

Weak: percentage of point (1) was 40% or less 

Acceptable: percentage of point (1) was 60% or less- 

Good: percentage of point (1) was 80% or less 

Very good: percentage of point (1) was 100% or less 
 

4. Results 

As mentioned earlier, this part of the larger study 

aimed to explore the impact of the intervention 

program on reinforcing the student-centered 

classroom approach and on teacher leadership skills. 

To clearly show the impact, percentages of active 

learning indicators and those of teacher leadership 

items were calculated before and after the 

intervention. Graphical display of pre-intervention 

and post-intervention results was followed by 
discussion. 

 

While discussing the pre-intervention results, all 

individual indicators/item were reported. However, 

the post-intervention discussions shed light only on 

indicators/items that were improved. When needed, 

percentages of Likert points (3) and (4) were grouped 

together in the narrative and referred to as rarely or 

never, just like the percentages of points (1) and (2) 

that were explained as always or sometimes. 

 

4.1.  Research Question (1): How would an 

intervention program contribute to shifting 

classroom practice from being teacher-centered to 

become student-centered? 

The intervention program conducted in School X was 

mainly structured on active learning. Accordingly, 

the indicators of active learning were measured 

through the class observation tool, extension 

checklist (1) and extension checklist (2). 

 

4.1.1. Active Learning Indicators: Classroom 

Observation Tool 

4.1.1.1.  Pre-Intervention  

Figure 2 show the percentages of rankings arrived at 

through classroom observation tool when it was 

administered before the intervention.  
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Figure 2. Percentages of active learning indicators (pre-intervention) 

 

Student Field 

Regarding oral questions asked by students, it was 

critical to find out that in 67% of the observed 

classes, students rarely asked oral questions and in 

20% of them none of the students asked. 

Fitzsimmons (2011) declared that asking questions is 

crucial to the student learning and teachers have to 

consider the type of the questions asked. Chin (2001) 

considered that wonderment questions can facilitate 

knowledge construction by guiding the thinking 
process.  

 

Hence, the tool, through the second indicator, sought 

to measure the type of questions asked. Actually in 

the majority of the attended classes, students never 

asked wonderment questions that could lead to 

investigations, ideas, suggestions and new questions; 

students rather asked factual and procedural 

questions and were satisfied by the answers they got. 

The lack of wonderment questions could deter 

students’ stimulation to hypothesize, predict, seek 
and generate explanations (Chin, 2011). 

 

In fact, Chin’s finding is also related to indicator (9) 

which required students to deduce conclusions using 

examples, trials and experiments. 60% of the classes 

involved students who rarely did so, and in 40% of 

the classes, none of the students deduced conclusions 

in these ways. Craig & Deretchin (2010) believed 

that experimentation and discovering are important 

aspects in the active learning approach. 

 

Concerning the 3rd indicator, data revealed that in the 
majority of the attended classes (80%), students 

linked new concepts they were learning to the ones 

they’ve already learned while student rarely or never 

did so in the rest of the classes. 

Percentages of the 4th indicator showed that students 

in 60% of the classes sometimes listened to each 

other attentively and they rarely did in 40% of the 

classes. Participation, too, was not a regular practice 

of all students. Students in 80% of the classes 

sometimes participated and in the rest they rarely 

contributed to the discussion, asked questions or 

provided examples. This implied that students didn’t 

have equal participation roles and opportunities. 

Czekanski & Wolf (2013) stated that class 
participation is evidence of active learning. 

Additionally, when they participated, students in 40% 

of the classes rarely used subject-related terms to 

explain their thoughts.  

 

During a large number of the attended sessions 

(40%), group work and pair work strategies were 

rarely implement. Yet, in these classes lecturing was 

prevailing, and students acted as passive learners. 

Plus, all the observed classes had students who rarely 

or never expressed their thoughts through diaries, 
reports, journals or drawings. 

 

Teacher Field 

In shifting to the indicators that fell under teacher 

field in the classroom observation tool, percentages 

seemed not surprising in light of the previous results.  

 

As per percentages of indicators (10) and (11), 

suitable materials and scientific methods were 

sometimes provided by teachers in 40% of the 

classes, yet they were rarely or never used in the rest 

of the classes. Among those who provided the 
suitable materials, a large number of teacher 

participants (60%) rarely or never modeled the usage 

of the materials. The lack of modeling will ultimately 

diminish the benefit of the materials (Phipher, 2002). 
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Through Figure 2, it was obviously shown that all the 

participating teachers used the subject – related terms 

for teaching the content. This reflected the teachers’ 

deep knowledge of the subject they taught. However, 

it was not effectively reflected on the students who, 

in 40% of the classes, rarely used subject-related 

terms when expressing their thoughts. 

 

Asking questions and offering suggestions were 

sometimes practiced by 47% of the teachers. 

However, 53% of them didn’t. This result could 

justify the percentages obtained when measuring 
students’ participation. Less questions and 

suggestions offered by the teachers imply less student 

participation (Czekanski & Wolf, 2013).  

 

Indicator (14) was related to the type of questions 

being asked by the teachers. The majority of 

participants didn’t ask open questions that inspired 

research, wondering and observation. Only 20% of 

them sometimes asked such questions while the rest 

(80%) rarely or never did. As such, having students 

who rarely or never asked wonderment questions was 
an expected result.  

 

Similarly, it was shown through indicator (19) that 

the vast majority of teachers (87%) rarely or never 

asked students to try new things. However, having 

students analyze, observe, discover and reflect could 

promote active learning (Segiovanni & Starrat, 2007; 

Craig & Deretchin, 2010). 

 

Indicators (20) and (21) were interrelated. The 

collected data revealed that only 7% of the teachers 

always provided feedback, and the majority of them 
(73%) sometimes did. However, the overwhelming 

majority (93.4%) rarely or never asked students to 

provide feedback. Therefore, providing feedback was 

limited to the teacher. Noteworthy is to mention that 

when students provide feedback, they will eventually 

develop the ability to reflect on and assess their own 

performance (Craig & Deretchin, 2010). 

 

Data revealed that the vast majority of teachers 

(87%) always or sometimes moved all around the 

classroom and were available for all the students. 
According to Fitzsimmons (2011) teachers who don’t 

move around are those who adopt the teacher-

centered approach.  

 

Indicator (16) showed that 87% of the participating 

teachers rarely motivated students in a variety of 

ways. Almost most of the observed teachers were 

motivating their students yet in the same way. This 

indicator fell under the differentiated instruction 

approach. In this context, Fenner et. Al., (2010) 

argued that if students don’t feel appreciated for their 

differences in the way they are instructed and 

motivated, their achievement might be negatively 
influenced. 

 

Concerning indicator (17), 93% of the teachers 

sometimes listened attentively to students’ ideas. It 

should be noted here that the ideas presented by 

students were neither controversial nor led to new 

investigations. Regarding indicator (18), 93% of the 

participants rarely or never supervised and guided 

students’ discussion. The current indicator was linked 

to the types of questions that were dominant, whether 

asked by the teachers or the students. As was shown 
in the student field, in the majority of the classes the 

discussion was limited and characterized by the 

close-ended questions and the short answers. 

 

Classroom Environment Field 

As for the classroom environment, the collected data 

revealed that the class equipment and arrangement 

for the pair work and the group work were rarely or 

never available in 33% of the classes. The current 

data confirmed the finding that 40% of the classes 

rarely included group work and pair work activities. 

In addition, the availability of materials to all 
students and the easy access to them were rarely or 

never existing in all the attended classes. This finding 

revealed that the usage of the materials was restricted 

to the teacher’s decisions. Regarding students’ work, 

it was rarely or never displayed in 66% of the classes. 

These classes included posters and pictures prepared 

by teachers. 

 

4.1.1.2.  Post-Intervention 

Figure 3 below displays the percentages of classroom 

observation tool indicators after the intervention 
program. 
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Figure 3. Percentages of active learning indicators (post-intervention) 

 

Data derived from the classroom observation tool 

after the intervention revealed that some indicators 

were ranked higher while others recorded almost the 

same rankings during the two stages. 

 

Concerning the student field, data collected after the 

intervention showed slight progress in some 

indicators. For instance, the percentage of the classes 

where students always or sometimes asked questions 

evolved from 13% in the pre-intervention stage to 
46% in the current stage. However, the factual 

procedural questions were still dominant whereby in 

87% of the classes, students rarely or never asked 

wonderment questions. 

 

Students’ participation in the classes recorded slight 

improvement. Additionally, pair work and group 

work strategies became more frequent in some 

classes after the intervention. 

 

The percentage of the classes where students deduced 
conclusions using trials and experiments also 

increased; however, it was still low as only in 33% of 

the observed classes, students always or sometimes 

did so. Although the occurrence of the current 

indicator was still weak, the progress that happened 

was noteworthy given that in the pre-intervention 

stage, all students rarely or never deduced 

conclusions. 

 

As for teachers’ practices, some indicators recorded 

slight progress while others showed no change. For 

instance, the percentage of teachers who provided 
materials and scientific thoughts suitable to the 

content has changed. In the post-intervention stage, 

87% of the teachers always or sometimes provided 

such things while the percentage of this indicator in 

the pre-intervention stage was 40%.  

 

In addition, questions and suggestions offered by the 

teachers have improved. 80% of the teacher 

participants always or sometimes asked questions and 

offered suggestions whereas only 47% of them did so 

in the pre-intervention stage. The current indicator 

was related to indicators (1) and (2) in the student 

field. After the intervention, all the three indicators 

improved to some extent. This finding aligned with 

Fitzsimmons’s (2011) suggestion that considered 

asking questions as an important strategy that should 
be modeled and reinforced by the teacher. 

 

The percentage that represented teachers who always 

motivated their students in a variety of ways has 

increased. In addition, teachers became more 

effective in guiding students’ discussions. 

 

Regarding indicator (12), the percentage that 

represented teachers who always or sometimes asked 

students to provide feedback has evolved from 7% to 

67% after the intervention. This implied that 
students’ roles became more active when compared 

to their roles before the intervention. 

 

Concerning the classroom environment field, little 

changes were noticed. Classes became more 

equipped for pair work and group work strategies; 

more materials were available in the classrooms for 

students; and additional display of students’ work 

was seen on the bulletin boards. However, the 

progress was still limited and insufficient. For 

instance, 20% of the classes were still rarely 

equipped and arranged for pair work and group work; 
47% of the classes rarely included easily accessible 

materials for students and in 40% of the classes, 

students’ work was rarely displayed. 
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4.1.2. Active Learning Indicators: Extension 

Checklist (1) 

4.1.2.1.  Pre-Intervention 

Figures 4 below shows the percentages of data 

derived from extension checklist (1) that was 

administered prior to the intervention.  

 

 
Figure 4. Percentages of checklist (1) indicators (pre-intervention) 

 

The majority of teachers (87%) believed that their 

students were always or sometimes self-confident 

and able to take risks and ask questions. 67% of the 

teachers believed that their students were always or 

sometimes enthusiastic about researching and 

investigating. In addition, the majority of teachers 

ranked indicators (6), (7) and (8) high. 73% of the 

teachers believed their students always or sometimes 

accepted the knowledge they obtained from their 
researching and built upon it. 80% of them reported 

that their students always or sometimes enjoyed 

asking questions and considered it an essential part of 

their learning. The overwhelming majority (93%) 

admitted that students always or sometimes watched 

attentively, noticed the details and observed the 

changes.  

 

On the contrary, by referring to the data derived from 

classroom observation tool, it was noticed that the 

vast majority of the students were rarely or never 
engaged in learning through research, 

experimentation and discussion. This contradiction 

implied that some teachers had opinions and thoughts 

that didn’t align with the actual performance of 

students. Concerning indicator (9), the obtained 

results agreed with those of indicator (3) of the 

classroom observation tool where students associated 

new concepts to the ones they had already learned. 

Regarding indicator (11), the majority of teachers 

(87%) believed that their students always or 

sometimes felt safe and relaxed when expressing and 

sharing their thoughts; however, during the attended 

sessions, it was noticed that the vast majority of 

students never expressed their thoughts in a variety of 

ways. The interpretation of the current case revealed 

that the students were not provided by sufficient 

opportunities to express their thoughts. 
 

Concerning indicator (12), 67% of the teachers 

believed that their students always or sometimes 

supported and affected each other. This result was 

related to the previous indicators pertaining to pair 

work and group work. In 53% of the classes, students 

sometimes worked in groups, and 67% of the classes 

were sometimes arranged and equipped for group 

work and pair work. The results of the three 

indicators were compatible. This finding aligned with 

the conclusion provided by Williams who stated that 
within the group work, students support and affect 

each other positively as they exchange knowledge 

and experience (Williams, 2011). 

 

4.1.2.2.  Post-Intervention 

Figure 5 displays the percentages of checklist (1) 

indicators after the intervention. 
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Figure 5. Percentages of checklist (1) indicators (post-intervention) 

 

Data collected via the extension checklist (1) after the 

intervention revealed that teachers seemed to have a 

more positive attitude towards their students’ 

potentials. For instance, the percentage of teachers 

who stated that their students rarely or never utilized 

their time in conducting experiments and trials 

declined from 73% to 40%. 
 

All the teachers in the post-intervention stage 

believed that their students always or sometimes felt 

safe and relaxed when expressing and sharing their 

thoughts. In addition, teachers became more willing 

to guide their students towards holding the 

responsibility and formulating conclusions. 

 

It is important to note at this point that the researcher 

had noticed a clear contradiction between what some 

teachers stated and what they actually did in their 

classes. This implied that the teachers tried to show 

the perfect image although it was not reflecting their 

real practices. Teachers at school X always had the 

worry of being assessed. Thus, they always used to 
justify their practices and give excuses and reasons 

even when not being asked to. 

 

4.1.3. Active Learning Indicators: Extension 

checklist (2) 

4.1.3.1.  Pre-Intervention 

Percentages of extension checklist list (2) indicators 

that were obtained before the intervention are shown 

in Figure 6 below. 

 

 
Figure 6. Percentages of checklist (2) indicators (pre-intervention) 

 

In the vast majority of the lesson planning folders 

(87%), considering different learning styles was 
rarely or never available, yet the usage of the same 

learning style was prevailing. This finding was 

confirmed by referring to indicators (1) and (2). 

Different materials were rarely available in 47% of 
the lesson plans and the variety of strategies was 

rarely seen in 60% of them. Actually, the results 
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represented another proof for the dearth of the 

differentiated instruction that was concluded earlier. 

Fenner et al. (2010) concluded that using different 

strategies and a variety of materials contribute to 

differentiation that allows students to grow 

academically. 

The result that was obtained through the previous 

instruments concerning students’ engagement in 

research was confirmed by indicator (4) whereby all 

the lesson plans rarely or never included research – 

based tasks for students. 

According to the related literature, developing 
students’ thinking skills is an essential aspect of 

active learning. However, this indicator was rarely or 

never available in all the folders.  

 

Data indicated that in 60% of the folders, specifying 

time for dialogues and class discussion was always or 

sometimes available. Yet, the rest (40%) of the 

teachers rarely specified time for this purpose. 

 

4.1.3.2.  Post-Intervention 

Figure 7 below presents the percentages of extension 

checklist (2) indicators after the intervention. 

 

Figure 7. Percentages of checklist (2) indicators (post-intervention) 

 

Data derived through inspecting the lesson planning 

folders after the intervention program showed that 

slight changes to the lesson plans were made. For 

instance, assigning research-based tasks for students 

was rarely or never available in all the lesson 

planning folders before the intervention. Yet, it 

became always or sometimes available in 13% of the 
folders after the intervention. 

 

Different learning styles got higher rankings in the 

current stage as being compared to the previous 

stage. In addition, the percentage that represented 

varying strategies and including pair work and group 

work decreased from being rarely available in 60% of 

the folders in the pre-intervention stage to become 

rarely available in 33% of the folders in the post-

intervention stage. 

 

4.1.4. Active Learning Indicators on the 

Progress Scale 
This section shows the progress achieved by the 

intervention program in terms of active learning 

indicators. The frequency percentage of point (1) in 

the classroom observation tool and the two extension 

checklist before the intervention was 9.7%.  
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Figure 8. Active learning indicators on the progress scale before the intervention 

As shown in Figure 8, the concept of active learning indicators before the intervention was located in the very weak 

area since the percentage of point (1) was below 20%. This implied that classrooms were teacher-centered. 

After the intervention, data revealed that the frequency percentage of point (1) was raised to become 22.1%. 

 

Figure 9. 
Active learning indicators on the progress scale after the intervention 

 

Figure 9 clearly shows the shift that happened after 

the intervention. The notion of active learning 

indicators was located in the weak area since the 

frequency percentage of point (1) was promoted to 

fall between 21% and 40%. As shown through the 

scale, after the intervention classrooms were still 

closer to being teacher-centered. 
 

4.2.  Research Question (2): How do the 

leadership practices of teachers evolve during 

the course of the intervention? 

Investigating the impact of the intervention on 

teacher leadership skills was measured through 

administering teacher leadership survey to the 

participating teachers before and after the 

intervention. 

 

4.2.1. Pre-Intervention 
Figure 10 shows the percentages obtained through 

administering the teacher leadership survey before 

the intervention.  

 
Figure 10. Percentages of teacher leadership items (pre-intervention) 
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Student Field 

The student field in the teacher leadership survey 

contains several related items that will be interpreted 

in the same context. The majority of teachers (80%) 

stated that they always or sometimes involved 

students in decision making, and the rest rarely did. 

More than half of the teachers (53%) stated that they 

rarely had their students share in setting objectives 

and planning activities and 67% of the participants 

admitted that their students sometimes performed 

tasks like decoration, communication with others and 

setting the classroom rules. Based on the foregoing, it 
was concluded that students shared in decisions and 

things related to general classroom issues, yet setting 

learning objectives and planning activities were 

accomplished by the teacher. 

 

67% of the teachers stated that they specified more 

than half of the time to listen to their students. The 

obtained result was parallel to the previous one where 

93% of the teachers stated that they always or 

sometimes listened to their students’ opinions and 

suggestions. In the same context, 73% of the teacher 
participants always or sometimes considered 

students’ suggestions the base of their planning. 

 

Concerning items (5) and (6), the majority of the 

participating teachers (67%) stated that they rarely 

explored the students’ interests before planning the 

lesson and 53% of them stated that they rarely or 

never changed the whole plan because of a student’s 

question or wonder. The current results reflected the 

teachers’ dedication to the plan, and they 

contradicted the results obtained earlier whereby the 

majority of teachers stated that they considered 
students’ suggestions as the base of their planning. 

Students’ questions reflect their interests that should 

be taken into consideration as according to 

Sergiovanni & Starrat (2007), the teacher leader is 

characterized by the flexibility in which he/she has 

the willing to throw away a lesson plan as a respond 

to students’ questions. 

 

All the teachers stated that they always or sometimes 

had their students hold the responsibility of their acts. 

67% of the participants stated that they rarely or 
never encouraged students to experience errors. 

 

53% of the teachers reported that they rarely or never 

asked the students to evaluate their peers’ 

performance, and 47% of them stated that they 

always or sometimes did. Conversely, during the 

classroom observation, it was noticed that the vast 

majority of the teachers (93%) rarely or never asked 

students to provide feedback. 

 

The majority of teachers (87%) stated that they rarely 

or never asked their students to evaluate their 

performance. The current finding didn’t align with 

the finding of Sergiovanni & Starrat (2007) who 

believed that teacher leaders are open to the feedback 

and trust their students’ potentials. 

 

In the same context, items (4) and (8) were related for 

they measured the extent to which teachers put their 

students in situations that required finding solutions 

to problems and asking open questions paired with 

justification. 73% of the teachers stated that they 

always or sometimes asked open questions that 

required justification and 86% of the teachers stated 
that they always or sometimes exposed their students 

to problems that entailed solutions. These results 

contradicted the actual performance observed in the 

classrooms. 

 

Concerning items (16) and (17), only 27% of the 

teachers admitted that they always or sometimes 

planned co-curricular activities on a wide level e.g. 

competitions and exhibitions. In addition, 67% of the 

teachers always or sometimes took students on field 

trips. In fact, these two items were decided based on 
the curriculum and the yearly plans. 

 

As for item (7), 67% of the teachers stated that they 

always or sometimes utilized with each student a 

different strategy or technique that meets his/her 

needs, and only 33% of them stated that they rarely 

did. This result strongly contradicted the finding that 

was obtained earlier. The related literature ensured 

the significance of differentiation in the classroom 

(Sergiovanni & Starrat, 2007; Fenner et al., 2010). 

 

Colleagues and Self-Development Field 
87% of the teachers stated that they always or 

sometimes conducted a consistent research for new 

approaches in the education field. Additionally, 67% 

of them stated that they always or sometimes carried 

out action research to handle problems. At this point, 

it’s important to refer to the finding of Lumpkin et al. 

(2014) who stated that teacher leaders use data and 

evidence in making decisions and solving problems. 

Items (20), (21) and (22) referred to the collaboration 

with colleagues that is enhanced by literature as the 

most powerful tool of teacher leadership (Donaldson, 
2006; Sergiovanni & Starrat, 2007; Lumpkin et al., 

2014). Data showed that all the teachers always or 

sometimes shared what happened in the class with 

their colleagues, and 67% always or sometimes 

invited their colleagues to attend a session in their 

class, observe their performance and provide 

feedback. In addition, 73% of the teachers stated that 

they always or sometimes asked their colleagues for 

support and advice. During her class observations, 

the researcher noticed that some teachers were 

complaining about her unscheduled visit although 

they were acknowledged by the director. 
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Concerning item (24), 66% of the teachers stated that 

they rarely or never shared their experiences with 

teachers in other schools. This result implied that the 

majority of teachers didn’t show openness to other 

schools. 74% of the participants admitted that they 

always or sometimes experienced methods and 

strategies that were not specified by the coordinator. 

 

The concept of self-evaluation was measured through 

item (25). 87% of the teachers stated that they always 

or sometimes evaluated their performance. This 

finding aligned with item (1) whereby the same 
percentage of teachers (87%) always or sometimes 

conducted research in the education field. Based on 

the foregoing, it could be argued that teachers who 

evaluated themselves were those who conducted 

research in the education field. Moreover, item (26) 

showed that 47% of the teachers rarely or never 

attended workshops and training courses. According 

to the related literature, teacher leaders should 

commit to continuous professional development 

activity and seek learning in different ways (Lumpkin 

et al., 2014). 
 

Regarding the development of their own portfolio, 

the vast majority of teachers (80%) rarely or never 

developed their portfolio. It is important at this point 

to note that the majority of teachers hadn’t heard 

about portfolios before. 

 

Administration and supervision field 

The vast majority of teachers (94%) reported that 

they rarely or never shared in making decisions on 

the school-wide level. This result could be widely 

discussed when linking it to the teacher leadership. 

Empowering teachers as decision makers has positive 

effects on the school and the students (Sergiovanni & 

Starrat, 2007; Xu & Patmor, 2012; Ghamrawi, 2013). 
The current discussion could clarify the reason 

behind rarely engaging students in decision making. 

 

Concerning items (29) and (30), 47% of the teachers 

stated that they rarely or never shared in decision 

making on the department-wide level, and 20% of 

them considered that their suggestions and opinions 

during the class meetings were rarely taken into 

consideration. 

 

4.2.2. Post-Intervention  
Teacher participants ranked the items of teacher 

leadership survey after the intervention. Figure 11 

below shows the percentages. 

 

 
Figure 11. Percentages of teacher leadership items (post-intervention) 

 

Data arrived at through administering the teacher 

leadership questionnaire to participants after the 

intervention revealed that some practices were 

evolved. 

 

The percentage of teachers who rarely or never 

encouraged their students to experience errors 

decreased from 67% to 13% after the intervention. 

Similarly, the percentage that represented teachers 
who asked open questions also improved. The 

finding confirmed the previously-mentioned progress 

in the class discussion. However, this progress was 

not noticed in all the classes. 

 

According to the teachers’ responses, students 

seemed to have more active roles in performing tasks, 

giving suggestions and finding solutions to problems. 

However, other items didn’t record any change.  
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As for colleagues and self-development field, the 

changes were very limited. The most noticeable 

change was related to portfolio. The percentage that 

represented this item raised to reach 94% after the 

intervention as teachers were required to develop 

their professional portfolio.  

 

The percentage that represented teachers who always 

or sometimes invited their colleagues to attend their 

classes has slightly evolved. Yet, it was still noticed 

that 13% of them rarely did so.  

 
Changes concerning the items of the administration 

and supervision field were slight, too. The percentage 

that represented teachers who rarely or never shared 

in decision making decreased after the intervention. 

Yet, a significant number of teachers (57%) stated 

that they rarely or never shared in decision making on 

the school-wide level, and 27% of them rarely or 

never shared in decision making on the department-

wide level. The findings implied that leadership at 

school X was not quite shared with the teachers. 

 

4.3. 3. Teacher Leadership on the Progress Scale 

The progress scales in Figures 12 and 13 below show 

the impact of the intervention program on teacher 

leadership practices. The frequency percentage of 
point (1) in the teacher leadership survey was 16.2% 

before the intervention. 

 
Figure 12. Teacher leadership on the progress scale before the intervention 

 

Given that the percentage was below 20%, the 

concept of teacher leadership was located in the very 

weak area prior to the intervention. Hence, teacher 

participants did not possess teacher leadership skills. 

After teachers were trained on implementing the 

active learning approach, the frequency percentage of 

point (1) in the survey was lifted to reach 26.2%. 

 

Figure 13. Teacher leadership on the progress scale after the intervention 

Figure 13 demonstrates the progress that was achieved as a result of the intervention. Teacher leadership aspect was 

located in the weak area. The slight progress did not turn teacher participants into teacher leaders. 

 

5. Summary and Conclusion 

Data indicated that the intervention program had a 

slight impact on transforming teacher-centered 

classrooms into student-centered environments. It 

contributed to shifting the active learning indicators 

from the status of very weak to that of weak. 
Concerning the impact of the intervention program 

on the teacher leadership practices, it was also slight 

in which teacher leadership was moved from the very 

weak area into the weak area. However, the progress 

obtained was relatively appreciable although the 

attainment was still below average. 

 

As was discussed earlier, the current study 

approached the problem of teacher-centered 

classroom in a backward form and aimed to measure 
the impact of shifting classrooms from teacher-

centered to student-centered on teacher leadership 

skills. Consistent with the literature, this study 

confirmed that leadership potentials of teachers are 

the basic constituents of developing a student-
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centered classroom. In other words, this study 

confirmed that student-centered classroom approach 

could be hardly adopted by a teacher with weak 

leadership potentials. 

 

The intervention program made considerable yet 

slight improvements to the classroom styles and to 

teacher leadership practices. Students in the student-

centered classroom are independent learners who 

learn through experimentation, discovery, 

questioning and participation (Ahmed, 2013; Craig & 

Deretchin, 2010). Sergiovanni & Starrat (2007) 
believed that only teachers with great leadership 

potentials can run a student-centered classroom. 

Ghamrawi (2013) concluded that subject coordinators 

who own leadership potentials can empower and 

develop teacher leaders. By combining the above 

findings, it could be told that the reason behind 

having slight improvement becomes justified. 

Teacher leadership potentials at school X were 

insufficient and not reinforced by the school. 

Additionally, approaching the problem of teacher-

centered classrooms in a backward form resulted in 
slight progress since leadership according to 

Donaldson (2006) combines beliefs, thinking 

philosophy, and practice. Hence, evolving it 

indirectly could be hindered by it inflexibility. 

 

6. Limitations of the Study 

Two research questions were addressed in this study 

which is part of a larger study. Quantitative data were 

collected and percentages were calculated to show 

the progress. Qualitative data would have enriched 

the study and provided more in-depth insights. 

Additionally, inferential statistics would have 
revealed important relationships between variables 

and hence contributed to further investigations. 

 

7. Recommendations 

This study sheds light on two important 

complementary concepts that have the power to 

develop students’ skills and hence prepare them to 

handle real-life challenges. Addressing teachers’ 

weak leadership in a backward direction has resulted 

in obtaining little progress. Therefore, aligning with 

the related literature, this study has shown that 
developing teacher leadership is a prerequisite for 

creating student-centered environments.   

 

Hence, it is important for policy-makers, stakeholders 

and school administrations to recognize the 

significance of developing the leadership potentials 

of teachers. Professional development activities that 

aim at changing the learning environment must first 

empower teachers and shift their perceptions of their 

roles in the classroom. This issue entails schools to 

reconsider their prevailing leadership style. 
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