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A MIXED METHOD EXPLORATION OF THE EFFICACY OF THE TEACHER
EVALUATION SYSTEM IN PENNSYLVANIA
Caroline Johns, Ed.D
University of Pittsburgh, 2017

This mixed method study was a practitioner inquiry into the teacher evaluation system that was
enacted as a result of Pennsylvania House Bill 1901 (Act 82 of 2012). The study was an effort to
gain an in-depth understanding of (a) factors that led to the passage of the Act 82 teacher
evaluation policy, (b) what the policy was intended to do, and (c) how the policy has been
translated into actual practice. Data was collected via electronic survey and semi-structured
interviews. Participants were currently practicing K-12 public school principals from Beaver
and Washington counties which are located in southwestern Pennsylvania. There were 27 survey
participants and 6 semi-structured interview participants. Results suggest principals accurately
understand the teacher evaluation tool as an accountability measure. All of them received some
type of training prior to and/or during initial implementation. Effective implementation of the
tool appears to be dependent on the capabilities of the principals, most of the principals are the
only evaluator for their teachers and the use of student data varies by principal. Data on
professional development practices was inconclusive but suggests that principals and teachers
have input in district professional development offerings.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

This mixed method study was a practitioner inquiry into the teacher evaluation system that was
enacted as a result of Pennsylvania House Bill 1901 (Act 82 of 2012). In schools, practitioners
commonly refer to the bill as "Act 82," and this is how it is referred to throughout this
dissertation. The bill, in its entirety, covers a variety of areas, but the study was focused
specifically on the teacher evaluation section. The study was an effort to gain an in-depth
understanding of (a) factors that led to the passage of the Act 82 teacher evaluation policy, (b)
what the policy was intended to do, and (c) how the policy has been translated into actual
practice in the area of Pennsylvania. The practitioner inquiry approach was deemed appropriate,
because the researcher is currently working in the field and has an extensive background
experience with the classroom observation tool used in the new model.

1.1

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM

In July 2009, President Obama gave a speech introducing the Race To The Top (RTTT)
competitive grant program (Jackson, 2011).

The speech provided insight into the basic

assumptions underlying RTTT and the subsequent Act 82 in Pennsylvania. The overarching goal
was to fully equip students to compete in a global economy and fulfill their potential. President
Obama stated that one of the key factors in achieving this was effective teachers. “From the
1

moment a student enters a school, the single most important factor in their success is the person
in front of the classroom” (Jackson, 2011, p. 12). To ensure the presence of an effective teacher
in every classroom, the President recommended data be used to measure effectiveness. He
acknowledged that multiple measures should be used, but he emphasized the power of data to
inform decision making about teachers (Jackson, 2011).
The RTTT request for proposals included a section detailing requirements focused on
ensuring “great teachers” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

Requirements included

developing clear approaches for measuring student growth across all levels of the education
system, designing rigorous and transparent evaluation systems, and conducting annual
evaluations that included timely feedback to teachers. Information from the evaluations was
required to be presented in a format intended to inform decision making regarding needed
professional development and coaching. The feedback was also intended to drive (a) decisions
about retaining highly effective teachers, (b) additional compensation for those who are
exceptional, (c) tenure grants, and (d) removal of ineffective teachers.
In 2010, Pennsylvania Governor Rendell submitted Pennsylvania’s application for RTTT
funding. In December of 2011, the U.S. Department of Education released a press notice
announcing that seven states, Pennsylvania included, would each receive $200 million in RTTT
funds (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). These funds were targeted for school reforms
designed to improve student achievement. This resulted in the Pennsylvania Department of
Education (PDE) developing and implementing the “Educator Effectiveness Project”
(Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014), which included a teacher evaluation model
based on multiple measures.

In 2012, Act 82 was passed making the Educator Effectiveness

model the teacher evaluation system required by law. In June of 2013, the regulations for

2

administering Act 82 were released. At the time of this decision, all districts were required to
use the new evaluation system unless they had an existing agreement with the teacher union that
detailed teacher evaluation.

In those instances, districts continued to follow their standard

agreement through contract expiration.
To meet the requirements of Act 82, the Pennsylvania Department of Education
developed a new teacher evaluation tool comprised of multiple measures. The tool was designed
to evaluate a teacher based on 50% classroom observation and 50% student performance. The
classroom observation portion was based on Charlotte Danielson’s four domain model
(Danielson, 2007). The four domains are planning and preparation, classroom environment,
instruction, and professional responsibilities. The student performance portion was based on
building level data (15%), teacher specific data (15%) and elective data (20%). Building level
data was determined by each individual school’s Pennsylvania School Performance Profile (SPP)
score. The SPP is a number comprised of multiple data points including, but not limited to, (a)
student scores on the annual state exams, (b) graduation rates, (c) student attendance rates, (d)
student scores on national college admissions exams, and (e) Pennsylvania Value Added
Assessment System (PVAAS) growth measures. PVAAS measures the growth each student
makes in one school year.
Teacher specific data was based on how each individual teacher’s students performed on
the state assessments, PVAAS growth of their students, how their students with special needs
were progressing on their individual goals, and locally developed school rubrics. The final
component was elective data determined at the district level, but approved by the Pennsylvania
Department of Education.

Elective measures could include district assessments, national

assessments, industry certification exams, student projects, and portfolios. Elective data was

3

measured by teachers creating a Student Learning Objective (SLO) by which they validate and
measure the elective data (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014).
Professional employees (i.e. tenured teachers) were required to be rated annually and
temporary professional employees (i.e. non-tenured teachers) were required to be rated semiannually. Four ratings were possible: distinguished, proficient, needs improvement, or failing.
A rating of “distinguished” or “proficient” was considered satisfactory. A rating of “needs
improvement” was technically considered satisfactory, but resulted in a teacher being placed on a
plan for improvement. If a teacher received a second “needs improvement” within a 10 year
period, it was considered an unsatisfactory rating. Both “needs improvement” ratings must also
have come from the same employer while the teacher is working in the same certification area.
A rating of “failing” was considered unsatisfactory. All of these requirements and conditions are
in force today.
While many would agree that ensuring an effective teacher in every classroom is an
admirable goal, there are difficulties with pushing education policy from the top down. President
Obama set forth national goals for the country, but it is challenging to implement national goals
in a country where a national system for education does not exist (McGuinn, 2006).
McGuinn (2006) refers to this as the “50/14,000/130,000 problem” in the US. There are 50 state
education systems with approximately 14,000 school districts that contain approximately
130,000 schools. Each state has developed a vastly different system of educating students, and
many variations exist within the districts. This results in limited capacity for state and federal
government to successfully push reform to the local level. This mixed method study was
designed to provide a retrospective look at policy at the federal level to determine factors that led
to teacher evaluation rising in importance on the policy agenda, including intended purposes,

4

principals’ perceptions about why teacher evaluation has risen to a high level of importance and
how the evaluation system has been translated into practice.

1.2

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Results of a review of the literature suggests that the classroom teacher has the greatest impact
on student learning (National Commission on Teaching & America’s Future, 1996); yet,
ineffective teachers remain in classrooms (Gordon, Kane, & Staiger, 2006). The Pennsylvania
Educator Effectiveness Project (EEP) was developed to reform how teachers are evaluated and
provide the tools with which they can increase their effectiveness. In June of 2012, Pennsylvania
House Bill 1901 (Act 82 of 2012), more commonly referred to as Act 82, made the evaluation
system detailed in the Educator Effectiveness Project the law governing how teachers are to be
evaluated.
The present study was divided into two parts. Part 1 was an exploration of factors that
led to the passage of a new evaluation system and their intended purposes. This analysis was
completed in the review of literature using John Kingdon’s Multiple Streams theory (Kingdon,
2011). Part 2 focused on principals’ experiences with the policy during the early years of its
implementation. Specifically, principal's understanding of what the policy is intended to do and
their experience with the implementation was explored. A review of the literature suggested that
this kind of study had not been previously conducted.

5

1.3

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study was designed to be a policy analysis of the Act 82 teacher evaluation provisions
through a retrospective review of policy development as well as a prospective analysis of school
principal perceptions and experiences.

Data collection was focused on an exploration of

potential gaps in knowledge that exist regarding the policy’s intended purposes and
implementation. Through a review of literature, the study was begun with a retrospective look at
education policy history in the United States using John Kingdon’s (2011) Multiple Streams
framework. The purpose of this retrospective look was to gain an understanding of why teacher
evaluation became a prominent issue on the government policy agenda as well as an
understanding of the intended purposes of the new evaluation system. The next part of the study
focused on how the evaluation system has been translated into practice with a focus on whether
or not the intended purposes have been realized in school settings. This was done by studying
the perceptions, attitudes, and lived experiences of principals as they have gone through the
process of implementing the evaluation system. Specifically principal's understanding of the
policy and how they have translated that into practice was reviewed.

1.4

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Based on information presented in previous sections, the following research questions drove the
methodology of the study:
RQ1: What are school principals’ understandings of the intended purposes of Act 82?

6

RQ2: How have principals been prepared to implement the Act 82 Educator
Effectiveness policy in their schools?
RQ3: How have principals implemented the Act 82 Educator Effectiveness policy in
their buildings?

1.5

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This mixed method study is important in two major arenas. First, there is research that suggests
that teachers have the greatest impact on a child’s achievement in school when compared with
other factors in the school environment (National Commission on Teaching & America’s Future,
1996). Second, resources in the areas of funding, human resources, and technology are required
to implement the evaluation system as required by Act 82, but currently there exists a lack of
research that provides a clear cost analysis. While a description is provided of what districts
have done to implement Act 82, the true costs are not known at this time.
To track information, software systems had to be developed and purchased by districts to
provide student data linked to individual teachers, and people had to be trained to use these new
systems. Districts have had to invest human resources for determining the teacher attributions
these systems track. Teacher attribution means that each student score is directly linked to the
teacher(s) who provided direct instruction to the student. The process of determining teacher
attributions can take a significant amount of time and human resources. Administrative time has
also been invested as all administrators had to attend training workshops on how to observe and
evaluate the mandates of the current model.

7

Early feedback indicated that the evaluation process is time consuming when completed
as intended. Considering the investment of resources and the high stakes involved for children,
it is important for legislators, policymakers, and practitioners to have information regarding the
return on investment. This study was an attempt to provide feedback regarding the perceived
benefits that have occurred as a result of the evaluation system, discover any unintended
consequences, and provide recommendations for future research.

1.6

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The study commenced with a retrospective look at factors that led to the passage of the current
evaluation model. In the review of literature, the Multiple Streams theory (Kingdon, 2011) was
used to analyze historical events and documents leading up the passage of Act 82. The Multiple
Streams theory was developed during Kingdon’s study of why certain issues rise to a higher
level of importance than others and subsequently gain entry on the governmental policy agenda.
During the 1970s, Kingdon conducted a large scale study of development of public policy over
time specifically focusing on transportation and healthcare policy at the federal level. It was
during this study that the Multiple Streams theory emerged. It was theorized that at all times
there are three streams running independent of each other: the problem, the policy, and the
political streams. Critical time periods occur when these streams converge, or “couple,” and it is
during these times that an issue has the greatest chance of rising to prominence on a
governmental agenda.

As historical events and documents were reviewed, items were

categorized into the appropriate stream. Evidence of coupling that would result in the issue of
teacher evaluation rising to a level of prominence on the policy agenda was identified.
8

Once the historical look at Act 82 was completed and intended purposes of the policy
identified, how the policy has been translated into practice was investigated. Through questions
RQ1, RQ2 and RQ3, how principals have experienced implementing the policy was explored.
This was done using a framework that focused on the relationship that exists when a policy
moves into practice (Cohen, Moffitt, & Goldin, 2007).

This relationship can be one of

cooperation or conflict. Cohen et al. (2007) identified four factors that tend to determine the
outcome of this relationship. Those factors are the nature of the policy, instruments, capability
of the practitioners, and the environment. The nature of the policy refers to the level of clarity or
ambiguity. The more clarity a policy has, the easier it can be to implement, but it may also be
more restrictive in nature. The more ambiguous it is, the harder it can be to implement as
intended, but may also be adaptable in a local context. Instruments refer to incentives, ideas,
funding, and regulations. Capability refers to how much the policy requires a departure from
current practices. The greater the departure, the greater the likelihood of increased incapability
of the practitioners to implement the agenda as they grapple with new and possibly unfamiliar
practices. The final one is environment, which explores factors in the environment that either
support or inhibit the policy’s implementation into practice.

1.7

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Assumptions of this study were that all participants were licensed administrators in the state of
Pennsylvania.

This assumption was in place because participants were limited to people

currently serving as school principals in a public school setting.

It was assumed that the

participants had knowledge and experience with the current evaluation model as it has been in
9

effect since the 2013-2014 school year. Principals working in a district where a current teacher
contract exists, therefore precluding them from working under the current evaluation system,
were not included in the study.

The geographical location was limited to Beaver and

Washington counties, both located in southwest Pennsylvania. The determination to limit the
investigation to these two counties was due to several factors. Administrators in the neighboring
Allegheny County, which includes the city of Pittsburgh, are more frequently asked to respond to
research studies, which may be due to the preponderance of universities in the county. This has
created a situation where potential participants could be less likely to respond. Beaver and
Washington counties were deemed a better fit because it was thought that they were less studied,
which could increase participation. As the study progressed and difficulties with response rate
emerged, it was discovered that principals in these counties have also received many requests for
participation in surveys. Therefore, the initial thought process was deemed incorrect.
Another factor was that fewer direct administrative relationships exist with the researcher
in these counties as the researcher works in Allegheny County. It was beneficial to have no prior
professional or personal experience with potential participants since a prior relationship could
potentially skew results. One of the areas that was explored was supports principals have had
with implementation of the policy. In Allegheny County, the researcher was already familiar
with supports in place. Beaver and Washington counties provided a geographical area where the
researcher had little familiarity with how the policy was implemented, yet they both remain a
critical area of southwest Pennsylvania.
Limitations included researcher perceptions as a school and district administrator. I
currently serve as Superintendent of Schools in a public K-12 school setting located in Allegheny
County. At the start of this study, I was serving as the Assistant Superintendent in a public K-12
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school setting also located in Allegheny County. As part of my professional role as Assistant
Superintendent, I was in the process of planning our district’s next phase of implementation of
the evaluation model. This involvement led to my own perceptions regarding the positive and
negative aspects of the policy, which were addressed through the coding process and subsequent
analysis. Saldana (2013) provided guidance on how to monitor personal responses to data while
working through the coding process. Saldana recommended that the researcher note data that
causes a feeling of surprise, intrigue, and/or disturbance. Noting these reactions helps the
researcher identify personal assumptions and tensions within a personal value, attitude, and
belief system, minimizing bias. As I went through the coding process, I noted these reactions
and provided feedback on cause.

1.8

1.8.1

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Coaching

A form of professional development for teachers whereby a trained professional, the coach,
provides on-going feedback to the teacher on how to use effective teaching strategies in the
classroom.

1.8.2

Collective bargaining agreement (teacher contract)

An agreement that is reached between a local school board and teacher union detailing working
conditions for teachers.
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1.8.3

Multiple Streams theory

A theory developed by John Kingdon in the 1970’s describing how certain issues rise to
prominence on the public policy agenda. Kingdom theorized that, at any given time, there are
multiple streams running through government. Those streams are problems, policy, and politics.
These streams run independently from each other, but there are times when they couple. This
coupling creates an opportunity for an issue to rise to prominence on the policy agenda.

1.8.4

Pennsylvania Educator Effectiveness Project (EEP)

Project developed with a focus on reforming how teachers are evaluated in Pennsylvania. This
included a focus on using evaluation information to plan professional development opportunities.

1.8.5

Pennsylvania School Performance Profile

A numerical rating assigned to a district on an annual basis to reflect how they are achieving.
The number is comprised of multiple data points including, but not limited to, student scores on
the annual state exams, graduation rates, student attendance rates, student scores on national
college admissions exams and Pennsylvania Value Added Assessment System (PVAAS) growth
measures.

1.8.6

Pennsylvania Value Added Assessment System (PVAAS)

An annual measure of individual student growth on state assessments.
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1.8.7

Plan for improvement

A plan developed for a teacher who has been identified through the evaluation process as
needing assistance. The plan details areas the teacher needs to improve upon, supports that will
be provided by the district, and objectives the teacher needs to meet.

1.8.8

Public school

A system of free education, grades kindergarten through 12, provided to all students that is
supported by public funds.

1.8.9

Policy

Outputs of a political system in the form of statutes, regulations, laws, ordinances, court
decisions, executive decisions, government programs, and other constructs that result from the
political system in response to a public problem.

1.8.10 Policy agenda

A set of issues and problems that are viewed by public officials as worthy of being addressed.

1.8.11 Professional development

Formal training provided to educators in the areas of instructional strategies, research on
pedagogy, emerging technology tools, curriculum, etc.
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1.8.12 Race to the Top (RTTT)

A federal, competitive grant that was offered to states during the Obama Administration. The
focus was on ensuring all children received an education that would enable them to graduate
career and college ready.

1.8.13 School reform

The process of making changes to education in an effort to improve it.

1.8.14 State assessments

Standards-based, criterion referenced tests designed to track how students and schools are
progressing with the state standards.

In Pennsylvania, the Pennsylvania System of School

Accountability (PSSA) exam is given annually in grades 3-8.

1.8.15 State standards

Guidelines for what skills and content students should learn at each grade level.

1.8.16 Student Learning Objective (SLO)

A measure to track student achievement on specific content. SLOs are also used as part of the
teacher evaluation system in Pennsylvania
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1.8.17 Tenure

A status that teachers can earn after three years of probationary employment. In Pennsylvania,
teachers can earn tenure after three years of successful teaching. Once a teacher is granted
tenure, they have additional protections from termination or layoffs.
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2.0

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of the review of literature is to provide background information about what policy
is, how it is developed, and what constitutes the conceptual framework that serves as the
foundation for the study. The first half of the discussion is an overview of policy, followed by
descriptions of prominent policy process theories. The first theory presented, the Stages Model,
is included because it provides an overview of the process that is described in a manner that is
understandable to readers who may not have a background in policy development. Additional
theories are included because the descriptions of the process capture the complexity of the policy
making process. While this dissertation is an exploration of the history and implementation of
Act 82 using one policy theory (Multiple Streams), it is imperative that the complexity of the
policy process not be lost. The next section of the literature review contains a more detailed
description of the Multiple Streams (MS) theory developed by John Kingdon. This theory serves
as a conceptual framework for the present study.
The second half of the literature review contains a review of the background of teacher
evaluation. This section begins with a review of historical events that led to the rise of teacher
evaluation as a prominent issue and components of effective evaluation including best practices
in professional development. The final section contains a summary of factors that impact how
policy is translated into practice. The literature review also serves as a conceptual framework for
the present study.
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2.1

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND DEFINITION

The development of policy is a complex process that is utilized by political systems to address
societal problems and issues. This section of the literature review begins with a description of
policy development, and a definition of policy pertinent to the purpose of this study. Policy
development is the process of conceptualizing problems that are brought to the government for
solution. Government institutions develop alternatives (i.e. options for addressing it) and select a
policy solution.

Those solutions are then implemented, evaluated, and revised as needed

(Sabatier, 2007).

Policies are the outputs of a political system in the form of statutes,

regulations, laws, ordinances, court decisions, executive decisions, government programs, and
other constructs (Birkland, 2010; Kruschke & Jackson, 1987) that result from the political
system in response to a public problem (Cibulka, 1995). Policy development also extends to
informal practices and/or inaction on the government’s behalf (Cibulka, 1995; Dye, 2001). For
example, laws that exist that are no longer enforced is an example of governmental inaction.
The overall process is extremely complex and can take decades to evolve (Sabatier,
2077). Fowler (2013) provided a definition that is succinct, but also recognizes the complexities
that exist. Fowler contended “Public Policy is the dynamic and value-laden process through
which a political system handles a public problem.

It includes a government’s expressed

intentions and official enactments, as well as consistent pattern of activity and inactivity” (p. 5).
Fowler defined government as including elected and appointed officials at all levels of
government. Examples of elected and appointed educational officials include school boards,
school administrators, and classroom teachers.
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2.2

POLICY PROCESS THEORIES

Policy process research is a focus on the “interactions over time between public policy and its
surrounding actors, events, and contexts, as well as the policy or policy outcomes” (Sabatier &
Weible, 2014, p. 5). The resulting theories describe how policies are developed starting from the
initial problem through policy adoption and evaluation. Some of the predominant theories
include the following: Stages Model, Elite Theory, Advocacy Coalition Framework, Punctuated
Equilibrium Theory, and Institutional Theory. While an in-depth analysis of these theories is
beyond the scope of this dissertation, readers interested in learning more about policy processes
can use this as a starting place for their own research.

The next section provides an in-depth

description of another predominant theory, the Multiple Streams theory developed by John
Kingdon that is focused mainly on the process of issues rising to a level of prominence on the
policy agenda. This theory is used as one of the conceptual frameworks for this dissertation
study.

2.3

2.3.1

MULTIPLE STREAMS THEORY

Multiple Streams introduction

The Multiple Streams theory, proposed by John Kingdon, is one of the most cited theories of
policy formation (Cohen-Vogel & McLendon, 2009). The theory focuses on the early phases of
issue definition and agenda setting.

Multiple Streams theory is being used as one of the

conceptual frameworks for study and is therefore described in detail in the following sections.
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During the 1970s, Kingdon (2011) conducted a large research project to look at the
development of public policy over time. The study focused on the two areas of healthcare and
transportation at the federal level. Kingdon was especially interested in the beginning stages of
policy development.

The central questions focused on “how the agenda is set, how the

alternatives for choices are specified and why these processes work as they do” (p. 83). The
study was focused on the two processes driving why some subjects become prominent on the
policy agenda while other subjects do not, and why certain alternatives are seriously considered
while others fade into the background. In his work, Kingdon distinguished between participants
and processes. The main idea of the theory is that, at any given time, there are multiple streams
running through government. Those streams are problems, policy, and politics. These streams
run independently from each other, but there are times when they couple. This coupling creates
an opportunity for an issue to rise to prominence on the policy agenda. Within each stream,
there are multiple participants who have varying impacts on the processes. The following
section provides a description of the area of policy development Kingdon focused on, which was
issue definition and agenda setting. The next section describes the many participants involved at
this stage of development. The final section provides descriptions of the three streams, and how
they come together, or couple, facilitating the rise of an issue to a place of prominence on the
government policy agenda.

2.3.2

Issue definition and agenda setting

The initial stages of issue development and agenda setting are the areas of policy most educators
are least familiar with since they are almost invisible to the general public (Fowler, 2013). At
times, it seems like a policy has come from nowhere, and educators are left to figure out how to
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implement it. Understanding agenda setting and issue definition provides educators the ability to
identify events, actor actions, political factors, and other elements that may be coming together
in a manner that will ultimately cause policy change.
Kingdon (2011) defined the agenda as the problems or subjects government officials are
giving serious attention to at any given time. There always exist a multitude of problems facing
society and government; yet, all of those problems do not get defined as issues. A problem does
not make it onto a policy agenda if it is not clearly defined (Fowler, 2013; Kraft & Furlong,
2010). Even if a problem does get defined, it is not guaranteed a spot on a policy agenda.
Competition to get on the agenda and stay on the agenda is fierce due to the government’s
limited capacity to address issues. As groups work to get their issues on the agenda, they must at
the same time keep competitive issues off (Birkland, 2010). Therefore, understanding agenda
setting is crucial to understanding how “groups, power and the agenda interact to set the
boundaries of political policy debate” (Birkland, 2010, p. 195).
There are two key pieces to turning a demand or conflict into an issue. For the purposes
of this literature review, an issue is defined as “a conflict between two or more identifiable
groups over procedural or substantive matters relating to the distribution of position or
resources” (Cobb & Elder, 1972, p. 82). The first is identification of a demand or conflict in
such a manner that it becomes an issue the government has the ability to address. The second
critical piece is that the public view it as an issue that should be addressed (Fowler, 2013). For
example, during the 1950s, poverty was considered more of a personal misfortune than a public
issue. This changed in the 1960s when the perception changed to one where people viewed
poverty as a problem that could be addressed by the government. As a result, it became an issue,
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and subsequently moved on the government agenda. This occurred despite the fact that poverty
had not changed significantly during those two decades (Majone, 1989).
Cobb and Elder (1972) identified four groups for describing how issues are created: readjustors, exploiters, circumstantial reactors, and do-gooders. The first group, re-adjustors, use
the most common method for creating issues. A political party manufactures an issue based on a
perceived inequity in the distribution of positions or resources. The exploiters also manufacture
an issue, but it is done for their own gain. An example of this would be a political party
manufacturing an issue that is used as part of the rhetoric of their candidate’s campaign. The
third group, circumstantial reactors, describes an issue being created by an unanticipated event.
For example, the launch of Sputnik immediately created issues in the US. The final group, the
do-gooders, includes situations where people draw attention to an issue because they believe it is
in the public’s best interest.

2.3.3

The participants

Kingdon (2011) identified a variety of groups involved in the development of policy. In the
literature, these participants are commonly referred to as the policy actors. “Policy actors, or
‘players’ are those individual groups, both formal and informal, that seek to influence the
creation and implementation of these public solutions” (Theodoulou & Cahn, 1995).

The

literature divides policy actors into two general groups: institutional, and non-institutional actors
(Cahn, 1995; Kingdon, 2011; Theodoulou & Cahn, 1995). Kingdon used this distinction in his
description, but referred to them as being either inside or outside of government. Within each of
these groups there are “hundreds of actors from interest groups, governmental agencies,
legislatures at different levels of government, researchers, journalists and judges” (Sabatier,
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2007, p. 3). Each actor brings their own values and interests, preferences, and perceptions to the
policy table. To be able to understand policy process, one must have knowledge of the goals and
perceptions of the many actors across the country (Sabatier, 2007).

2.3.3.1 Institutional actors
Historically, education was left almost solely to the states, but beginning in the 1960s and 70s the
education policy arena become much more active (Guthrie, 1982; Kirst & Wirt, 2009). This
increased activity resulted in more visible national actors. The main institutional actors at the
federal level include Congress, and the President, and includes the executive bureaucracy and the
courts (Theodoulou & Cahn, 1995).

2.3.3.2 Congress
The US Congress is a major factor in the policymaking process due to its legislative authority,
formidable publicity, longevity of members, and access to various information sources (Kingdon,
2011; Theodoulou & Cahn, 1995). Those information sources include, but are not limited to,
research studies, concerns of constituents, interest group pressures, and others (Cahn, 1995;
Kingdon, 2011). Congress is one of the most visible in the federal legislative branch, but there
exists another group of people on Capitol Hill who also exert a strong influence. They are the
congressional staff members, especially committee staff members. This group is responsible for
handling many of the aspects of congressional hearings (including selecting and preparing
witnesses) writing legislation, and meeting with interested parties (i.e. interest groups). They
also work to gain compromise or inaction from those opposing certain legislation, prepare final
reports and brief members of Congress on the bills (Sroufe, 1995). Therefore, their influence
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cannot be underestimated even if they are not the ones in front of the camera making passionate
pleas to pass certain pieces of legislation.

2.3.3.3 The President and executive branches
The President of the US has three main avenues of influence on policy. Kingdon (2011)
categorizes the three areas as follows. The first area is a set of institutional resources such as
veto power and the ability to fill positions with others who also have great influence on policy.
The second area of influence is in the executive branch. This branch tends towards unitary
decision making with the President being the most influential factor on those decisions. The
third is the President’s “command of public attention, which can be converted into pressure on
other governmental officials to adopt the President’s agenda”(p. 25). One of the President’s
main avenues for impacting policy is his ability to persuade the other policy actors (Baumer &
Van Horn, 2104; Cahn, 1995; Neustadt, 1990). One only needs to look as far as some of
presidential speeches to find evidence of this. Because any speech given by the President draws
media attention, they are able to leverage this attention to an issue and keep attention on it
(Baumer & Van Horn, 2014; Fowler, 2013). The following quotes from speeches show the
increasingly active role of President in policy agenda setting:
President George W. Bush: I’d like to be the education president...our schools are
absolutely not as good as they must be...and to achieve quality results, we must set and enforce
standards, provide incentives, and permit the freedom and flexibility on the local level to
experiment with new ideas.
President Bill Clinton: All Americans should be able to read on their own by third grade,
every single one of them.
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President Barack Obama: ...if you set and enforce rigorous and challenging standards and
assessments; if you put outstanding teachers at the front of the classroom; if you turn around
failing schools-your state can win a Race to the Top grant that will not only help students
outcompete workers around the world , but let them fulfill their God-given potential.
When it comes to policy actors, the President has the ability to put himself center stage
and command attention. Meanwhile, backstage there are a number of actors in the executive
bureaucracy who also have a large influence on policy development.

The results from

Kingdon’s study suggested that the presidential staff is highly influential in agenda setting.
Currently, this group consists of 1,600 higher level positions that are filled by political
appointment. Within that group, the closest to the President are the agency executives who are
housed in the Executive Office (Fesler, 1983).

The President is able to use all of these

appointees to push his policy agenda in a top-down approach (Baumer & Van Horn, 2104).
The top-down approach to getting a policy agenda enacted is more complicated than it
appears. It is incorrect to interpret this model as a straight top-down approach with the President
setting the agenda and his political appointees faithfully enacting it. In reality, this process is
much more complex and in some cases looks more like a tug-of-war as opposed to a linear
approach. For example, the President appoints heads of departments and bureaus, but within
those organizations there exists career civil servants who typically have more expertise due to
their longevity in this area (Fesler, 1983). Political appointees arrive with the intention of
remaining loyal to the Presidential agenda, but this can be difficult once they are immersed in the
organization. There are situations where Presidential appointees “turn native” as they become
more influenced by the priorities of the organizations they oversee as opposed to focusing on the
President’s priorities.
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Another factor that adds to the complexity is the career bureaucrat who exists in these
organizations. They exert a strong influence due to their longevity and expertise. They also
have power due to their strong relationship with legislative committees and interest groups. This
triad is referred to as the “iron triangle” in the policy literature (Fesler, 1983). Despite these
various influences, staff comprising the executive bureaucracy still remain a powerful force in
moving forward the President’s political agenda.

2.3.3.4 The courts
The courts can have considerable influence on existing policies even though they are not
necessarily involved with the development of them (Baumer & Van Horn, 2104).

When

developing education policy, the main actors wrestle with questions that revolve around “should
we,” whereas the courts answer the questions “may we” and “must we” (Mead, 2009).
Therefore, policy and law as concepts are “inextricably bound together in the cycle of activity
that determines what public education is and should be in the US” (Mead, 2009, p. 294). Courts
interpret the laws which “can alter existing legal rules, and they can reshape or even overturn
policies made by the legislature and executive branch” (Theodoulou & Cahn, 1995, p. 281). An
example of the courts playing the role of policy actor is evident in the Brown v. the Board of
Education (1954) case where the courts determined that separate was not equal when educating
children from different racial backgrounds.

This decision put states on notice that the courts

would not hesitate to scrutinize educational policy that did not align with the protections
provided by the U.S. Constitution (Mead, 2009).
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2.3.3.5 Non-institutional actors
Outside of the formal institutions, there exist groups of people who also impact policy. This
section provides several examples of those groups and the role they play in policy development.
While they may not be part of a formal institution, their influence cannot be underestimated.
They often interact with the institutional policy actors influencing them in a multitude of ways.

2.3.3.6 Media
The media has a powerful influence on the issues people pay attention to that impacts the policy
agenda setting process (Baumer & Van Horn, 2014; Cahn, 1995; Iyengar & Kinder, 1987;
Stromberg & Snyder, 2008). The media tends to influence how people perceive reality because
of how people process information. This makes them especially vulnerable to the influence of
media (Graber, 1988). As people come into contact with information, they tend to pare it down.
They then interpret the information in a manner that fits with their own background information
since news stories generally do not provide background. They also tend to attach more weight to
issues being covered in the media. Ultimately, their voting behavior is impacted. As a result,
policymakers are motivated to pay attention to issues being covered by the media (Stromberg &
Snyder, 2008). The reverse is also true. Issues that are not covered by the media tend to be
ignored (Baumer & Van Horn, 2014).

2.3.3.7 Interest groups
Interest groups are groups of people who unite to promote their political goals and outcomes
(Birkland, 2011). Since the 1960s, interest groups have grown remarkably. Between the 1960s
and 1990s growth of interest groups rose by 300 percent (Walker, 1991) and the number of
groups doubled between 2000 and 2005 (Kernell, Jacobson, & Kousser, 2011). There are
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different types of interest groups including, but not limited to, private economic interest groups,
citizen groups, and groups hired by state and local officials to represent them in Washington
(Baumer & Van Horn, 2014). Interest groups work to lobby elected officials and government
administrators to pass policies that either benefit them or stop ones that would have an adverse
effect on their group (Baumer & Van Horn, 2014). Some of the strategies used by interest
groups are testifying at Congressional hearings, observing committee deliberations, using public
campaign strategies to get voters to support their cause, and contributing to political campaigns
in order to gain favor for their causes (Baumer & Van Horn, 2014). As a result, interest groups
can have considerable influence on the institutional actors who play a large role in policymaking.
In the education realm, interest groups have grown increasingly specialized in terms of
their interests and less focused on the common goals of public school. Groups such as the Parent
Teacher Association (PTA) have lost ground to specialized groups such as those representing
interests in the education of handicapped children, Christian organizations, parents of limitedEnglish-speaking children, and others (Kirst & Wirt, 2009).

In their book, The Political

Dynamics of American Education, Kirst and Wirt (2009) divided education interest groups into
three broad categories. The first is professional educators with national examples being the
National Teachers Association (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). The
second group is those who see education as a means to other ends. These are groups who wish to
use school “to serve other values, such as reducing taxes, protecting moral or patriotic values” (p.
81). For example, the Business Roundtable is comprised of the CEOs of some of the nation's
largest corporations. This group previously committed to supporting No Child Left Behind
because they viewed it as a means to ensuring economic competitiveness. The final category is
policy issue networks that are composed of various interest groups supporting one issue. For
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example, in the 1990s groups including academics, think tanks, foundations, and the AFT joined
together to support the development of academic standards and testing. Despite the increase in
groups with a specialized interest, teacher unions still remain by far the most powerful of the
education interest groups (Fowler, 2013).

2.3.3.8 Research organizations
Research organizations, more commonly referred to as think tanks, operate less in the public eye
as compared to the media and interest groups, but they are no less influential (Anderson, 2011).
Think tanks are independent research organizations often dependent on foundations,
corporations, and individuals for financial support (Birkland, 2010, Fowler, 2013). They also
exist in a number of universities (Anderson, 2011). Think tanks exert considerable influence
because “In the process of deciding what problems to study, selecting sources of information
about them, and summarizing the results of their research, the staffs of think tanks quietly
determine which social problems will be considered public policy issues and how those issues
will be conceptualized, both by policy makers and by the general public” (Fowler, 2013, p. 139).
Their research provides policymakers with information on policy issues, alternatives and
proposals for addressing the issues as well as evaluating the consequences of public policies
(Anderson, 2011). Examples of notable think tanks are the Brookings Institution, the Cato
Institute, and RAND Corporation (Anderson, 2011; Birkland, 2010).
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2.4

THE THREE STREAMS

This section describes the three streams Kingdon identified. They normally run independent of
each other, but there are times when they join, or couple, together. It is during these critical
periods that an issue can rise to prominence on the policy agenda.

Below is a detailed

description of each policy stream followed by a description of what occurs when the streams
couple resulting in the opening of a policy window.

2.4.1

Problem stream

In the problem stream, Kingdon (2011) focused on why some problems capture public officials’
attention while others remain unaddressed. A problem is defined as a condition that people feel
should be addressed. There always exist a multitude of problems in society, but some rise to a
higher level of importance. Kingdon proposed three avenues for problems capturing attention:
monitoring of indicators, focusing events and feedback.
Indicators can alert government officials to a problem, especially if there is a change in
an indicator.

Officials are constantly monitoring a number of indicators such as federal

expenditures and budgetary impacts. A pattern of increasing costs can be an indicator of a
problem (Kingdon, 2011). At the state level, officials and educators are constantly monitoring
indicators of student achievement such as standardized testing scores. A decrease in scores
across the state would indicate a potential problem. It would not, however, indicate the nature of
the problem or the cause.
Focusing events can also draw attention to a problem. A focusing event can be a crisis or
disaster or a powerful symbol that catches on (Kingdon, 2011). Cobb and Elder (1972) referred
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to these focus events as a triggering events. In their work, they identified two major groups of
triggering mechanisms (unforeseen events): internal, and external. Examples of internal events
are natural catastrophe, unanticipated human event, technological changes, imbalance in
distribution of resources and ecological change. Examples of external events include an act of
war or violence against the US, innovations in weapons technology, international conflict not
involving the US, and changing international allegiances.
Political symbols, including language, can also be used to draw attention to problems.
Policy actors can strategically utilize symbols to bring attention to issues that are important to
them. A symbol can be a word, phrase, gesture, event, person, place, or thing (Elder & Cobb,
1983). Consider the word “Watergate.”The word refers to an apartment complex located in
Washington, D.C., but many people immediately associate it with the 1972 break-in scandal at
the Democratic Headquarters. This common association demonstrates how “An object becomes
a symbol when people endow it with meaning, value or significance” (Elder & Cobb, 1983, p.
29).
Symbolic language is a specific tool that policy actors can use to draw public attention to
problems or issues. It has the ability to shape the public’s perception of events. Evidence of this
can be found throughout history. “From the beginnings of recorded history to the present day,
governments have won the support of large numbers of their citizens for policies that were based
upon delusions: beliefs in witches, in nonexistent internal and external enemies....etc.” (Edelman,
1977, p. 3). Language has the power to create and form political realities for citizens. The
public is especially vulnerable when there is high anxiety. By focusing on a threat and then
providing reassurance, political leaders are able to gain followers (Edelman, 1977).

For

example, political actors can bring attention to a potential issue by describing it as being a threat
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to “national security.” Using symbols, groups can skillfully draw attention to problems, define
them as they wish and develop proposed solutions.
Feedback is the third mechanism for drawing attention to a problem. Feedback typically
comes from programs that are not working as planned, implementation of legislation that does
not occur as intended, problems that arise as a result of a new program being enacted or
unanticipated consequences.

This feedback can come back to officials through systemic

monitoring and evaluation or through informal routes such as citizen’s complaints to legislators
(Kingdon, 2011). An example of feedback can be found in what occurred after the 2002 passage
of No Child Left Behind (NCLB).

One of the aspirations of NCLB was to ensure that all

students made academic progress. This included an emphasis on racial and ethnic subgroups.
States were required to set a minimum proficiency rate on standardized exams. School with
subgroups failing to meet those minimum proficiency rates were deemed to not make Adequate
Yearly Progress. Kane and Staiger (2003) found that the requirements of NCLB, as initially
implemented, did not make a significant difference in closing the achievement gap. At the same
time, a large number of schools with more diverse populations were designated as failing. Kane
and Staiger (2003) concluded that the NCLB subgroup rules were actually counterproductive to
student achievement and resulted in more sanctions and fewer resources, especially in diverse
schools.
Kingdon (2011) makes a special note about budgets in his description of the problem
stream. The budget can act as a constraint or a promoter. The budget acts as a constraint when
the possible solutions to a problem are costly. On the other hand, it can act as a promoter when
a solution is available that helps contain costs. For example, if costs are rising in a certain area
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and possible solutions exist to contain those costs then that problem has more likelihood of rising
on the agenda. More frequently, the budget functions as a constraint.

2.4.2

Policy stream

The policy stream is the second stream, and it runs independent of the problem stream most of
the time. Kingdon (2011) identified the actors in this stream as the research organizations,
congressional staffers, academics, interest analysts, people involved with planning and
evaluation, and people involved with budgetary issues. Actors from these various organizations
who have an interest in a common policy area combine to create a community of specialists.
Actors within a community are constantly interacting with each other, exchanging ideas, creating
new ones and modifying existing ones. Kingdon noted that these communities tend to be either
cohesive or fragmented. Cohesive communities often develop common outlooks and ways of
thinking.

On the other hand, fragmented communities tend to experience greater agenda

instability. The more cohesive a policy community is the more likely they are to generate viable
alternatives.
The main focus of policy communities is to consider a large number of policy alternatives
and narrow them down to serious proposals (Kingdon, 2011). Alternatives are possible solutions
to problems.

Kingdon uses the term “policy primeval soup” to describe this process.

A

multitude of ideas float around in a policy community being discussed, revised, and joined
together in new ways. Through this “softening up” process some ideas float to the top as viable
alternatives as other others sink to the bottom and potentially disappear. Alternatives that
survive typically have five common characteristics. These alternatives are technically feasible,
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aligned with the values of the policy community, fit within budget constraints, will be acceptable
to the general public, and will be supported by elected officials.
Alternatives that are technically feasible are ones that have implementation details
worked out. Policy members have discussed if the implementation plan meets the intended goal
of the alternative.

The alternatives that emerge from a community also are aligned with the

values of the specialists developing them. Examples of common value themes are the role of
government versus private sector or equity of distribution of resources. The third characteristic
relates to budgetary constraints. If an alternative is outrageously expensive it is unlikely to have
support from elected officials and the public despite technical feasibility and value alignment.
Therefore, an alternative must have acceptable costs. The final two characteristics are tied
together. An alternative needs to be acceptable by the general public and elected officials if it is
going to survive the primeval soup.

Policy specialists often view the elected officials’

acceptance of an alternative as indicative that it will also be accepted by the public (Kingdon,
2011).
In this stream, there also exists policy entrepreneurs. These entrepreneurs come from a
variety of backgrounds but have one common characteristic. They advocate strongly for a
particular policy solution. They are “willing to invest their resources-time, energy, reputation,
and sometimes money-in the hope of a future return” (Kingdon, 2011, p. 122).

There are

several reasons why policy entrepreneurs advocate including promotion of personal interests,
desire to promote their values by shaping public policy and/or they simply enjoy participating in
the process (Kingdon, 2011). Policy entrepreneurs become especially important when the three
streams converge as is described in a later section.
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2.4.3

Political stream

The political stream is the final stream. While the other two streams focus more on problems
and their solutions, this stream impacts which issues make it onto the political agenda. The
components that make up this stream are public mood, pressure from organized political groups
(i.e. interest groups), election results, shifts in the ideology of the majority congress and changes
in administration (Kingdon, 2011). Kingdon describes national mood as the idea that at any
given time there are a large number of people thinking along the same lines, the mood changes at
times and it has an impact on policy agendas and outcomes. He also found during his study that
government actors speak about the national mood indicating that they have a good sense of it.
An example of national mood is if there is a large financial crisis occurring in the country, the
national mood may indicate a desire for strong government intervention. Conversely, there are
times when the national mood leans towards less government action. Government actors keep a
pulse on this mood and use it to determine when to push certain items on their policy agenda and
when to keep ones off.
The second component of the political stream is pressure from organized political groups.
This includes pressure from interest groups, political mobilization, and behavior of political
elites (Kingdon, 2011). Government officials pay attention to what these groups are advocating
for and what they oppose. A policy proposal has a higher chance of success if a number of
groups are voicing support for it.

If there is a mixed reaction, the proposal may still be

successful, but with an understanding that there may be a political price to be paid. If there is
unified opposition, the advocate(s) for the proposal will likely retreat and the proposal will
disappear.

Advocates for proposals are constantly weighing the benefits of getting their

proposals on the agenda versus the political costs of doing so (Kingdon, 2011).
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The final components of election results, shifts in party majority, and administration
changes are closely related.

Newly elected officials quickly make their agendas known.

Incumbents publicize changes in priorities and new agenda items (Kingdon, 2011). For example,
when a new President is elected one of the first things he does is talk about his policy priorities.
This has a great impact on which proposals have the potential to move forward and which ones
fade into the background. Of course, the President’s ability to move his agenda forward is
affected by the political composition of Congress. Unlike the policy stream, building consensus
in the political stream is often more about bargaining as opposed to softening.

2.4.4

Policy windows and coupling

Most of the time the three streams run independent of each other, but there are periods of time
when they join or couple together. Kingdon refers to these important periods as policy windows.
A policy window is a short, but critical time when three factors align. An example of coupling is
when a problem exists (problem stream) for which there is a ready solution (policy stream) and
this occurs during a favorable political climate (political stream). It is possible for an item to
make it onto the agenda when only the problem and policy streams couple, but it is more likely
to rise to prominence when all three streams align. Once the window closes, it is very difficult to
get an item on the agenda, and it may be a very long time before the window opens again
(Kingdon, 2011). Policy entrepreneurs were described in an earlier section, and it is during this
coupling process that they become significant. They facilitate the coupling of streams as they
“hook solutions to problems, proposals to political momentum, and political events to policy
problems” (p. 182). Without the advocacy of these actors, the coupling may not occur.
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2.5

EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS (ACT 82)

Historically, education policy was a state function, but as this section of the literature review
shows, the federal government has increased its influence on the states. This section begins with
a review of historical events and documents that show an increasing focus on teacher
effectiveness, and how events at the federal level influenced Pennsylvania’s development of
Educator Effectiveness. The next part reviews the literature on effective evaluation, including
the literature supporting the components that comprise effective evaluation.

2.6

2.6.1

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

A Nation at Risk

Beginning in the 1980s, a reform in education movement gained momentum beginning with the
release of the 1983 A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform (ANAR) report
and culminating in the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002 which
dramatically increased the involvement of federal government in education (McGuinn, 2006;
Peterson & West, 2003). In 1981, the Secretary of Education created the National Commission
on Excellence in Education with the directive to develop a report on the quality of education in
America for the people of America (National Commission on Excellent in Education, 1983).
This signaled a political shift for then President Ronald Reagan who at the beginning of his
presidency was moving towards decreased federal involvement in education with responsibility
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shifting completely to the state and local levels. This course was reversed as the ANAR was
received with great support (Peterson & West, 2003).
The ANAR began with a letter to Secretary Bell stating that the purpose of the report was
to “define problems afflicting American education and to provide solutions, not search for
scapegoats” (p. 2).

The report began by describing a rising level of mediocrity in the schools

that citizens needed to be concerned about due to the increase in international competition and
the higher level of skills needed by American workers so the country could remain economically
competitive. One section details the “indicators of risk,” which includes declining test scores,
decreased rankings compared to other countries, increasing rates of illiteracy, underdevelopment
of gifted students, lack of higher order thinking skills, increasing need for remedial classes at the
college level, and military and business leaders complaining that students do not come with the
basic skills needed to be successful. The report was a summary of the issues with a strong
statement indicating that for the first time in the nation’s history the education skills of the
current generation would be seriously lacking compared to their parent’s generation.
The impact was felt quickly. In the problem stream, education reform issues took a
prominent position in the public sphere (Hunt & Staton, 1996) and the amount of media coverage
on education issues increased significantly (Dominick, 1984). Scholarly debates exist about
whether or not ANAR had an impact on education, but what is interesting is the impact it had on
public discourse focused on educational reform. In this case, a commission was formed and in a
strongly worded report indicated that a crisis existed. Within the report numerous rhetorical
ironies existed setting the stage for on-going dialogue and debate. For example, some argued
that the language was alarmist yet the recommendations were cautious and conservative (Hunt &
Staton, 1996).

In the political stream, another impact ANAR had was “raising educational
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issues higher on state political agendas” (Peterson & West, p. 6). State governors discovered that
the new focus on education was good for business. They were able to balance their liberal and
conservative supporters by increasing educational funding while simultaneously increasing the
focus on accountability (Peterson & West, 2003).

2.6.2

Teachers for the 21st Century

Several years after the release of ANAR the focus went directly to teachers. As concerns about
the state of education continued, the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy was
established to bring attention to the connection between economic growth and the abilities of the
country’s citizens. The forum created the Task Force on Teaching as a Profession to examine
the teaching profession.

The report developed by the task force was A Nation Prepared:

Teachers for the 21st Century. The opening paragraph reads like a doomsday scenario for the
future of the US:
America’s ability to compete in world markets is eroding. The productivity growth of our
competitors outdistances our own.

The capacity of our economy to provide a high

standard of living for all our people is increasingly in doubt. As jobs requiring little skill
are automated or go offshore, and demand increases for the highly skilled, the pool of
educated and skilled people grows smaller and the backwater of the unemployable rises.
Large numbers of American children are in limbo-ignorant of the past and unprepared for
the future. Many are dropping out-not just out of school but out of productive society.
(Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986, p. 1)
The authors stated that in the past the people always turned to education when faced with
a crisis, and this situation was no different.
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In this crisis, two truths were essential to

understanding how to successfully address the issues. The first was based on the need for more
rigorous academic standards and the second focused on teachers. To address this crisis, there
was a need to create “a profession equal to the task-a profession of well-educated teachers
prepared to assume new powers and responsibilities to redesign schools for the future” (Task
Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986, p. 2).
The report laid out a utopian plan designed to prepare teachers prior to entry into the
profession and then remove all barriers that might impede their work with students. The plan
was structured around eight major elements. Some of the elements focused on attracting high
quality candidates to the field by increasing salaries and career opportunities. This included an
increased focus on preparing and attracting minority candidates. College students pursuing
education careers would be required to earn a Bachelor’s degree in the arts and sciences prior to
studying teaching and a new Master in Teaching degree would be developed. Within the
schools, restructuring would enable teachers to make the big decisions about how to meet state
and local goals, and lead teachers would assist with the redesigning of schools and upholding
their colleagues to high standards. Teachers would be provided with incentives for performance
and all of the resources needed in terms of technology, services, and support staff would be
provided. Finally, a National Board for Professional Teaching Standards would be created to
develop high standards for teachers and recognize those who met them. While the report began
with gloom and doom, it quickly took a turn to the optimistic with the focus on providing a
higher level professional environment for teachers so they could get on with the heroic effort of
saving the nation.
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2.6.3

Goals 2000: Educate America Act (P.L. 103-227)

In 1994, Congress passed Public Law 103-227 more commonly known as Goals 2000: Educate
America Act. This law demonstrated the continued presence of the federal government in
deciding education policy direction, but in this case there was an increased focus at the state
level. The main tenet of Goals 2000 was to create “new national structures to guide states
toward a national strategy” (Schwartz & Robinson, 2000, p. 174). The ANAR report made
education a national security concern.

Goals 2000 indicated that the problem would be

addressed at the state level with federal guidance (Schwartz & Robinson, 2000). The legislation
provided grants for “implementation of State systemic reform under which States will develop
and implement reform plans, State content and performance standards, opportunity-to-learn
standards or strategies, and assessments” (Stedman, 1994, p. 1).
The foundation of the law can be traced back to President Bush’s administration which
worked collaboratively with the National Governors’ Association to develop six national goals
(Schwartz & Robinson, 2000). Goals 2000 turned these goals into legislation and also added two
additional goals focusing on professional development for teachers and parental involvement
(National State Association of Special Education Directors, 1994; Stedman, 1994). The goals
addressed school readiness, increased high school graduation rate, demonstrated competency at
grades 4, 8 and 12, US students scoring first in the world in math and science, literacy skills to
compete in a global economy, safe school environment, increased parental involvement and
development of the teaching force (Stedman, 1994). Overall, this legislation introduced state
standards, standardized assessments and accountability for all students but for the purposes of
this review what is notable is the focus on the teachers. Goal number 7 stated that “The nation’s
teaching force will have access to programs for the continued improvement of their professional
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skills and the opportunity to acquire knowledge and skills needed to instruct and prepare all
American students for the next century” (Stedman, 1994, p. 2). Within this goal there were four
component parts. The first was pre-service and in-service teachers have access to professional
development to learn how to effectively teach an increasingly diverse population. The second
was opportunities to gain the knowledge to teach challenging subject matter and use new forms
of methods, assessments, and technology. The third was focused on recruiting and retaining
highly talented teachers and the final was the development of partnerships to provide
professional development (National State Association of Special Education Directors, 1994).
What this legislation recognized was that having a highly qualified teacher in the classroom
mattered.

2.6.4

No Child is Left Behind (P.L. 107-110)

In 2001, Public Law 107-110 titled, To Close the Achievement Gap with Accountability,
Flexibility, and Choice, So No Child is Left Behind went into effect. This law was an amended
version of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 and became more commonly known as No
Child Left Behind (NCLB). Accountability was one of the central themes of the law (Hess,
2003; Linn, Baker, & Betebenner, 2002; Peterson & West, 2003; Rudalevige, 2003), but it was
not a new theme in the political realm. Accountability requirements were first imposed under the
Clinton administration in the passage of a law in 1994, but the law was vague and never truly
enforced. What it did accomplish was creation of bipartisan support for school accountability
which was visible in the 2000 presidential campaign (Peterson & West, 2003) and laid the path
for the eventual passage of NCLB.
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Prior to the passage of NCLB, states had been developing their own content standards
leading to inconsistencies (Hamilton, Stecher, Marsh, McCombs, Robyn, Russell, Naftel, &
Barney, 2007; Linn et al., 2002). The new law now required all states to demonstrate that their
students were making increases in achieving proficiency on these standards. Specifically, states
had to implement testing in grades 3-8 in math and reading and demonstrate consistent gains
each year known as achieving “adequate yearly progress” culminating in 100% proficiency
within 12 years (Hamilton et al., 2007; Linn et al., 2002; Rudalevige, 2003). If a school or
district failed to make AYP, they were required to employ scientifically based researched
instructional strategies and/or programs (Linn et al., 2002).
After two consecutive years of not making AYP, a district would be required to develop
a formal plan of improvement and offer parents the choice of having their child transfer another
school. At 3 years of inadequate progress, districts would be required to provide supplemental
services and in subsequent years the consequences increased to potential staffing changes and
government takeover (Hamilton et al., 2007; Rudalevige, 2003).
Another new requirement in this law was the focus on closing the achievement gap.
Districts were now required to report testing results based on subgroups including low
socioeconomic status, race-ethnicity, English language proficiency and disability (Linn et al.,
2002; Rudalevige, 2003). NCLB signaled a shift in who would determine the direction of school
direction and policy. In the 1960s, federal government increased its presence in education by
providing increasing levels of funding. During subsequent decades, more direction on how
schools should operate was provided by the federal government, but it was with the passage of
NCLB that there was significant shift in regards to the federal government influencing state level
policy.
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2.6.5

The politics of NCLB

The overall intent of the law was to create a “school based accountability” system (Hamilton et
al., 2007). There were several factors at play that created conditions whereby this law was able
to pass in Congress. These factors provided a situation where Democrats and Republicans could
support one issue (accountability) despite the fact that they supported it for different reasons.
There was a common belief that despite billions of dollars being poured into education student
achievement had not made any substantial gains. The accountability piece of NCLB provided
Democrats a way to continue to provide resources because there was attached expectations for
reform, and Republicans were able to justify resources because of the new system of
accountability (Rudalevige, 2003).
The two political parties may have come together to back accountability, but there were
also other groups who formed in opposition to the changes, especially as unintended, negative
consequence became evident. There are four groups who typically emerge to resist high stakes
reform: educators, ethnic and socioeconomic communities who are negatively impacted, high
achieving school districts and supports of area of curriculum that become marginalized due to the
increased focus on tested content area (Hess, 2003). As NCLB became fully implemented there
were positive results revolving around the focus on student achievement, but there were also
negative consequences such as decline in staff morale and a narrowing of the curriculum due to
the increased focus on tested content areas (Hamilton et al., 2007). Once this kind of tug-of-war
begins and politicians get resistance the common result is “In the face of heated opposition,
proponents often agree to a series of compromises on program design and implementation,
eventually undercutting the coercive promise implied by high-stakes testing” (Hess, 2003, p. 60).
The initial lofty ideas eventually get compromised to something much less than what was
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initially envisioned. On the other hand, there is a balance as policy starts to become practice and
becomes institutionalized resulting in it being an accepted part of how educators do school.

2.6.6

Three Forces Changing Our Nation’s Future

In 2007, a dire forecast was issued for the US. According to researchers at the Educational
Testing Service (ETS) the country was in the midst of a perfect storm with a grim outlook
(“America’s Perfect Storm,” para. 1). A report issued by ETS entitled America’s Perfect Storm:
Three Forces Changing Our Nation’s Future (Braun, Kirsch, Sum, & Yamamoto, 2007) outlined
three forces that were converging putting the country on a perilous course towards disaster. The
forces outlined in the report are divergent skill distributions, the changing economy, and
demographic trends. The first force, divergent skill distribution, refers to the US high school
graduation rate as compared to other Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) countries, the growing disparity between US minority populations, especially in the
areas in math and reading, and for the general population as a whole the lack of math and reading
literacy skills needed for an increasingly competitive work environment.
The second force, changing economy, refers to the changes that were occurring due to
technological innovations and globalization. The third force, demographic trends, refers to a
population that the report said was growing older and more diverse.

These three forces

interacting was considered cause for great concern because the prediction was that over the next
25 years more highly educated Americans would be leaving the workforce at a time when jobs
increasingly required high level skills. According to the report, those entering the workforce
would do so less educated and therefore less prepared to meet the demands of the changing
economy. This placed the nation in perilous risk considering the rising competitiveness of other
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countries. Despite the dire warnings and threatening language, the report ends on a hopeful note
as captured in the following call to action:
Given the forces described in this report, a looming question is whether we will continue
to grow apart or, as a nation, we will invest in policies that will help us to grow together.
We strongly believe the latter is the better course of action over the long term. While new
policies focusing only on education and skills will not solve all the challenges associated
with existing inequalities, if our society’s overall levels of learning and skills are not
increased and the existing gaps are not narrowed, there is little chance that economic
opportunities will improve among key segments of our population. The call to action was
sound educational policies that would increase the level of learning. (Braun et al., 2007,
p. 26)

2.6.7

Teacher quality and Race to the Top

During the 2000s, the streams came together opening a policy window for Race to the Top. The
problem stream described in the previous section predicted a dire future for the US due to the
lack of growth of a highly qualified workforce Without this the US would lose its ability to
compete in a global economy as other countries continued to build an increasingly educated
workforce. Something needed to change in the education system in order to better prepare future
workers and ensure our competitiveness in a global economy.
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2.6.8

Brookings Institution report on teacher quality

In the policy stream, the Brookings Institution published a report in 2006 titled Identifying
Effective Teachers Using Performance on the Job authored by Robert Gordon, Thomas Kane,
and Douglas Staiger.

The report focused on increasing teacher quality through five

recommended actions. The first recommendation was to make it easier for people to enter into
the teaching profession through a non-traditional path. The authors made the assertion that there
is not a correlation between completing a traditional teacher preparation program and being
highly effective in the classroom. Therefore, this provided an alternate pathway for people with
an undergraduate degree and specific subject knowledge the ability to enter the field.
The second recommendation was to make it more difficult for the least effective teachers
to earn tenure. Included in this recommendation is linking student data to specific teachers in
order to determine level of effectiveness. This would be done by using student data to determine
“value added” by individual teachers. There were several suggestions on how this could be
implemented, but the basic premise was that the least effective teachers would be evaluated out.
A principal could choose to maintain a teacher but would have to provide publicly a rationale for
why that teacher was being retained. The authors made the claim that the economic value of
doing this would be “enormous”due to the increased student achievement gains.
The third recommendation was to provide financial incentives to highly effective teachers
willing to work in areas with a high proportion of low income students. It would not be
sufficient enough for a teacher to be willing to work in these areas. The teacher would need to
have a proven track record of effectiveness based on student data.
The fourth recommendation focused on teacher evaluation, specifically using multiple
measures.

The authors recommended that student achievement be a substantial factor in
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evaluations, but they also acknowledged that no single measure is perfect. Therefore, they
recommended using multiple measures such as principal observations, review of student work,
parent feedback, etc. One notable piece of this recommendation was the authors’ stated that this
kind of rigorous evaluation system would never be successful without it being perceived as fair
by teachers. To ensure this the authors recommended that teachers fully participate in the
development of these measures.
The final recommendation was to develop data systems to link student performance with
individual teachers in order to measure effectiveness. NCLB had required states to test in grades
3 through 8 but very few states actually linked those results to teachers.

The authors

recommended that the federal government expand their support to help states put these systems
in place.

2.6.9

Race to the Top (RTTT)

In the political stream, a new President was elected in November of 2008. President Obama
maintained close ties to a political action group called the Democrats for Education Reform
(DER). Prior to his election, Obama announced to members of this group that if the Democratic
Party had a position on education he could not figure out what it was and the party needed to
wake up and figure it out (Spring, 2014). Subsequently, the DER issued a series of briefs with
recommendations based on the Brookings report. These briefs were sent to U.S. Secretary of
Education Arne Duncan in 2009. The ideas covered in the briefs were incorporated into Race to
the Top (Spring, 2014). In a speech given by President Obama during 2009, he outlined the
main tenets of RTTT.
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The race starts today. I’m issuing a challenge to our nation’s governors, to school boards,
and principals and teachers, to businesses and non-for-profits, to parents and students: if
you set and enforce rigorous and challenging standards and assessments; if you put
outstanding teachers at the front of the classroom; if you turn around failing schools-your
state can win a Race to the Top grant that will not only help students outcompete workers
around the world, but let them fulfill their God-given potential. (Jackson, 2011)
RTTT was designed as a competitive grant process in an attempt to circumnavigate the
issues occurring with the reauthorization of NCLB due to Congressional gridlock. One of the
notable features of this policy is it came directly from the executive office. The President, as a
policy actor, always maintained great political influence, but President Obama’s actions took this
to a new level (McGuinn, 2006).

2.7

PENNSYLVANIA EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS

In 2010, Pennsylvania Governor Rendell submitted Pennsylvania’s application for RTTT
funding. In December of 2011, the U.S. Department of Education released a press notice
announcing that seven states, Pennsylvania included, would each receive $200 million in RTTT
funds (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). These funds were targeted towards school reforms
designed to improve student achievement. This resulted in the Pennsylvania Department of
Education (PDE) developing and implementing the Educator Effectiveness Project
(Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014) that included a teacher evaluation model based
on multiple measures. In 2012, Act 82 was passed making the Educator Effectiveness model the
new teacher evaluation system as required by law.
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In June of 2013, the regulations for

administering Act 82 were released. At this time, all districts were required to use the new
evaluation system unless they had an existing agreement with the teacher union that detailed
teacher evaluation. In those instances, districts continued to follow their current agreement
through contract expiration.
To meet the requirements of Act 82, the Pennsylvania Department of Education
developed a new teacher evaluation tool comprised of multiple measures. With this tool a
teacher’s evaluation is based on 50% classroom observation and 50% student performance. The
classroom observation portion is based on Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching,
which divides effective practice into four domains (Danielson, 2007). The four domains are
planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities.
The student performance portion is based on building level data (15%), teacher specific data
(15%) and elective data (20%). Building level data is determined by each individual school’s
Pennsylvania School Performance Profile (SPP) score. The SPP is a number that is comprised of
multiple data points including, but not limited to, student scores on the annual state exams,
graduation rates, student attendance rates, student scores on national college admissions exams
and Pennsylvania Value Added Assessment System (PVAAS) growth measures.

PVAAS

measures the growth each student makes in one school year.
Teacher specific data is based on how each individual teacher’s students performed on
the state assessments, PVAAS growth of their students, how their students with special needs are
progressing on their individual goals and locally developed school rubrics. The final component
is elective data, which is determined at the district level but must be approved by the
Pennsylvania Department of Education. Elective measures can include district assessments,
national assessments, industry certification exams, student projects and portfolios. Elective data
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is measured by teachers creating a Student Learning Objective by which they validate and
measure the elective data (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014).
Professional employees (i.e. tenured teachers) are required to be rated annually and
temporary professional employees (i.e. non-tenured teachers) are required to be rated semiannually. Four ratings are possible: distinguished, proficient, needs improvement or failing. A
rating of “distinguished” or “proficient” is considered satisfactory.

A rating of “needs

improvement” is technically considered satisfactory, but it does result in a teacher being placed
on a plan for improvement. If a teacher receives a second “needs improvement” within a 10 year
period, it is considered an unsatisfactory rating. Both “needs improvement” ratings must also
come from the same employer while the teacher is working in the same certification area. A
rating of “failing” is considered unsatisfactory.

2.7.1

Effective evaluation of teachers

As the issue of teacher quality and evaluation has gained prominence, research has been done
focusing on what components are important in effective evaluation. This research suggests that
there are consistent components that should be present: a quality rating instrument, trained
observers, multiple observations of each teacher and evaluation that considers student data (Bill
& Melinda Gates Foundation, 2012; Darling-Hammond, 2013). Pennsylvania has designed a
comprehensive evaluation system, but developing tools for evaluation does not necessarily
ensure effective evaluation. Below are descriptions of the components that should be included in
teacher evaluation as it is implemented in schools.
The first component of effective evaluation is the evaluation tool. Teachers need to have
a clear understanding of what they are being rated on so the tool needs to set clear expectations
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(Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation [Gates Foundation], 2012; Darling-Hammond, 2013).
Pennsylvania chose the Framework for Teaching Evaluation Instrument (Danielson, 2013). This
tool divides effective teaching into four domains: planning & preparation, classroom
environment, instruction and professional responsibilities.

The domains are divided into

component areas and for each component a description is provided of critical attributes and
possible examples. Descriptions are also provided of what performance might look like at each
rating level.
The second component is trained observers. To use any evaluation tool correctly, the
observers need to complete training and demonstrate competency (Gates Foundation, 2012;
Darling-Hammond, 2013).

For example, Teachscape is an online software program that

provides observers with training on the Danielson model.

Observers then complete an

assessment where they observe pre-recorded lessons and rate them. Their ratings must meet a
certain level of agreement with ratings provided by expert raters. After observers are certified
through the program, they must periodically recalibrate to ensure ongoing accuracy. Teachscape
is endorsed by the Pennsylvania Department of Education as an observer training tool
(www.pdesas.org).
The third component, use of multiple observations by different observers, also focuses on
ensuring accuracy of observations. A single observation may be adequate for the purpose of
providing feedback, but when high stakes evaluation is involved multiple observations need to be
completed to ensure an accurate picture of how a teacher is performing. The observations should
also be conducted by more than one person. For example, if the principal is the primary
observer, it is recommended that other individuals also complete observations. Other individuals
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might include central office administration, expert teachers and/or instructional coaches
(Darling-Hammond, 2013; Gates Foundation, 2012).
The final component is considering observation data in relation to student data. It is better
to consider observation data in conjunction with student feedback and student performance on
various assessments, including state achievement tests. When considering achievement testing,
it is not necessarily only about overall achievement, but taking into consideration students’
starting points to determine growth made during the school year (Gates Foundation, 2012;
Darling-Hammond, 2013). It is important to note that the research has raised concerns about
using student growth for evaluation. As the emphasis on student achievement has increased,
some states have moved to using the “value added” model as a tool for teacher evaluation. Value
added measures how much a student grows during a school year based on results from testing.
Some of the concerns about this model are it does not take into consideration the context, it does
not consider factors that are outside the teacher’s control, and certain populations can cause the
numbers to be skewed (Darling-Hammond, 2013). For example, it does not account for a school
where resources may be very limited and many of the children come from a background of
poverty. A teacher in this context faces different challenges than a teacher in a more affluent
district where resources are ample, and children are sent to school ready to learn. Certain
characteristics, such as giftedness, can also skew results. Students who top out on achievement
tests have very little room for growth. Therefore, a gifted teacher can appear as not being
affective, but the true issue is the test does not provide the room for growth for this population of
students. The Pennsylvania model includes value added for teachers in tested subjects but it only
constitutes 15% of the rating, and it is a 3 year average.
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Another way of gathering evidence of student growth is by using student learning
objectives (SLOs). The idea behind SLOs is to gather student evidence on how students are
advancing through the curriculum. Examples of how this evidence can be collected include
student portfolios, performance-based assessments, state or national tests and locally developed
assessments.

Teachers set goals and continually monitor progress throughout the year

(Danielson, 2013). The Pennsylvania model attributes up to 15% of teacher evaluation to SLOs.

2.7.1.1 Professional development
The goal of Pennsylvania’s Educator Effectiveness model is to reform how school professionals
are evaluated as well as professional development (Pennsylvania Department of Education,
2014). This focus on training and development of teachers, based on evaluations, is supported
by the literature. Evaluation alone does not necessarily improve teaching practice, but
professional development based on feedback from evaluation can improve teacher effectiveness
(Darling-Hammond, 2013).

“Evaluations should trigger continuous goal-setting for areas

teachers want to work on, specific professional development supports and coaching, and
opportunities to share expertise, as part of recognizing teachers’ strengths and needs” (DarlingHammond, 2013, p. 99). The following section provides an overview of best practices in teacher
professional development.

2.7.1.2 Best practices in professional development
There are a number of practices that are considered to be effective when delivering professional
development that is intended to change instructional practices and impact student achievement.
This section provides an overview of the elements that should be included in when planning
professional development for educators.

The first consideration is duration.
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Professional

development (PD) should extend over time allowing educators to go in depth with the topic and
it needs to include plans for ongoing follow-up (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Kwang
2001; Porter, Garet, Desimone, Yoon, Kwang, & Birman 2000). The traditional method of the 1
day conference presented by an expert outside of the classroom has been widely criticized in the
literature resulting in an increase in more “reform” style PD activities such as study groups,
mentoring and coaching (Garet et al., 2001).
Another component of professional development is educators having some choice in the
topic (Porter et al., 2000) so it will be specific to the content the teacher is teaching. This
extends to the concept of PD being job embedded (Garet et al., 2001; Hiebert, 1999; Porter et al.,
2000), which directly aligns with the theory of andragogy, adult learning, focusing on learning
being something that the learners can apply to their everyday situations in the classroom. Jobembedded learning is the practice of educators sharing information, formally or informally, about
what works and does not work, trying new practices and reflecting together (Zepeda, 2012). The
critical piece here is educators having a opportunities for active collaboration (Garet et al., 2001;
Porter et al., 2000).

This type of PD provides educators an opportunity to engage in the

transformational learning process by discussing and working through common issues.
The Standards for Professional Learning (Learning Forward, 2013) provided a guide
with the necessary components for effective professional growth opportunities. These standards
were specifically titled “professional learning” as opposed to “professional development” to
emphasize the active role the educator plays in this process. The standards are divided into
seven categories: learning communities, leadership, resources, data, learning designs,
implementation and outcomes. The first standard addresses the need for educators to work in
learning communities that meet continuously, share collective responsibility and maintain a
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focus on their goal(s). The second standard covers the allocation of resources which includes
costs of human resources, time for learning, technology, and material resources. This also
includes the coordination and fair allocation of resources.
The next standard is data. To know where the needs are in a school, data needs to be
collected, analyzed, used in planning, and routinely evaluated. Data sources also need to be rich
and varied.

The fifth standard covers learning designs. This standard emphasizes the need to

incorporate the theories of adult learning when planning for professional learning. The next
standard is implementation. Quality professional learning requires sustained effort and this
standard talks about the need to plan for on-going support. The final standard looks at outcomes
that are based on high expectations. In this standard, professional learning is directly tied to
increased student outcomes.
Linda Darling-Hammond (1995) summed it up well when she stated that “Like their
students must do, teachers also construct their own understandings by doing: by collaborating, by
inquiring into problems, trying and testing ideas, evaluating and reflecting on the outcome of
their work” (p. 24). She asserted that by providing educators with opportunities to work on real
problems of practice, educators are able to develop a deeper understanding of their practice as
well as to develop an increased sense of ownership. The next sections provide specific examples
of PD being used in the school communities.

2.7.1.3 Models of professional development
These sections review three specific types of PD being used in the educational setting. These are
types of PD that are becoming more common but this is not an exhaustive list of the quality PD
options that are now available to educators. The models that will be covered in this section are
professional learning communities (PLCs), lesson study and action research.
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Professional learning communities. The concept of PLCs is one that embodies many of
the elements of effective PD. It is on-going, job-embedded and focused on the specific goals and
issues that educators are facing in the classroom. PLCs consist of groups of educators who work
together regularly to “identify and apply innovative and effective instructional practices that
result in increased student performance” (NAESP, 2008, p. 3). The fundamental idea behind
PLCs is that by providing educators an opportunity to connect and collaborate it is possible for
schools to improve because of changes in teaching and classroom practices (Harris & Jones,
2010). In the book On Common Ground: The Power of Professional Learning Communities
(DuFour, Eaker, & Dufour, 2005), the authors summarize PLCs into three big ideas. The first is
a shift in focus from teaching to learning. PLCs need to have an intense focus on what they want
students to learn, how they will know when students have learned it and what will happen when
students experience difficulties. The second big idea is centered on collaboration. A process
must be in place for educators to systematically analyze classroom practices. The final idea is
focused on results. PLCs determine their effectiveness by analyzing useful data.
A study of PLCs and their impact on school improvement was completed in Wales after
the “Welsh Assembly Government introduced a National ‘School Effectiveness Framework’
(SEF) as a way of achieving system-level reform and improved student outcomes for all
students” (Harris & Jones, 2010, p. 172). The study focused on the initial pilot schools where
PLCs were implemented and the information gleaned from these schools was used to guide
implementation efforts throughout the country.

By analyzing and comparing schools that

successfully implemented PLCs with ones that did not, researchers were able to identify key
components for success. Those components were respect and trust among colleagues, supportive
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leadership, distributive leadership practices, processes for critical inquiry and continuous
improvement, shared vision and a strong focus on learning outcomes (Harris & Jones, 2010).
A number of strengths exist in the PLC model. The first is the intense focus on student
learning. In the current era of accountability, initiatives that do not have an emphasis on
achievement are not sustainable. For educators, PLCs also provide a learning opportunity that
aligns with how adults learn best. There is a clear reason why the learning is important,
experiences in the classroom are a major focus and what is being learned by the educators has an
immediate and direct impact on the situations they encounter in their classrooms on a daily basis.
PLCs also incorporate many of the tenets of effective professional development including that
they are job-embedded, on-going and there is frequent collaboration with colleagues.

As

demands for school improvement increase and funding continues to decrease, schools will have
to rethink how they use their resources. The single largest resource in districts is their human
resources. PLCs offer a way to capitalize on this resource in a way that can benefit educators by
providing an increased level of satisfaction and benefit students by increases in their learning
(DuFour et al., 2005).
Lesson study. In the current era of school accountability, it is easy for administrators to
find themselves attracted to PD opportunities that promise to quickly and effectively address
pressing issues. As was described earlier, the most effective PD happens over time. In other
words, the “silver bullet” of PD does not exist or at least has not yet been discovered. In their
book, The Teaching Gap: Best Ideas from World’s Teachers for Improving Education in the
Classroom (2000) authors James Stigler and James Hiebert make the case that teaching is a
cultural activity and therefore resistant to change: “The nature of teaching might also help to
explain why teaching per se has rarely been the direct focus of efforts to reform education.
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Teaching is so constant within our culture that we fail to even imagine how it might be changed,
much less believe that it should be changed” (p. 103).
During an extensive study of teaching practices in Germany, Japan and the US, Stigler
and Hiebert found that teaching practices in the US have remained relatively stagnant whereas in
Japan practices have continually changed and evolved. Part of the reason for this is the belief
held by Japanese educators that PD is a continuous process throughout one’s career. One facet
of this is the extensive involvement of teachers in lesson study. “By all indications, lesson study
is extremely popular and highly valued by Japanese teachers...It is the linchpin of the
improvement process” (Stigler & Hiebert, 2000, p. 111). Lesson study is a model of PD that
incorporates many of the characteristics of quality PD, but it also has the potential to positively
impact the culture of schools.
Lesson study has been a part of Japanese educational culture for many years but it has
only been in recent years that it has gained in momentum in the US (Stepanek, Appel, Leong,
Mangan, & Mitchell, 2007). The basic premise behind lesson study is it provides “an ongoing
method to improve instruction based on careful observation of students and their work”(Lewis,
2002, p. 1). The main elements of lesson study are setting short and long term goals,
collaboratively planning a research lesson, teaching the lesson while members of the group
observe and gather data, debriefing about the lesson and incorporating suggested revisions for
the next teaching of the lesson and finally reflecting and sharing of the results (Lee, 2008; Lewis,
2002; Perry & Lewis, 2009; Stepaneck et al., 2007; Zepeda, 2012).
potential benefits that can occur from lesson study.

There are a number of

A few examples are increasing

teachers’capacity to learn collaboratively, increased knowledge of subject matter, and an
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increased focus on student learning and understanding based on classroom data (Lewis, 2002;
Perry & Lewis, 2009; Stepaneck et al., 2007).
The possible benefits of implementing lesson study in schools are great, but educators
pursuing this need to understand the potential pitfalls and lessons learned by districts that have
successfully implemented it. Lesson study is not a template or plan that is handed to a faculty to
implement within the year. A large case study looking at a 4 year implementation of lesson
study in the Bay Area School District (BASD) provides many insights about how to adapt this
form of PD into schools in the US (Perry & Lewis, 2009). This study revealed four key
conditions that need to be present in order for lesson study to succeed. The first is built in
learning opportunities. Lesson study is not a prepackaged plan but rather a process educators go
through and continue to learn and refine as they move through it. In the BASD, “from the outset
the leaders recognized that their understanding of lesson study was limited; they built learning
opportunities into their design, hoping that the details of innovation would become clearer with
time” (Perry & Lewis, 2009, p. 384), which is what took place throughout the 4 years. The
second condition is a professional learning community where teachers are willing to collaborate,
the third is distributive leadership and the final one is technical resources. Throughout this
process, the BASD teachers incorporated and continually refined a variety of resources such as
lesson plan templates, norms for meetings, research materials, outside experts, etc.
Unfortunately, one of the biggest challenges in implementing lesson study is lack of time for the
meetings and observations that need to take place (Lee, 2008). Other potential challenges
include the extra work of lesson study on top of an already heavy work load and for some
educators working collaboratively with their colleagues is a skill that needs to be developed
before this process has an opportunity to be successful (Lee, 2008). Despite these challenges,
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lesson study is an exciting form of PD that can impact student learning and the hurdles can be
overcome with commitment and innovative thinking by educators.
Action research. One of the purposes of most PD models is to change teaching practices
to get better student outcomes. Changing practices is a focus of action research (Corey, 1954;
Margerison, 1973; Razfar, 2011), but unlike in the training model (i.e. one day workshops,
conferences, etc.) the agent of change is the educator. Action research is a form of PD where
“people who actually teach children or supervise teachers or administer school systems attempt
to solve their practical problems by using the methods of science” (Corey, 1954, p. 375). In a
traditional research model, the researcher attempts to come to a precise conclusion that can be
generalized. Action research differs in that the results are more realistic to the situation and have
more meaning because they are applicable to a real-life situation (Corey, 1954; Fairbanks &
LaGrone, 2006). The process of action research can be broken down into four basic steps that
are cyclical in nature (Glanz, 2005; Zepeda, 2012). The steps are select a focus, collect data,
analyze and interpret the data, and take action (Glanz, 2005). Throughout these steps the
educators are engaging in reflective thought and learning as they participate in discourse which
enables them to derive meaning from their experiences and research (Fairbanks & LaGrone,
2006; Hagevik, Aydeniz, & Rowell, 2012).
Challenges are associated with action research that educators need to consider prior to
engaging in it. The educator/researcher has to determine how to balance the two roles. For
example, collecting data while immersed in the process of teaching can be a daunting task. An
obvious solution might be to have another educator come into the classroom as a silent observer
and record the data, but the researcher needs to be cognizant that data collection should be done
in a manner that is non-intrusive and will not change the dynamics of the classroom (Margerison,
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1973). Another consideration is how the educator will remain impartial. “When the teaching role
is combined with a research role, there are dual pressures influencing the design and operation of
the learning process” (Margerison, 1973, p. 60). Finally, analyzing assessment data can prove
challenging (Margerison, 1973, Razfar, 2011). Despite these challenges, action research is a
promising model of PD because of the many benefits. It provides educators an opportunity to
collaborate on real-life problems, make decisions about practice based on data and develop a
mindset of inquiry and reflection (Zepeda, 2012).

2.8

POLICY TO PRACTICE

Thus far, this review of literature contained discussions of what policy is, why certain policy
issues rise to prominence, effective teacher evaluation practices and the teacher evaluation policy
that was enacted in Pennsylvania. While the policy and resulting teacher evaluation model may
be grounded in research, there are challenges that exist when policy moves into practice.
The purpose of policies is to solve problems that have been deemed important, but it is
not the policymakers themselves who are charged with implementing the policy. It is the
practitioners who are the key problem solvers (Cohen et al., 2007). This relationship can be one
of cooperation or conflict. Cohen et al. (2007) identified four factors that tend to determine the
outcome of this relationship. Those factors are the nature of the policy, instruments, capability
of the practitioners and the environment.
The first factor focuses on two areas. The first is how modest or ambitious the policy is
as compared to current practice. If the policy represents only a small departure from current
practice, it is more likely to be embraced and implemented well. On the other hand, if it
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represents a large change, there are likely to be greater challenges for implementation because it
creates greater incapability in those who are implementing (Barbach, 1977; Spillane, 2000).
Second is the clarity of the policy (Cohen et al., 2007).

Policies are sometimes written in a

vague manner due to the need for compromise amongst the policymakers creating the policy, and
also ambiguity makes it easier to adapt the policy to fit the local context (Majone & Wildavsky,
1984), but the ambiguity can make it more difficult for practitioners to implement as intended
(Cohen et al., 2007).
The second factor takes into consideration the policy instruments.

These include

incentives, ideas, funding, regulations, etc. Specifically, instruments “offer funds, mandate or
forbid actions, create incentives to comply, offer flexibility to adapt to local conditions, and
deploy ideas to inform practice” (Cohen et al., 2007, p. 531) This also includes capability
building, the next factor, as funding is used to provide resources for this purpose (Cohen et al.,
2007; McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). One way to consider this relationship is that instruments
bring capability to the implementation, but practitioners also bring with them their own
capabilities.
An important aspect of implementation is the capabilities the implementer brings to the
process. For example, when considering teacher evaluation an evaluation tool is important, but
the understanding of how to use it correctly is critical. Having good resources creates the
opportunity, but those resources are only effective if the practitioners know how to use them well
(Hanushek, 1996). Capability is partially composed of practitioner values, interests, and skills
and knowledge. Depending on a practitioners’ values, a policy may either offend or attract them.
If a person is not in agreement with a policy’s aims, the challenge of implementation will be that
much greater. Interests refers to whether or not the practitioner has a vested interest in the policy
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implementation (Cohen et al., 2007). Skills and knowledge influence the relationships, because
a change in practice can require practitioners to do things they simply don’t know how to do
(Barbach, 1997). This creates a level of incompetence that must be addressed in order for
implementation to be successful.
The final factor is environment. An organization can be structured in such a manner that
capability to implement a policy is either enhanced or constrained (Cohen et al., 2007). As was
already mentioned, policies that cause practitioners to change practice, especially in a major way,
create a certain level of incompetence. Organizations can impact how that incompetence is
addressed as they enhance capability by enabling and institutionalizing the exchange of
knowledge about practice and the interests, values, and knowledge that inform practice”(Cohen
et al., 2007, p. 540).

2.9

CONCLUSIONS

Results of the search of the literature suggest that the classroom teacher has the greatest impact
on student learning (National Commission on Teaching & America’s Future, 1996); yet,
ineffective teachers remain in classrooms (Gordon, Kane, & Staiger, 2006). The Pennsylvania
Educator Effectiveness Project (EEP) was developed to improve how teachers are evaluated, and
provide tools they could use to increase their effectiveness. To date, the efficacy of the EEP has
yet to be evaluated in terms of how principals are implementing it and whether those that do
implement it have found it to be effective or ineffective in its stated goal to improve the skills of
classroom teachers. The present study was developed to gain an in-depth understanding of (a)
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factors that led to the passage of the Act 82 teacher evaluation policy, (b) what the policy was
intended to do, and (c) how the policy has been translated into actual practice in Pennsylvania.
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3.0

3.1

METHOD

RATIONALE FOR STUDY METHOD AND DESIGN

A mixed method approach was used to explore the research questions with the data collection
occurring in two parts. The first part of the collection was an electronic survey and the second
was semi-structured interviews. Survey was selected because it allowed for data to be collected
from a larger group of participants (Mertens, 2010). This was relevant to the study because of
the research that addresses trying to implement reform from the top down in a country that has
historically delegated educational decisions to the state and local levels. It is challenging to
implement national goals in a country where a national system for education does not exist
(McGuinn, 2006). McGuinn (2006) refers to this as the “50/14,000/130,000 problem” in the US.
There are 50 state education systems with approximately 14,000 school districts that contain
approximately 130,000 schools. Each state has developed a vastly different system of educating
students, and many variations exist within the districts. This results in limited capacity for state
and federal government to successfully push reform to the local level. Therefore, survey was
intended to be an appropriate first step for data gathering, because it was more likely than
interviews to reveal inconsistencies between districts.
Upon completion of the survey data, semi-structured interviews of a small subset of
participants were conducted. Interviews provide an opportunity to “explore research participant's
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perspective about their personal experience with the research topic” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 56).
Hochschild (2009) provided several broad purposes for using interviews, one of which was to
gain insights into participant attitudes regarding newly developing policy issues. It is relevant to
understand personal experience since research suggest that a practitioner’s values, interests,
knowledge, and skills can impact how a policy is translated into practice (Cohen et al., 2007). It
is for these reasons that the interview method was deemed appropriate for the study.
The structure of the interviews followed a modified version of an in-depth interview
format proposed by Seidman (2013). This interview approach was selected because it is focused
on perceptions, attitudes, and lived experiences of the participants (Seidman, 2013). The indepth interview typically consists of three separate interviews, but for this study, each participant
was interviewed only one time. The interview followed an in-depth, semi-structured interview
with open-ended questions, but all three sections of the protocol were addressed in one sitting.
The decision to address all three sections in one sitting was made due to concerns about
participation rates.
Seidman (2013) described each of the sections as follows.

The first section was

designed to focus on the participant’s life history. This provides a context for the participant’s
experience based on their previous experiences. For the purposes of this study, it was important
to understand each participant’s prior experience with teacher observation and evaluation since it
may have influenced their experience and knowledge about teacher evaluation. The second
section was designed to focus on the participant’s current experience.
In this study, the focus was on the participant’s current experience working with Act 82
in order to gain an understanding of how the intended purposes identified in the review of
literature translated into practice. The final section provided an opportunity for participants to
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reflect on the meaning of their experience. As previously mentioned, the method described by
Seidman was modified because each participant was interviewed only one time. The decision to
modify the format was made in the hopes that it would potentially present less burden for
participation.

Because principals are busy professionals, asking them to commit to three

interviews may have discouraged participation. If additional questions emerged after the initial
interview or there was confusion regarding responses, participants were contacted for
clarification.

3.2

SETTING AND PARTICIPANTS

The purposeful selection criteria for the surveys was that the principals were serving as a public
school (K-12) principal at the time of the study. Their district had to be located in Beaver
County or Washington County.

Both counties are located in the southwest region of

Pennsylvania. Beaver County covers approximately 434 square miles and directly borders the
state of Ohio. Washington County borders Beaver County to the south and the state of West
Virginia shares Washington’s western border. It covers approximately 856 square miles. Both
counties are comprised mainly of rural and suburban areas with the closest city being Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania which is located in Allegheny County. Both Beaver and Washington border
Allegheny County.
At the time of the study, there were 49 principals serving in a public, K-12 schools in
Beaver County and 61 serving in Washington County. The decision to limit the participant pool
to these two counties was made for several reasons. The first is the researcher’s interest in
looking at two sample populations that have a homogenous characteristic within their sample and
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then comparing the two sample populations. In this study, the characteristic that districts in each
sample have is they are served by the same intermediate unit.

Intermediate units (IU) in

Pennsylvania were originally established by the Pennsylvania General Assembly to provide cost
effective operational and instructional services to school districts in a specific region. They also
serve as a liaison between local school districts and the Pennsylvania Department of Education
which is why it is being used as a differentiating factor among the participants. This allowed me
to look at districts that are served by one IU (i.e. they are in the same county) and also look at
how experiences differed if served by a different IUs (i.e. districts in different counties). One of
the focus areas was principal preparation for the implementation of Act 82. Since this is a state
policy, the IUs have played a role in serving as liaison between the state and school districts, and
the IUs are often the providers of training and on-going supports for districts as they go through
the process of policy implementation. Considering the difficulties in pushing reform from the
top down, I was interested in seeing what kind of variations exist between districts who are
served by the same IU, as well as variations that may exist between districts served by a different
IUs. Therefore, the decision was made to limit the sample population to two counties served by
two different IUs.

Beaver County is served by the Beaver County Intermediate Unit which is

located in Monaca, Pennsylvania. Washington County is served by Intermediate Unit 1 located
in Coal Center, Pennsylvania. Allegheny County was not selected due to my familiarity with the
districts and intermediate unit. I have resided and worked in Allegheny County for the past 10
years.
Selected participants had to be in their current position for a minimum of 2 years to
increase the likelihood that they have an understanding of the culture of their building and
district and have had multiple opportunities to observe the teachers currently employed there.
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The next criterion was that participants must have worked with the Act 82 evaluation system for
a minimum of one full school year. This criterion was included since some districts had not yet
implemented, or were in the process of implementing, Act 82 due to an existing teacher contract.
For the purpose of this study, it was important that the participants have sufficient experience
with the evaluation system to provide an in-depth and stable description of their experiences.
The original goal for the study was to have a pool of diverse respondents participate in
the interview. From the pool of participants who indicated a willingness to participate in a
follow-up interview, the hope was to create a group representing as many diverse environments
as possible. Once the groups were determined, I planned to use proportional quota sampling to
select an equal representation of participants from each group. Participants were to initially be
divided into groups based on level they serve (elementary, middle and high school) and school
district.

It was hoped that the initial grouping would provide the opportunity to look for

differences among grade levels and the various school districts. Additionally, demographic
information about the districts was to be taken into consideration. Districts were to be grouped
with other similar districts based on total size of student population, percentage of economically
disadvantaged students and academic achievement.

The percentage of economically

disadvantaged students would be based on the student poverty concentration as reported by the
Pennsylvania Budget and Policy Center. Academic achievement was based on Pennsylvania
System of School Assessment (PSSA) data for K-8 buildings and Keystone data for high schools
as reported by the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE).
PSSAs and Keystones are state mandated achievement tests that are administered on an
annual basis in the spring. Once these groups were developed, representatives from each group
would be selected and an attempt would be made to have an equal representation of male and
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female principals. Unfortunately, the response rate to the initial survey was very low with only
10 people responding and 1 indicating she would be willing to interview. Additional efforts,
detailed in a following section, were done to try to increase participation rate. By the end of the
study, I was able to obtain only five additional interview participants so all respondents who
were willing to interview were included.
When completing qualitative research, the literature indicates that no definitive
guidelines exist for determining sample size when working with a non-probabilistic sample
group. This means the researcher should consider relying on “saturation” to determine the final
sample size. Saturation refers to the point in which no new information or themes are observed
in the data (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). In a review of research that does provide some
guidelines for determine sample size, Guest et al. (2006) found recommended samples sizes
ranging from five to several hundred. Therefore, for this study, the goal was to have a minimum
of five follow-up interviews conducted, with a maximum number not be determined until the
interviews were underway and saturation was reached.

Due to response rate issues, all

respondents were included and saturation was not reached.

3.3

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The main purpose of this research was to learn how principals understand the intended purposes
of Act 82, how they were prepared for implementation and how the intended purposes have been
translated through the implementation process. A major part of this research was to gain an
understanding of principals’ attitudes, perceptions, and lived experiences with Act 82. To gain
authentic feedback, it is critical that participants feel comfortable providing open and honest
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responses.

Procedural safeguards were put into place to assure the confidentiality of the

interviews and anonymity of the participants. The introduction letter sent prior to the survey
and interview explaining the purpose of the research contained a statement that participation was
voluntary, described any risks associated with participation, described the survey and interview
formats, and defined method to assure confidentiality.
Participants were also made aware that if they choose to participate, they would have the
option to refuse to answer any question and they could withdraw from participation at any time
(Seidman, 1991). Prior to the start of the interview, this information was read aloud to them, and
they received an emailed copy of the consent form since all participants chose phone interview.
Participants were then asked to affirm their consent to participate. Permission to audio record
the interview was also requested, and all participants agreed to be recorded. All audio recordings
were maintained in a secure location. All identifying information regarding the participant or
school was removed from the transcribed results. In the transcription, participants were labeled
by a number. A separate list was created matching each number with participant name and
school. I maintained the list on a password protected computer and only referenced it to assist in
understanding the findings. No identifying information was reported.
In the article, Pearls, Pith and Provocation: Issues of Representation Within Qualitative
Inquiry, Mantzoukas (2004) asserted that when completing qualitative research the researcher
needs to identify the “paradigmatic positioning” of the interviewer including identifying
ontological assumptions to address accuracy and representation. This is assuming the researcher
is adhering to a non-positivist paradigm. Therefore, I explicitly defined my own assumptions as
the researcher to provide the reader a lens in which to understand and interpret the findings.
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My belief system falls within the constructivist paradigm. The ontological assumption is
that reality is socially constructed as opposed to an absolute reality (Mertens, 2010). My view of
the data collected from the participants was that their responses were based on their
understandings and knowledge as influenced by the social milieu of their professional lives.
Their understandings would also be fluid as they continued to have experiences with the teacher
evaluation process. For this reason, I excluded administrators with less than 1 year of experience
with the target evaluation process. Participant beliefs and understandings may be impacted by
the interview process as they reflect on their experiences and go through the process of
describing them. Finally, my own experiences and thoughts about the new evaluation model are
described in the reflections in Chapter 5. I remained aware of my own assumptions as I worked
through the coding and analysis of the data. This process was facilitated by tracking my own
reactions to the data as recommended by Sunstein and Chiseri-Strater (2007). The authors
recommended that, as the researcher is coding, notes should be taken to indicate where the
researcher felt surprised, intrigued, and/or disturbed by the data. This provides insight into the
researcher’s assumptions, value system, and beliefs.

3.4

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE

Data for this study was collected through an electronic survey and a semi-structured interview
with open ended questions.
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3.4.1

Study protocol

The study proceeded in the following manner. Permission to use human subjects was obtained
from the University of Pittsburgh Human Research Protection Office pursuant to the U.S.
Federal Government Department of Health and Human Services (2009) regulation 45 CFR §
46.10, which states the probability and magnitude of harm or discomfort anticipated in the
research should not be greater in and of themselves than any ordinarily encountered in daily life,
or during the performance of routine physical or psychological examinations or tests. An initial
invitation to participate in the survey was sent via email to all public school principals in Beaver
and Washington counties (Appendix B). Included in the survey were questions asking if the
participant met the eligibility criteria of being in their current position for a minimum of 2 years
and having worked with the evaluation tool for a minimum of 1 year. If they did not meet these
criteria, they received a message thanking them for their willingness to participate, and they were
exited from the survey. For participants who were eligible, they were asked at the end of the
survey if they would be willing to participate in a follow-up interview.
Reminder emails were sent to principals who had not responded. Qualtrics web-based
service was used for design and electronic delivery of the survey. The University of Pittsburgh
Human Research Protection requires, in most cases, that researchers utilize Qualtrics for webbased survey research and therefore provides the service free of charge.
The last question in the electronic survey asked if respondents would be willing to
participate in an interview. If they were willing, they were asked to provide their contact
information. Participants who chose to complete the interview were given the option of being
interviewed over the phone or in person. All participants chose to be interviewed via the phone.
Prior to the interview, I contacted the participants either by phone or email to schedule a date and
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time for us to talk. Before the interview they received, via email, the Invitation to Participate and
Consent Form (Appendix C). They were asked to indicate their consent to participate. Since
they received the consent form via email, they responded to the email indicating their consent to
participate. Prior to the start of each interview session, participants were asked for permission to
have the interviews audio-recorded.
All participants granted permission and interviews were recorded in their entirety. When
I started the audio recordings, I asked participants a second time if they gave permission to be
audio recorded so the granting of permission would be recorded. They were told ahead of time
that I would be asking a second time once the recording was started. Two means were used to
audio record the interviews. The first was a basic Sony voice recorder. The second was an
iPhone using the app RevRecorder. This app functions as a voice recorder, but it also provides
an option to send the recording in for transcription. All of the interviews were submitted to be
transcribed for a fee.

The electronic transcription was emailed to me.

I then review the

transcripts for accuracy. The rationale for using audio-recording, as opposed to note taking,
eliminate the possibility that I might unconsciously make slight modifications to meaning. Had a
participant denied permission to audio record, I would have taken hand written notes.
The initial round of surveys yielded a very low response rate with 10 survey responses
and 1 respondent indicating willingness to do an interview. In an effort to increase response rate,
I requested permission from the University of Pittsburgh Human Research Protection Office to
reach out to potential participants individually.

Permission was granted to call and email

principals using the Follow Up Script for Low Response Rate (Appendix E). I was also granted
permission to speak to principals at a principal meeting at the intermediate units. Therefore, I
either emailed or called potential participants using the script, and I attended a principal meeting
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at the Beaver Valley Intermediate Unit. This effort yielded a greater response rate details of
which are included in Chapter 4.

3.4.2

Pilot of the instruments

Yin (2011) stated that pilot studies assume the role of a laboratory that enables the observation of
the phenomenon under study from various angles and approaches on a trial basis. Pilot testing of
the survey and interview protocol (Appendix D) is an activity designed to refine the data
collection process relative to both the content of the questions and the procedure to be followed
(Yin, 2011).

A pilot study serves as a “full-scale dress rehearsal” (Hulley, 2007, p. 277)

employing the study’s survey and interview protocols and participant observations. The goal of
the pilot test in this study was to determine whether the survey and interview questions and data
analysis would be sufficient in achieving the overall objectives of the research questions. A pilot
study has two major objectives. The first objective is to administer the questionnaire to a small
sample of people to refine the questions, as well as observe the procedure. The second objective
is to initiate preliminary data analysis to determine the effectiveness of the resolution of data.
For the purposes of this study, both instruments were piloted with participants from the
Doctoral Study Group in Administrative and Policy Studies-School Leadership led by Dr.
Cynthia Tananis. This group serves to provide doctoral students the needed support and tools to
complete the comprehensive exam and dissertation process. I have been a member of this group
for the past several years. Members of this group were asked to take the survey if they also met
the requirements of currently serving in the role of principal in a public school and had been in
this same position for a minimum of 2 years. Once they had completed the survey, they were
asked to provide feedback on clarity of the questions, suggest additional questions and provide
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general feedback. The interview instrument was sent out to all members of the study group for
feedback on clarity of questions. Members of the group provided both written feedback and
verbal feedback during a study group session. The instruments were revised based on the
feedback received. Participants in the pilot study process were not included in the main research
project, nor was the data they generated included in the data analysis.
Creswell (2012) acknowledged that pilot testing may be required because no amount of
intellectual analysis can substitute for testing the validity of interview questions designed to
generate information responsive to the research questions. Piloting the instruments for this study
helped ensure the clarity, user-friendliness, wording, and meaning of the survey and interview
questions.

3.5

3.5.1

RESPONSE RATE

Survey distribution and response rate

The survey was initially sent though the Qualtrics system. Potential participants received an
anonymous survey link via an email. Currently, there are 49 principals serving in a public, K-12
school in Beaver County and 61 serving in Washington County. The survey was sent to 45
principals serving in Beaver County and 58 principals serving in Washington County. There
were several reasons for the discrepancy in numbers. Multiple attempts were made to find
contact information for each principal including searching district websites, general web searches
and contacting the schools directly. Despite these efforts, I was unable to include several
principals in the study. In a couple of cases, it was evident that some principals had moved out
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of their positions based on information posted on the website. If there was a new principal in the
position, (s)he would not have met the eligibility criteria for the study. I was unable to locate
emails for several principals despite multiple attempts. In one instance, I was personally aware
that one principal had moved to another district outside of the counties being studied.
In the survey, the first few questions probed each principal’s experience to determine if
they met the criteria for the study. The criteria set forth was that selected principals would have
been in their current position for a minimum of 2 years. This was included to increase the
likelihood that they had an understanding of the culture of their building and district and had
multiple opportunities to observe the teachers currently employed there. Therefore, principals
who did not meet this criteria were excluded from the survey if they did not respond in the
affirmative.
The first distribution of the survey was sent in early August 2016, with two reminders
sent to unfinished respondents. There were 10 participants who responded during this phase.
Six were from Washington County and four were from Beaver County. Nine respondents
completed the survey and one was unfinished.

Four emails bounced back. It is possible that

others were not delivered as well. I discovered later in the data collection phase that some
districts have an email program that requests a response from the sender when the email is from
an unrecognized account. It is possible that while some of those emails did not bounce back,
they did not reach the person.
The initial response was 8%, which may have been because the survey was sent close to
the start of the school year, which is an especially busy time for principals. Therefore, the
decision was made to wait and do a second distribution. The survey was sent out again at the
beginning of October and yielded one more response. At this point, the decision was made to
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reach out to participants personally in an attempt to gain more respondents. I applied to the
University of Pittsburgh Human Research Protection Office for permission to call or email
principals directly to request their participation. I also requested permission to attend a meeting
at the intermediate unit to introduce my study to principals. Permission for both of these
activities was granted.
During the month of October 2016, I emailed or called potential respondents using the
script located in Appendix E.

I also attended a principal meeting at the Beaver Valley

Intermediate Unit where I introduced my survey and requested their participation. The survey
was distributed again at the end of October with two reminder emails sent in early November.
After the final distribution, 27 surveys were completed equaling a response rate of 26%. During
a conversation with an interview participant, she indicated that they have been inundated with
surveys recently. This may have been a factor in the initial low response rate as well as time of
the school year. Of the surveys completed, 59% were completed by respondents in Washington
County and 41% were completed by Beaver County respondents.

3.5.2

Interview response rate

In the survey that was sent out, the last question asked respondents if they would be willing to
participate in an interview. If they were willing, they were asked to provide their name and
contact information. During the August 2016 distribution, one principal responded that she
would participate and provided contact information.

A phone interview was completed in

August. In response to the October 2016 distribution, three additional principals indicated that
they were willing to be interviewed. They were interviewed in November. Two additional
principals responded to the email that was sent, and they were also interviewed in November.
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All principals were interviewed over the phone. I had initially hoped to interview in
person, but found that principals preferred the phone interview, which may have been due to
their restrictive schedules. The consent form was emailed to them, and they all responded
indicating their agreement to participate. All interview participants agreed to be audio recorded.
I used two devices to record. One was an iPhone using the app Rev Recorder. This app allowed
me to send the recording in to be transcribed. A Sony digital voice recorder was used as a
backup. Several of the transcripts were returned with areas that were inaudible. Therefore, I
reviewed the recordings and transcripts to ensure accuracy.

3.6

3.6.1

DATA ANALYSIS

Data management

Data collected from the electronic survey was managed and stored in Qualtrics. Some of the
information collected from the survey was entered into Intellectus Statistics software for the
purpose of analysis. Data collected from interviews was transcribed to assure an accurate
representation of the participant's thoughts (Seidman, 2013). The audio-recorded interviews
were recorded using Rev Voice Recorder, which is an online app that audio-records and provides
a written transcript. No personally identifiable information was included in the audio-recordings.
Participants were identified via a randomly assigned number.

The conversations were

transcribed in their entirety because to do otherwise could lead to inaccurate decisions about
what information was important and what was not.

At the conclusion of all interviews,

participants were asked if they might be contacted at a future time for clarification of an answer
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or if further information is needed. Multiple methods were used to analyze the data collected
during this study. During the coding and analysis phases, key phrases were copied and pasted
into documents with each participant’s identifying number to provide additional anonymity for
the participants.

3.6.2

Analysis method

The research questions were focused on the perceptions, attitudes, and lived experiences of
school principals who had been involved with the implementation of Act 82. Survey and
interview questions (Appendix C & D) guided an exploration of how the policy has translated
into practice. The conceptual framework was focused on the policy to practice research which is
divided into four sections: ambiguity versus clarity, instruments, capability and environment.
Data analysis occurred by analysis of survey data using descriptive and inferential statistics as
detailed later in this section. Survey and interview data were completed through the use of
coding using this framework as a guide.
RQ1 was an effort to uncover what principals understand about the intended purposes of
Act 82. This falls under the area of ambiguity versus clarity. In vivo coding was used to analyze
participant answers. This type of coding was chosen because it captures the participant’s voice
by focusing on choice of language. Data came from the survey and transcripts of participant
interview answers to questions specifically about intended purposes.

Coding occurred by

reading through participant answers and highlighting words and phrases that highlighted
participant understanding of intended purposes.

The highlighted words/phrases from all

participants were then condensed into one document to facilitate analysis.

The data were

analyzed for emergent themes by looking for commonalities in what participants identified as
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intended purposes. Themes that emerged were noted. The data was also analyzed for variations
in participant answers. Once this was completed, the original transcripts were reviewed a second
time for any additional data that appeared to support emergent themes or variations. Once
themes and variations were identified, they were compared to actual intended purposes. This
analysis was used to draw conclusions about the level of clarity/ambiguity of the reasons for the
policy.
RQ2 was an exploration of principals’ perceptions related to how they were prepared for
implementation of the policy.

This falls under the area of instruments (i.e. training) and

capability (i.e. familiarity or prior experience with the 4 domains). Data collected in this area
came from survey and interview questions specifically focused on instruments and capability and
were coded into those two main categories. In the area of instruments, survey answers were
analyzed to determine if a relationship existed between the type and duration of training provided
and participants’ feelings of preparedness. In the area of capacity, I looked at participants’
familiarity with the evaluation tool to see if a relationship existed between prior experience with
a similar tool and feeling prepared for implementation.
Initially, survey answers were to be analyzed using cross tabulation with chi square to see
if a relationship existed between the type and duration of training provided and their feelings of
preparedness.

The planned Chi-square analyses were conducted, however, due to insufficient

cell sizes, the analysis could not be used. For this reason, the inferential analyses focused on
intermediate unit training effectiveness and duration, along with perceptions of preparedness,
prior experience, and use. Additionally, differences between the two counties on each of these
variables was assessed.
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A Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to determine if there was a relationship
between participants’ feelings of preparedness and Intermediate Unit training effectiveness, prior
use of the tool, and prior experience with the Danielson model. A Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test
was conducted to assess if there were significant differences in Intermediate Unit training
effectiveness between the reported levels of preparedness. A Chi-Square Test of Independence
was conducted to examine whether county and preparedness were independent. A KruskalWallis rank sum test was conducted to assess if there were significant differences in Intermediate
Unit training effectiveness between the counties. A Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test was conducted
to assess if there were significant differences in Intermediate Unit training duration between the
counties.
Coding of the interview data began by reviewing the transcripts with the first round
focusing on references to instruments and capacity. Specifically, in the area of instruments I was
looking for references to trainings and in the area of capability I was looking for participant’s
prior experience with the evaluation tool. The interview transcripts were reviewed and any
reference to a policy instrument or capability was highlighted and copied into a separate
document. Each reference from the categories listed above was coded as instrument, capability
or a combination of both. A second round of deductive coding occurred by reviewing the
comments made about instruments and capacity. Analysis was done comparing participants’
experiences in both areas with their feelings of being prepared. Specifically, I was looking for
evidence that increases in capability, effective instruments and/or a combination of both would
lead to higher levels of feeling prepared. This information was also analyzed to see if it
suggested differences between support/training provided by the two I.U.s that serve these
districts.

This process was repeated when looking at capability, except analysis also included
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looking for variations and consistencies between individual participants.

Throughout this

process, notes were written to capture overall impressions, any data that was surprising, and
reflections on analysis.
RQ3 was intended to provide focus on how Act 82 has been implemented in schools.
This falls into the category of environment. A priori coding was used and was divided into two
main categories: effective supervision practices and professional development.

In the

supervision practices, I looked for examples of effective practices i.e. effective tool, trained
observers, and multiple observers for each teacher. Data provided by the participants was
categorized into one of these three areas. In the category of professional development, I looked
for evidence of embedded, on-going professional development, and evidence that data from
teacher evaluations was taken into consideration when planning for PD. Data were categorized
into these three areas: PD is embedded into the job, PD is on-going, and data from teacher
evaluations considered when planning for PD. I also looked for any unanticipated responses that
fell outside of these categories. Once coding was complete, the data were analyzed to look for
evidence that effective supervision practices and professional development were or were not
occurring and variations that existed between participants and districts.
Survey data was collected and managed using Qualtrics. Some of the survey data was
input into the Intellectus Statistics software for the purpose of analysis. Interview data were
collected via audio recording and transcribed into a word document. The data were managed
using word processing; the first result was a compilation of all data received (Table 1). For RQ1,
key phrases from each participant were copied and pasted into one document. For RQ2 and 3,
separate documents for each category were developed. Key phrases were copied and pasted into
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those documents with each participant’s identifying number. In all areas, I also looked for any
unanticipated responses, analyzing them to determine their meaning.

Table 1. Data Analysis Chart
Research Questions

Data Source &
Collection

Data Collection
Items

Alignment with
Literature

Data Analysis

RQ1: What are
school principals’
understandings of
the intended
purposes of Act 82?

Survey and Semistructured interviews
of currently
practicing K-12
public school
principals in Beaver
County

Survey Question:

Multiple Streams
Theory

Data was coded by
determining
emergent themes and
analyzing their
alignment with
actual intended
purposes.

RQ2: How have
principals been
prepared for the
implementation of
the Act 82 Teacher
Effectiveness
policy?

Survey and SemiSurvey Question:
structured interviews 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11
of currently
practicing K-12
Interview Questions:
public school
principals in Beaver
County

Policy to Practice

Data was coded into
two areas impacting
how policy is
translated into
practice: instruments
and capabilities
(practitioner prior
experience,
familiarity, skills &
knowledge).

RQ3: How have
principals
implemented the Act
82 Teacher
Effectiveness policy
in their buildings?

Survey and Semistructured interviews
of currently
practicing K-12
public school
principals in Beaver
County

Policy to Practice

1.) Data was coded
to identify best
practices in effective
evaluation: effective
tool, trained
observers, multiple
observations &
evaluation tied to
student data.
2.) Data was coded
by professional
development
practices in use as
related to evaluation
data. The first level
of coding looked at
if PD is based on
evaluation. The
second round coded
for PD based on best
practices: duration,
choice in the top, job
embedded and
collaboration.

11
Interview Questions:

Policy to Practice

13

Survey Question:
5, 6, 11, 12, 13, 15
Interview Questions:
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15,
16
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Effective Teacher
Evaluation
Best Practice in
Professional
Development

3.7

ACCURACY AND REPRESENTATION

This section is divided into two subsections relating to the issues of accuracy and representation.
The first part focuses on these issues as they relate to the participants. The second part reflects
on role of the researcher.

3.7.1

Participant issues

This study was based on survey and semi-structured interviews of participants. All of the data
were self-reported by the participants. Accuracy of the data is contingent on the honesty of the
participants. This does not imply that participants might be purposively deceptive, but rather
they may be unsure about an answer or not realize that they do not know the answer (Mertens,
2010). Other factors may also impact participant's ability to answer accurately such as memory
loss, confusion, fatigue, or other outside factors (Charmaz, 2014). Three elements were included
in the interview protocol to increase the accuracy of the data.

3.7.1.1 Interview sections
The interviews were structured into three parts. By dividing the interview into three sections,
understanding of the participant’s background experience (i.e. context) with teacher evaluation
was enhanced. As well, asking questions about the meaning each principal attached to the
current experiences was explored. This enabled a check for internal consistency in answers. If
inconsistencies arose during the interview, a probe was initiated to try to determine what was
causing the inconsistency.
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3.7.1.2 Interview scheduling
The second element was the scheduling of the interviews. As the researcher, the schedule was
carefully constructed to occur at times when the participants were more likely to feel rested and
able to focus. School principals have complex jobs requiring many hours. The goal was to
schedule at a time outside of the work day when other distractions would be less likely.

3.8

SUMMARY

Chapter 3 was a discussion of the construct of the present mixed method study. The discussion
included a review of the research questions, the intent of them, and how they will be
implemented. The procedure for the collection of data was summarized as well as the procedure
the analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data resulting from the collection of data.
Chapter 4 contains a summary of the results based on the data collected. Chapter 5 contains the
analysis of the study.
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4.0

DATA COLLECTION RESULTS

4.1

INTRODUCTION

The literature suggests that one of the most significant factors impacting a child’s education is a
quality teacher.

The Pennsylvania Educator Effectiveness Project (EEP) was developed to

reform how teachers are evaluated and provide the tools with which they can increase their
effectiveness. This study was divided into two parts. Part 1 was an exploration into factors that
led to the passage of the current evaluation system and the intended purposes. This analysis was
completed in the Chapter 2 Review of Literature using John Kingdon’s Multiple Streams theory
(Kingdon, 2011). Part 2 focused on principals’ experiences with the policy during the early
years of its implementation. Data for Part 2 was collected via electronic survey and semistructured interviews

4.2

4.2.1

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION

Survey participants

There were 28 principals who responded to the electronic survey, but only 27 completed it.
Below are tables and descriptions of the participants based on their survey responses. Principals
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were asked what grade levels their buildings serve. The question indicated that they should
select the answer that “best” described their building since there are a variety of configurations
that exist. There was a fairly even split between elementary principals (44%) and principals
serving at the secondary level (56%) as shown in Table 2. For purposes of this study, secondary
refers to buildings serving any combination of grades 5-12.

Table 2. Respondent Demographics
Grade Level of Building

Number of Respondents

Percentage

Elementary (K-6)

12

44%

Middle School (5-9)

6

22%

High School (9-12)

5

19%

Middle/High School (5-12)

4

15%

The next question asked principals how long they had served in their current position. If
they answered less than 1 year, they were exited from the survey. The majority of the principals
(79%) reported having been in their current position from more than 3 years as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Number of Years in Current Position
Years In Current Position

Number of Respondents

Percentage

2 Years

6

21%

More than 3 years

22

79%
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The majority of respondents were from Washington County (59%), but the group had a
fairly even split as shown below. One respondent did not answer the question as shown in Table
4.

Table 4. Location of School District by County
County

Number of Respondents

Percentage

Beaver County

11

41%

Washington County

16

59%

4.2.2

Interview participants

This section contains a description of the principals who participated in the interview section.
The descriptions include participant background, gender, building level where they currently
serve as principal, size of the district, student economic information, and academic achievement.
District and building level data for economically disadvantaged rates and academic achievement
was found in the School Performance Profile (SPP) reports for the 2015-2016 school year
(Pennsylvania School Performance Profile, 2016). The percentage of students identified as
economically disadvantaged was based on the number of students who qualified for free or
reduced lunch. Federal qualifications for free or reduced lunch are as follows: a family of four
with an annual income of $23,850 qualified for free lunch; an annual income of $44,123
qualified for reduced lunch (United States Department of Agriculture, 2016). The SPP provides
building level information about the student population and an academic score based on a
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multitude of factors. The SPP is heavily weighted by academic achievement, specifically PSSA
results and Keystone exams. The SPP is a component of teacher evaluation.

4.2.2.1 Interview participant background
The interview participant group was comprised of four women and two men. There was one
high school, one middle school, one middle/high school, and three elementary principals. Four
serve in schools located in Washington County and two are in Beaver County. The participants
had varying years of experience in education and how long they had served in an administrative
position. All, except two, had over 15 years of experience in education. One participant had 9
years and another had 11 years of educational experience. In regard to number of years in
administration, one participant had 2.5 years, one had 4 years, two participants had 6 years, one
had 17 years, and the other had 20 years.

4.2.2.2 Participant building and district information
This section provides information about the school buildings and districts the interview
participants serve in. As stated earlier, the goal was to have participants selected from purposive
sampling. All of the interview participants were from different school districts. The districts and
buildings where they work are a variety of sizes. The smallest building serves around 260
students whereas the largest building serves over 1,000 students. The buildings in the middle
serve approximately 430 to 650 students.
The districts also vary in size. The smallest two districts serve approximately 1,500
students. Two of the districts serve between 2,000-2,500 students. One district has a population
of about 3,200 and the largest serves around 5,000 students. While variation exists between the
participants’ buildings and districts, there was not a great variation considering that all of the
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participants, with the exception of one, have an ED percentage rate between 25-42%. The one
exception has a building ED population of 20% qualifying.

Student Enrollment (District)
6000

4500

3000

1500

0
District 1

District 2

District 3

District 4

District 5

District 6

Figure 1. Student Enrollment

In the area of student achievement, the participants’ buildings were more similar to each
other than dissimilar. This conclusion is based on their SPP ratings. The PSSAs are given to
students in grades 3-8 in the two subject areas of mathematics and English Language Arts
(ELA). In addition, students take a Science PSSA in fourth and eighth grades. The Keystone
exams are considered “end of course” exams given when a student completes Algebra, Biology
and Literature.
The SPP takes into consideration how many total students were proficient on these
exams and how much growth a district has demonstrated. Forty percent of the SPP score is
based on number of students who demonstrated proficiency on the PSSAs and/or Keystones, the
percentage of students earning an industry certification, and SAT/ACT benchmarks. The third
grade English Language Arts PSSA score is more heavily weighted than the other PSSA scores
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because of the importance of being able to read by the time a student completes this grade.
Another 40% of the score is based on indicators of academic growth.

This refers to the

building’s ability to impact change from year- to-year for each cohort of students as measured by
the PSSAs and /or Keystones. Attached to each SPP score is a color: red, yellow, green, light
blue or dark blue. Below is a table of the colors and corresponding scores (Table 5).

Table 5. Building Scores
Color

Score

Dark Blue

90-100

Light Blue

80-89.9

Green

70-79.9

Yellow

60-69.9

Red

less than 60

All of the buildings represented by the participants had building scores in either green or
light blue. This indicates that the buildings are achieving a proficient level or above. It also
indicates that their students are making a year’s worth or more of academic growth in one school
year. Overall, the districts are fairly similar in academic achievement.
The following section is a summary of the data collected to answer the research questions
and an analysis of the data. The data is presented by research question.

4.3

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF RQ1

RQ1: What are school principals’ understandings of the intended purposes of Act 82?
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RQ1 was an effort to uncover what principals understand about the intended purposes of Act 82
as compared to the actual intended purposes of the legislation. This falls under the area of
ambiguity versus clarity. The stated goal of Educator Effectiveness is “To develop educator
effectiveness models that will reform the way we evaluate school professionals as well as the
critical components of training and professional growth” (www.education.pa.gov). In Chapter 2,
a historical review of events leading up to the implementation of Act 82 was explored in an
effort to understand fully the intended purposes beyond the stated goal. As described in Chapter
2, Act 82 was implemented as a result of funding from the Race to the Top (RTTT) competitive
grant program.
RTTT was traced back to a report from the Brookings Institute. The Brookings Institute
published a report in 2006 titled Identifying Effective Teachers Using Performance on the Job
authored by Robert Gordon, Thomas Kane, and Douglas Staiger.

The report focused on

increasing teacher quality through five recommended actions. Through an analysis of historical
documents, with an emphasis on the Brookings Institute report, Race to the Top documents, and
Act 82, I identified the following purposes of Act 82: ensure high quality teachers in classrooms,
ability to remove ineffective teachers, evaluation systems with multiple measures, use of student
achievement data as part of the evaluation process, and focus on teacher professional
development and training. More detail is provided in Chapter 5 about how the intended purposes
were identified. The following analysis compares principal responses about intended purposes to
the ones identified above.
In Vivo coding (Saldana, 2013) was used to analyze participant answers. This type of
coding was chosen because it captures the participant’s voice by focusing on choice of language.
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Data to answer this question came from the survey and transcripts of principal answers to a
specific question about intended purposes. The specific question is listed below.
Survey and Interview Question: What do you think policymakers were hoping to
accomplish by creating the teacher evaluation system that is now in place?
Coding occurred by reading through participant answers to the above question and
highlighting words and phrases in an effort to understand participant interpretations of intended
purposes. Saldana (2013) recommended that during this process the researcher attune oneself to
“words and phrases that seem to call for bolding, underlining, italicizing, highlighting or vocal
emphasis if spoken aloud” (p. 92).
The highlighted words/phrases from all participants were condensed into one document
to facilitate analysis. The data was analyzed for emergent themes by looking for commonalities
in what participants identified as intended purposes. Themes that emerged were noted, and the
data was analyzed for variations in participant answers. The transcripts were then reviewed a
second time for any additional data that appeared to support emergent themes or variations.
Once themes and variations were identified, they were compared to actual intended purposes.
This analysis was used to draw conclusions about the level of clarity/ambiguity of the reasons for
the policy. The data suggested that the participant's understanding of the intended purposes
generally aligned with the intended purposes.
Three themes are discussed in the following sections: accountability, effective evaluation
tool, and consistency. The predominant theme that emerged was accountability. There were two
sub-themes within accountability: focus on student achievement, and identifying ineffective
teachers. Another theme that emerged was development of an effective evaluation tool. This
appeared to align with the intended purpose of ensuring high quality teachers, but it needs to be
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noted that there was a divergence in the area of teacher growth. Participants alluded to the
evaluation tool itself helping promote teacher growth as opposed to professional development
being the factor in that growth. In this case, they were referencing the 50% observation section
that is based on the Danielson framework. In Act 82, the goal specifically references teacher
growth in regard to professional development and training. In the responses, only one principal
referenced “continuing education.” Finally, creating consistency between districts and buildings
came up in several responses and two participants indicated they were not sure of the purposes.
Table 6 shows the intended purposes and principal perceptions of intended purposes. The
predominant theme is accountability. Under “Intended Purposes of Act 82,” the specifics of
what the policy was intended to do are listed, but in parentheses it is noted which purposes are
accountability measures. Under principal perceptions, accountability is listed as its own purpose
since that specific wording choice was either used by a majority of the participants or referenced
in a response.

This suggests alignment with four of the intended purposes even though

participants may not have specifically described the items in those four corresponding areas.
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Table 6. Comparison of Intended Purposes and Principal Perceptions
Intended Purposes of Act 82 Principal Perceptions of
Intended Purposes

Percentage of Participants
Identifying Purpose

Ensure high quality teachers
(Accountability)

Effective tool to help develop
quality teachers (Teacher
Growth)

47%

Ability to remove ineffective
teachers (Accountability)

Identifying ineffective
teachers (Accountability)

16%

Evaluation system using
multiple measures
(Accountability)

(*Identified in only 1
response)

Use of student achievement in Increase student achievement
evaluation (Accountability)
(Accountability)
Focus on professional
development and training

(*Identified in only 1
response)

—

16%

—

Accountability

68%

Consistency

16%

Unsure of purpose

11%

In the following sections, each theme identified in the data is described in more detail.

4.3.1

Accountability

The theme of accountability was the most prevalent throughout the responses. One survey
question and one interview question asked participants specifically about what they felt were the
intended purposes of this policy. The survey question was designed as an open-ended response.
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Nineteen principals provided a response in the survey. Of the 19 responses, 8 answers included
either the word “accountable” or “accountability.”

Four of the six principals who were

interviewed also specifically used some form of the word accountability. Overall, 42% of the
principals responding to this question included a form of the word accountability in their
responses. Interview responses are not included in this overall calculation. It is likely they
answered the survey question in a similar fashion so to include them would potentially cause
them to be counted twice.
The questions where the word “accountability” was not used explicitly were analyzed to
determine if the principal’s answer inferred some type of accountability. In the survey response,
there were an additional five principals (26%) who did not use the word accountability
specifically, but referenced it. This increased the total percentage of principals referencing
accountability to 68%. Two answers referenced that the purpose was to identify unsatisfactory
teachers. Two answers referenced a focus on student achievement. One additional answer stated
that the intended purposes was to “get the most out of teachers.” Including these additional
answers brings the percentage of principals who referenced accountability to 68% of the
principals responding to the question. Again, the number only takes into account the survey
responses.
In the interview responses (Table 7), two of the principals did not use the word
“accountability” specifically.

One principal did reference being held accountable in her

response. She provided this description:
Coming from out of state, and hearing stories from my nieces when they were in school,
I'm sure the legislators thought these teachers don't do anything we need to put stuff into
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place to make sure they're doing their jobs. When I was in another state my nieces would
tell me, early May, that they've already turned their textbooks in for the year.
The other principal also referenced accountability in her comments, “I think policy
makers wanted to ensure that teachers were reflecting and working on their practice.”

Table 7. Responses Referring to Accountability
Responses Referencing “Accountability”
“more effective system to hold teachers accountable for the instruction”
“I believe there was also an accountability factor by policymakers to improve and raise the bar
for school improvement purposes. “
“more accountability for teachers”
“To increase teacher accountability”
“an accountability measure for effective teaching and learning.”
“They may have been trying to hold professionals more accountable. “
“The policy makers were looking for greater “accountability.”
“My sense is that there is an accountability piece to it
trying to make people more accountable.”
“motive to try to build some more consistent accountability across the state”
“trying to make people more accountable”

Within the theme of accountability, there were two sub-themes that emerged. The first
was the use of student achievement within the teacher evaluation system. Only four participants
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referenced this specifically and one alluded to it. Three of those responses were from the survey
equaling 16% of the principals who responded to this question. While this is a low percentage, it
is included in as sub-theme for a reason. Within many of the answers, participants referenced
practices that could lead to higher student achievement. It would be inappropriate to conclude
they were alluding specifically to student achievement, but the possibility exists. Therefore, I
felt it was important to touch on this sub-theme.
Two survey responses and two interview responses referenced student achievement
specifically (Table 8). Additionally, the following survey response seemed to allude to it, “…to
improve and raise the bar for school improvement purposes.” Below are the specific responses
from principal answers.

Table 8. Responses Referencing "Student Achievement"
Responses Referencing “Student Achievement”
“to improve student achievement”
“allowing students to have higher understanding and achievement”
“improve student achievement”
“to improve and raise the bar for school improvement purposes”
“trying to promote student achievement and understanding”

The second sub theme under accountability was identifying ineffective teachers. In their
responses, five principals referenced that the intent of this policy was to identify ineffective
teachers. In the survey, three responses indicated a focus on this and two of the interview
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respondents referenced this topic equaling a total 16% of principals answering the question.
Table 9 shows the specific responses from participant answers.

Table 9. Responses Referring to “Identifying Ineffective Teachers”
Responses referencing “Identifying Ineffective Teachers”
“were attempting to pass legislation that would ensure unsatisfactory teachers were not
evaluated as satisfactory”
“more effective method of documenting teachers who should leave the profession”
“make it so there were more teachers rated unsatisfactory”
“if there is poor teaching and learning there has to be some way to document that and then be
able to use that either for improvement or consequences”
“trying to weed out ineffective teachers ”

4.3.2

Effective evaluation tool (teacher growth)

Another theme that emerged was the intended purpose of implementing a more effective tool for
evaluation. As stated earlier, the responses indicated a focus on using the tool to help teachers
grow. Their answers did not indicate a focus on professional development as a means for
growth. In the survey responses, nine of the answers referenced this area. In the interviews, four
participants made reference to this. Overall, 47% of the participants specifically referenced an
effective tool based only on the survey responses. Table 10 shows the specific responses from
participant answers.
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Table 10. Responses Referencing "Effective Evaluation Tool"
Responses Referencing “Effective Evaluation Tool”
“help teachers & administrators know exactly which area/domain a teacher may need extra
help in or is very successful”
“allowing the implementation on of a defined rubric to communicate what effective teaching
practice consists of within all 4 Danielson domains”
research-based system of evaluation
“Better understanding of the importance with best practices for on-stage engagement and offstage planning”
“a tool for encouraging teacher reflection and growth and a protocol for supporting
conversations about teaching and learning”
“get the most out of teachers”
“trying to present the steps of what they should be trying to accomplish in each lesson that they
teach”
“Trying to establish better teachers”
“Having the administrators go into classrooms and look for specific things”
“This actually gets administrators into classroom, looking at lessons. It starts conversations
with staff members. I think policy makers wanted to ensure that teachers were reflecting and
working on their practice. To an extent, the document does that, or at least starts conversations”

“I want to hope that it really was done to improve teaching and learning”
“I think their goal was to try to improve the instruction that our students are receiving”
“continue to grow teachers professionally”
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4.3.3

Consistency

One theme that I was surprised to see was the theme of consistency. The answers appear to be
referring to consistency among districts and buildings in how teachers are evaluated. This
showed up in three survey responses and one interview. While this only represents 16% of the
responses, I have included it because it was unexpected and referenced by several participants.
Table 11 shows the specific responses from participant answers.

Table 11. Responses Referring to “Consistency”
Responses Referring to “Consistency”
“To create a single, research-based system of evaluation”
“ensured

all teachers were evaluated using a standardized method”

“Consistency”
“Something that is consistent across the state too would be one of the other motive to try to
build some more consistent accountability across the state”

4.4

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF RQ2

RQ2: How have principals been prepared to implement the Act 82 Educator Effectiveness policy
in their schools?
RQ2 was an effort to explore principals’ perceptions related to how they were prepared
for implementation of the policy. This falls under the area of policy instruments (i.e. training)
and capability (i.e. familiarity or prior experience with the 4 domains). Data collected in this
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area came from survey and interview questions specifically focused on instruments and
capability and was coded into two main categories: instruments, and capability. The survey
results are presented first beginning with an overview of the findings followed by the data. The
interview results are presented second.

4.4.1

Survey analysis summary

Overall, the survey results indicated all principals (n=27) were trained prior to implementation
and all, except one, indicated that they were familiar with the Danielson four domains prior to
implementation. The majority of principals (n=14, 52%) responded that prior to implementation
of Act 82, they observed teachers using another evaluation tool based on the four domains. In
addition, some of the principals (n=11, 41%) reported being observed as a teacher with an
evaluation tool based on the same domains. This data suggests that the participants had some
level of capability prior to implementation. All had participated in training (instrument) and over
half had experience with a similar tool (capability).
As was mentioned, all participants had training. The majority (n=23, 92%) participated
in training through their IU which is not a surprising result since this is a state policy, and the IUs
role is to provide support and training for state initiatives.

Most participants reported

participating in training for 1-3 days (n=20, 72%). All 27 principals responded to the question
asking about their level of preparedness.

Overall, they reported feeling some level of

preparedness for implementation with (n=23, 85%) describing themselves as either very prepared
or prepared. The others (n=4, 15%) categorized themselves as somewhat prepared. No one
indicated feeling not prepared.
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Participants were asked what instruments were effective in helping them prepare for
implementation. In the area of instruments, trainings provided by the IUs and districts appear to
be perceived by principals as effective in preparing them. The data also suggests that an
opportunity to work with the tool, and therefore build capability, was also effective in increasing
their level of preparedness. Other instruments were found to be effective, but fewer principals
utilized them. For purposes of defining “effective,” responses were considered to be indicating
“effective” if principals responded in one of the following three categories: extremely effective,
very effective, or moderately effective.

Responses indicating “slightly effective” were not

included.
Responses showed that participants found the IU trainings to be effective (n=20, 71%).
District training had the same response with 71% (n=20, 71%) of responses indicating a level of
effectiveness. The majority of participants did not participate in web-based training. Of those
who responded to its level of effectiveness (n=9), 89% (n=8) reported it as being effective.
There were 15 principals who responded to level of effectiveness for professional learning
communities (PLC). Out of this group, 87% (n=13) rated it as effective. Independent learning
activities was similar to IU and district trainings.
indicated it was effective.

Over half the participants (n=19, 68%)

For those who had used a similar evaluation tool prior to

implementation (n=11), 43% indicated that their prior experience was effective in preparing
them. Finally, 72% (n=20) indicated that gaining experience with the evaluation tool was
effective.
These results indicate a combination of instruments and capability building helping
principals implement the evaluation tool. In the area of instruments, trainings provided by the
IUs, and districts, appear to be perceived by principals as effective in preparing them. Other
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methods of preparing were also found to be effective, but fewer principals indicated that they
participated in them. The data also suggests that an opportunity to work with the tool and
therefore build capability also was effective in increasing their level of preparedness. This is
consistent with the literature covered in Chapter 2.

4.4.1.1 Survey statistical analysis
Various statistical tests were run to determine if there were any relationships between variables.
The primary research variables included reports of feelings of preparedness, effectiveness of and
duration of each training method (intermediate unit, district, web-based, PLC, independent
learning). Additionally, perceptions of effectiveness of prior experience and use of the tool were
examined. Overall, no relationships where found with the exception of one. A Kruskal-Wallis
rank sum test was conducted to assess if there were significant differences in IU training
effectiveness between the levels of preparedness. This result suggests that participants who felt
they were somewhat prepared for implementation found the IU training more effective than
participants who rated themselves as prepared. This result may have occurred because the IU
trainings were designed as introductory trainings. For principals who already felt comfortable
with the observation portion of the tool, introductory level trainings most likely did not add to
their existing skill level. As a principal, I attended these trainings. Prior to implementation I had
extensive training in another state with an evaluation tool based on the Danielson model.
Therefore, I would have described myself as “prepared” and as a result did not gain much value
from the trainings.
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4.4.1.2 Statistical testing
Intellectus Statistics software was used for this section of the analysis. Intellects Statistics is a
software technology developed to efficiently and accurately conduct statistical analyses, interpret
the output, and report the findings.

The sample consisted of 28 participants; all but one

respondent answered the majority of the survey questions. The primary research variables
included reports of level of preparedness, perceptions of effectiveness of and duration of each
training method (intermediate unit, district, web-based, PLC, independent learning).
Additionally, perceptions of effectiveness of prior experience and use of the tool were examined.

4.4.1.3 Testing results
The initial plan was to conduct a Chi-square analysis. This was completed; however, due to
insufficient cell sizes, the analysis could not be used. Further, examination of the descriptive
data indicated that almost all participants had taken part in intermediate unit training, but the use
of the other methods was more variable (between 18 and 54% of the sample reported that a given
training method was “not applicable” to them, indicating the method was not used). For this
reason, the inferential analyses focused on intermediate unit training effectiveness and duration,
along with perceptions of preparedness, prior experience with the Danielson model, and use of
the evaluation tool.

Additionally, differences between the two counties on each of these

variables was assessed.
Two tests were run to determine if there were differences in IU trainings by county.
Specifically, these tests looked at duration and effectiveness. The findings did not indicate
significant differences between the counties. A Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test was conducted to
assess if there were significant differences in Intermediate Unit Training Duration between the
counties. The Kruskal-Wallis test is a non-parametric alternative to the one-way ANOVA and
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does not share the ANOVA's distributional assumptions (Conover & Iman, 1981). The results of
the Kruskal-Wallis test were not significant, χ2(1) = 2.04, p = .153, indicating that the mean rank
of Intermediate Unit Training Duration was similar for each county. Table 12 presents the
results of the Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test.

Table 12. Kruskal-Wallis Rank Sum Test for Intermediate Unit Training Duration by County
Mean Rank
Variable
Intermediate Unit Training Duration

Beaver County

Washington County

11.91

16.05

χ2 df
2.04

p

1 .153

A Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test was conducted to assess if there were significant
differences in Intermediate Unit Training Effectiveness between the counties. The results of the
Kruskal-Wallis test were not significant, χ2(1) = 3.75, p = .053, indicating that the mean rank of
Intermediate Unit Training Effectiveness was similar for each county. Table 13 presents the
results of the Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test.

Table 13. Kruskal-Wallis Rank Sum Test for Intermediate Unit Training Effectiveness by County
Mean Rank
Variable

Beaver County Washington County

Intermediate Unit Training
Effectiveness

11.28
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17.05

χ2 df
3.75

p

1 .053

Another test was run to determine if the variables of county and preparedness were
independent. The results indicated that principal perceptions of their preparedness may not be
dependent on which county they work in. A Chi-Square Test of Independence was conducted to
examine whether County and Preparedness were independent. There were two levels in County:
Beaver County and Washington County. There were three levels in Preparedness: Prepared,
Somewhat Prepared, and Very Prepared.
Prior to conducting the analysis, the assumption of adequate cell size was assessed,
which requires all cells to have expected values greater than zero and 80% of cells to have
expected values of at least five (McHugh, 2013). All cells had expected values greater than zero,
indicating the first condition was met. A total of 33.33% of the cells had expected frequencies of
at least five, indicating the second condition was met. The results of the Chi-square test were not
significant, χ2(2) = 2.44, p = .295, suggesting that County and Preparedness could be
independent of one another.
An interesting finding appeared in a test looking at principals’ level of preparedness and
how they rated the effectiveness of the IU training.

A Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test was

conducted to assess if there were significant differences in Intermediate Unit Training
Effectiveness between the levels of Preparedness. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test were
significant, χ2(2) = 9.71, p = .008, indicating that the mean rank of Intermediate Unit Training
Effectiveness was significantly different between the levels of Preparedness. Table 14 presents
the results of the Kruskal-Wallis Rank Sum Test.
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Table 14. Kruskal-Wallis Rank Sum Test for Intermediate Unit Training Effectiveness by
Preparedness
Mean Rank
Variable

Prepared

Somewhat
Prepared

Very
Prepared

9.70

20.38

17.71

Intermediate Unit Training
Effectiveness

χ2 df
9.71

p

2 .008

Since the overall test was significant, pairwise comparisons were examined between each
level of Preparedness. The results of the multiple comparisons indicated significant differences
between Prepared-Somewhat Prepared.

Table 15 presents the results of the pairwise

comparisons.

Table 15. Pairwise Comparisons for the Mean Ranks of Intermediate Unit Training
Effectiveness by Levels of Preparedness
Comparison

Observed Difference

Critical Difference

10.68

10.30

Prepared-Very Prepared

8.01

8.38

Somewhat Prepared-Very Prepared

2.66

11.48

Prepared-Somewhat Prepared

This data suggests that participants who felt they were somewhat prepared for
implementation found the IU training more effective than participants who rated themselves as
prepared. This finding may have occurred because the IU trainings were introductory in nature.
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4.4.2

Qualitative analysis—Interview

The following interview questions were used to gather data about principals’ preparation for
implementation as shown in Tables 16 and 17.

Table 16. Interview Questions-Instruments
How were you prepared, or what kind of training did you receive in order to successfully
implement the new evaluation system?
Since the implementation of Act 82 in your district, have you had any additional professional
development or support provided? Supports could include time to reflect with your colleagues,
support provided by central administration, training at the intermediate unit, online training,
etc.
Was there anything in your past experience, training or evaluation tools you worked with, that
helped prepare you for implementing this evaluation system?
Did you feel you were adequately prepared?

Table 17. Interview Questions-Capacity
Based on what you remember, what was your experience like with teacher evaluation when
you were a teacher?
During your time as an administrator, did you have an opportunity to evaluate teachers using a
method other than what you are using now? If yes, can you please describe it and talk about
how it compared to your current method of evaluation.
Did you feel you were adequately prepared?

Coding began by reviewing the transcripts with the first round focusing on references to
instruments and capability. Specifically, in the area of instruments, I was looking for references
to trainings and/or tools that were used to provide support in the implementation. In the area of
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capability, I was looking for participant’s prior experience with the evaluation method, which
would indicate at least some knowledge and/or familiarity with it. Research indicates that the
less of a gap in capability with what is being implemented, the more likely the implementation
will go well.
The interview transcripts were reviewed and any reference to a policy instrument or
capability was highlighted and copied into a separate document. Each reference was coded as
instrument, capability or a combination of both. A second round of deductive coding occurred
by reviewing the comments made about instruments and capability.
Analysis was done comparing participants’ experiences in both areas with their feelings
of being prepared. Specifically, I was looking for evidence that increases in capability, effective
instruments and/or a combination of both would lead to higher levels of feeling prepared. This
information was also analyzed to see if it suggested differences between support/training
provided by the two I.U.s that serve these districts. This process was repeated when looking at
capability, except analysis also included looking for variations and consistencies between
individual participants.

Throughout this process, notes were written to capture overall

impressions, any data that was surprising, and reflections on analysis.

This suggested an

emerging pattern among the interview participants that capability grew during the
implementation system leading to a higher, and possibly more effective, use of the teacher
evaluation tool.
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4.5

INTERVIEW ANALYSIS SUMMARY

All except one principal reported feeling prepared for the initial implementation of Act 82.
Based on what the principals described, it appears that initial capability mattered to them in
feeling prepared to implement a new policy which is consistent with what is reported in the
literature.

This was the most prevalent theme to emerge throughout the interviews.

The

principals described prior experiences with a similar evaluation tool as having an impact on them
feeling prepared.

Specifically, they were describing familiarity with the four domains of

instruction that comprise 50% of the evaluation and are the basis for classroom observations.
It was interesting to note their comments about their colleagues, who did not have prior
experience, or comments about experiencing more challenges with implementation. The one
principal who reported not feeling prepared had the least number of years in administration. It is
possible that she felt this way since she was still building capability as a building principal.
Managing the implementation of a policy added another layer where she was required to build
capability. This cannot be definitively concluded based on her comments. It can only be
suggested as a possible cause. All of the principals referenced a growing level of comfort with
the new evaluation tool as they continued to work with it. Their comments as a whole indicated
that it is a tool that takes time to learn and the process is on-going.
In the area of instruments, the principals talked about the IU trainings and professional
development offered by their districts. Their comments indicated that they found these trainings
helpful.

Their responses did not indicate any significant differences between the trainings

offered by each of the IUs. This was not a surprise since it would be expected these trainings
would be fairly standardized. They also indicated that the district sessions were helpful, but the
nature of those varied since those were determined by the individual districts. One thing that did
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come up, which was not anticipated, was discussion about software tools. Several principals
mentioned using an online tool such as Pa-Etep and Towermetrix. These programs help manage
the evaluation process and also contain training components. Their comments indicated that
these tools where helpful in the implementation.
The finding that was most surprising was the emphasis on professional dialogue with
colleagues. I was not anticipating this. As was mentioned in the paragraph on capability, the
principals talked about gaining comfort with the tool as they continued to gain experience using
it. Part of this process of gaining experience included professional dialogue. They mentioned
multiple times talking with colleagues throughout the process and how helpful this was for them.
They also talked about conversations with colleagues during trainings and initial implementation.
Following are descriptions of the interviews with each of the principals. Since principals
were key players in this implementation, I felt it was important to share their perceptions of the
process.

4.5.1

Interview participant one

Principal Miller is currently serving as a secondary principal in Washington County.

In

describing her experience with teacher evaluation, she indicated that she felt prepared and
comfortable with the current evaluation tool. There were several factors that she identified as
increasing her capability and familiarity with the current evaluation tool. The most significant
was her previous, out-of-state experience.
Prior to working in her current district, Principal Miller completed a principal
certification training program and served as an administrator in a different state. She identified
both of those factors as being significant in her feeling prepared for Act 82 implementation. She
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specifically referenced two specifics from her principal training program. The first was that it
was an “on campus” program versus “online.” She felt this was important because as she stated,
“I think that's the big difference I'm seeing with the interns that I'm getting here. They're doing
online stuff and it's just not the same.”
The second factor was related to expectation. At the time, the state she was working in
had a teacher evaluation that was very similar to the one we have now. She stated, “I learned it
in my principal classes. It was expected that I knew it when I got to my job.” Principal Miller
described the evaluation system being used in her state as similar to the one she using now. She
described the process and stated they would “rank teachers on certain standard and provide
feedback similar to what we do in Pennsylvania right now except without the teacher input.”
The data suggests that Principal Miller’s capability level, prior to implementation, had
been developed based on her previous experience. The instrument that seemed to be most
impactful was her principal certification program. It is interesting to note her comments about
the importance of an on campus program. What was surprising during the interview was
Principal Miller’s reflections on her colleagues’ experiences with Act 82 implementation. She
explained that her colleagues had not had prior experience with the four domains that comprise
the observation piece of the evaluation. She described their experience:
The other principals in my district struggled with providing that feedback to the teachers.
They were used to just giving 20 straight across the board. Now that they were actually
having to use education language, actually critiquing a teacher, providing open and
honest feedback, it was hard for them. They really struggled.
She went on to explain that because of her previous experience, she found the implementation
easier, and she felt she was more accepting of it, because she was “used to it.”
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During the interview, we talked about Principal Miller’s experiences with the
implementation of Act 82, which occurred during her time as a principal in Pennsylvania. She
shared that she received training from the Washington County Intermediate Unit (IU) which she
indicated was a positive experience. “Going to the IU is best, training at IU helped me feel better
prepared.” I asked her about any on-going training since the initial implementation. Her
answers indicated that she has not been involved in any additional training. She said she thought
she might have gone to some additional trainings at the IU, but she couldn’t remember.
Overall, Principal Miller perceived herself as being prepared for the implementation of
Act 82.

She credited her preparedness to her experiences during her out-of-state time.

Specifically, she mentioned her principal preparation program (instrument/training), working
with an evaluation system that was similar to what is being used currently (capability/familiarity)
and trainings (instrument) provided by the IU. It is interesting to note that it is possible she has
also increased the capability of her teachers for this implementation. She referenced providing
training for them and being comfortable with doing so.

Data suggests an effective

implementation as she stated that:
They're using the language. They're talking with colleagues. That's a big thing. They
never did before. They didn't share with each other but now they share. They talk about
their evaluations. Okay, you've got a proficient. What did you do to get to proficient?
That never happened. I think it's a good thing.
This suggests professional dialogue around effective instruction which aligns with the
intended purpose of ensuring high quality teachers.
Principal Miller’s responses highlight the impact prior experience with the tool can have
on implementation. In her particular case, implementation was a fairly comfortable process

115

because she had extensive experience with the tool prior to implementation. In other words, the
new tool did not represent a large departure in practice for her. It’s interesting to note her
comments about her colleagues. They tended to struggle due to the new evaluation tool being a
larger departure from their previous experiences.

4.5.2

Interview participant two

Principal Jones is currently serving as a secondary principal in Beaver County. In describing her
experience with teacher evaluation, she indicated that she did not initially feel that she was
adequately prepared to use the evaluation tool. When asked if she felt prepared, she responded,
“Oh no, absolutely not.” Having now worked with the tool for several years, she stated that she
does feel comfortable with it. Her answers suggested that her comfort increased as she gained
more experience with it. She stated, “I'm comfortable with it. I've kind of honed the past two
years, the process. Every time I do one, I think that I get better at it.” Overall, her answers
indicated that she participated in trainings which she found helpful, but it was gaining experience
(e.g., increase in capability) that helped her feel proficient with the evaluation system. Following
is a summary of her experiences in both areas of capability and instruments.
Principal Jones was evaluated as a teacher using the current evaluation system suggesting
some level of capability since she had familiarity with the evaluation tool. Her experience
occurred at the time that her district served as a pilot site. She describes her early experience as a
teacher working with her principal, “I volunteered for the pilot. It was really working through
that document. I was new to it. The principal at the time was very new to it. We had to work
together to figure everything out.” This suggests early capability building with the tool she
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would later use to observe teachers. As an administrator, this is the only evaluation tool she has
used to observe teachers.
Along with having familiarity with the evaluation tool, Principal Jones described
trainings she participated in both as a teacher and an administrator:
I believe, as a teacher, we had some trainings on what the Danielson model looked like.
We looked at the rubric together, the framework. I also attended some sessions at the
Beaver Valley Intermediate Unit as a teacher, which were very valuable.
When Principal Jones moved into the principal role, she contacted the IU to attend a
training. She described this training as intense. She said there were only two other principals
there so it was small, and during their time together they went through every part of the rubric.
She went on to describe it as the standard training the IUs were doing at the time, but since there
were only a few principals in attendance they were able to work through the material together
and have discussion about it. Overall, she described it as “very beneficial.”
She did mention that they did not cover how to evaluate non-teaching professionals such
as school nurses and guidance counselors. As a result, she described the process of evaluating
them as “challenging.” She also suggested that other components in the training would have been
helpful:
In addition, it would have been incredibly beneficial to either watch a videotaped teacher
teaching a lesson and have everyone in that session actually do the evaluation
components together to go through what does distinguished, need to improve, what does
that look like? What is everyone's viewpoint on it? Or to watch an actual teacher do a
lesson and do the same thing. There was no modeling of the actual process. That could
have been very valuable.
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This comparison between evaluating teaching professionals, for which she did receive
training, non-teaching professionals, for which she did not receive training, suggests that the
training she did receive was valuable in regards to her ability to implement Act 82.
Another factor that Principal Jones touched on was conversations with other
administrators. She described these conversations as being helpful during her first year of
working with the evaluation tool to observe teachers. Several times she specifically mentioned
another principal in her district. She stated:
I've definitely talked to colleagues. That principal that I worked under when I was at the
high school, I have a very close relationship with. I've spoken with him about the process,
especially when I was new to it. The Superintendent at the time, I spoke with her about it
just to ensure that I was on the right page.
She then referenced a second time the value of being able to talk through the process with
the high school principal.
What was interesting to note from this interview was Principal Jones reflections on
continued professional development. She described her initial trainings from when she became a
principals, but she also referenced several times that additional training would be valuable. Her
answers suggested that now that she has more familiarity with the evaluation tool, additional
trainings would be beneficial. She stated:
I think like I said, some sort of actually modeling how to do the pre-observation meeting,
watching a lesson, having a group of people sit down and fill the document out together.
Talking about what does it look like in your building. That would have been very helpful.
As well as like I said before, the ancillary staff members who aren't instructors. Any sort
of refresher course would be helpful as well because sometimes you get stuck in a rut. If
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there's something that maybe I should be doing that I'm not, but I don't know about it.
Any sort of just, "Let's check in and see how it's going training would be valuable.”
Principal Jones’s comments highlight the need for continued trainings beyond the initial,
introductory trainings that were provided. Additionally, opportunities for professional dialogue
should be built into these sessions. Principal Jones describes the one IU session that was very
beneficial, and she mentioned the opportunities for conversations. In this particular case, the
opportunity for conversation was not planned but rather the result of low participation in this
particular session. Moving forward, these types of interactions should be intentionally built into
the trainings.

4.5.3

Interview participant three

Principal Smith is currently serving as an elementary principal in Beaver County. In describing
her experience with teacher evaluation, she indicated that when Act 82 was implemented she felt
she had a good understanding of the domains and components that comprise the observation
section of the evaluation. Similar to Principal Jones, she felt that she became better over time as
she gained more experience using the tool. She described her early experiences:
It took me time implementing it with staff to really see connections with how to collect
some of the data in classrooms as far as ... Like making a statement that most of the kids
are raising their hand and participating. Being more specific about what percentage of
kids or if it's the same kids who are raising their hands each time. So it took me some
time to fine tune my observations and the type of information I was recording in it.
Prior to becoming an administrator, Principal Smith was evaluated under the previous
system which utilized the same domain areas for evaluations so she felt she had some familiarity
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with the new tool. The main difference she identified is how in-depth the new tool goes into the
instructional domains. She described her experience of being observed as a teacher as positive,
but said, “it wasn’t really a formal process.”
In the area of instruments, Principal Smith indicated two that seemed to provide the most
support. The first was engaging in walk-throughs with other administrators and discussing what
they observed. A walk-through is a more informal version of a classroom observation. It is
typically short in duration, and is not written up as a formal observation. Principal Smith stated:
"The best part I found for me was doing some walkthroughs and observations with colleagues.”
She specifically mentioned doing this with a principal colleague who worked at a different level.
She said this principal noticed things in the classroom that Principal Smith would not have
typically noticed. She described this experience as “enlightening because things stood out to her
that I just kind of take for granted and didn't pick up on. That to me enriched the process of
learning how to identify the components in the classroom settings.”
Another instrument Principal Smith referenced throughout the interview was the online
evaluation program Pa-Etep which her district utilizes to manage the evaluation process. PaEtep manages the scheduling of meetings and observations, provides information on the
components, houses all of the evaluation data and has embedded training videos. She described
an initial training on Pa-Etep and then continued on describing her experience with it. At one
point, she mentioned that, “I'm able to get a holistic picture of each of our staff and capture those
observation and data using PA-ETEP.”
As a follow up, I asked her if she found that using PA-ETEP to manage all of the data
and information had helped her be able to focus more on the observation and instruction. Her
response was:
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I do, yeah, I do feel that way. Not only is it managing all the information, I also see it as
improving communications with teachers. While it is an online format, we are able to
take time communicating and I do have comments from teachers and we will
communicate back and forth using the field and PA-ETEP which makes it easier if I'm
not able to catch them during their planning period or right after school or something. I
feel it facilitates conversation and also holds us accountable too. It's easy to get caught up
in other things and not follow through on the post observation conversation. I feel that
having it managed through a system that gives sending reminders and facilitating that
communication back and forth that builds in another layer of accountability both in the
teachers and for myself.
There were several other instruments Principal Smith mentioned. These were other
methods of training she received during the implementation. She briefly mentioned what she
thought might have been a one day session at the IU. She also engaged in independent learning
by reading articles and book excerpts on the Danielson model and discussions with other
administrators during district meetings. It was interesting to note, that she stated she has not had
any additional formal trainings since the implementation of the evaluation system.
Principal Smith’s responses highlight several areas that are covered in the Ch. 5
recommendations. The first one is the opportunity to observe with another administrator. This
provides an opportunity for an embedded professional growth opportunity. Administrators have
an opportunity to discuss what they observed and how it fits into the Danielson framework. It
also creates a situation where multiple people observe a teacher which is an effective evaluation
practice covered in the literature.

The second area is on-going, independent learning
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opportunities. In Ch. 5, recommendations are made regarding how districts can support this type
of professional growth.

4.5.4

Interview participant four

Principal McWilliams is a secondary principal serving in Washington County. With over twenty
five years in education, he has the most experience of all the interview participants. His last
experience of being observed as a teacher was over 15 years ago. He described that experience
as being completely different from how teachers are observed and evaluated now. He described
it as “very simple” with the principal stopping in the room and no follow up feedback. He said
he would get a form in his mailbox and be rated satisfactory at the end of the year. Yet, he
indicated that experiences he had while serving as an administrator helped develop his capability
so that he felt comfortable implementing Act 82.

He described his experience with the

Danielson model prior to implementation:
We generated our own district-wide teacher evaluation tool that we came up with as an
administrative team. Then from there, doing research I found the Danielson Model a long
time ago back in probably 2006. I started using that and created our own model using the
Danielson Model before the Act 82 came out. I was familiar with the Danielson Model
prior to Pennsylvania having us use the teacher effectiveness model.
When asked if he felt prepared, he responded:
We always had the 4 domains, the planning, the instruction and the professionalism. It
didn't take very long to see what the state wanted us to look at as far as the teacher model
I thought we were adequately prepared to do that type of a supervision tool.
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His answers indicated that through prior experiences in his district, he had developed his
capability prior to implementation leading to a level of comfort with the new process. Similar to
the previous principals, he indicated that the more he used the system the better he was at it. He
referenced it becoming more familiar and stated “It took time to learn the system.” This
suggested an emerging pattern among the interview participants that capability grew during the
implementation system leading to a higher, and possibly more effective, use of the teacher
evaluation tool.
Principal McWilliams referenced several instruments during our conversation. He shared
that his initial formal training was viewing the “the Danielson Effectiveness Model video
modules” which showed a pre-observation conference, classroom observation and postconferences. He described this as helpful, “It was helpful to watch those modules to see the
questions that you should ask a teacher prior to observing, looking at the planning of the
different domains.”
He also shared that he attended a few trainings at the IU, but his comments did not
indicate that those were particularly helpful for him due to his prior knowledge of the domains,
but he did indicate that they were helpful for his colleagues, “I had experience using the 4
domains prior to, but the other administrators in our district seemed to pick up on it pretty
quickly.” When asked about any additional trainings, he said he had engaged in all of the ones I
mentioned which were

time to reflect with colleagues, support provided by central

administration, training at the intermediate unit, online training or any independent learning. He
went on to elaborate that he is completing his dissertation on the walk-through process and that
he has trained other administrators on this.
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The final instrument he mentioned was his district’s use of Towermetrix. This is an
online software similar to Pa-Etep which manages the entire evaluation process. Principal
McWilliams referenced teachers answering pre-observation questions in the program and use of
all of the observation data that is housed in there throughout the observation process.
Similar to the other respondents, Principal McWilliams indicated that his prior
experiences were helpful in preparing him for implementation. He also referenced several times
independent learning activities he has engaged in. This highlights a way districts can support
principal growth without significant financial investments. This topic is covered further in Ch. 5.

4.5.5

Interview participant five

Principal Jackson currently serves as an elementary principal in Washington County. When
asked about her level of preparedness with the evaluation tool, she indicated that she was
prepared. The majority of her comments, as she described her level of preparedness, fell into the
area of capability. She shared the following, “I do feel like I was adequately prepared but I feel
like without the prior experience of being evaluated under that tool I don't know if I would have
been as prepared.”
Her experience with the current evaluation model began during her time as a teacher.
She explained that in her last 6 years of teaching her district utilized an evaluation tool that
included a rubric based on the four Danielson domains of effective instruction. She also shared
that she felt having been observed using this tool helped her gain credibility with her teachers
when she became an administrator. She stated:
I was going to say that's actually been helpful for me as an administrator in helping
people to navigate that system a little bit. I’ve had experience as an educator using that
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system so I feel like when I was giving teachers information about it being able to say
that I lived under something like that helps with your credibility a little bit.
Prior to serving in her current role, Principal Jackson served as an assistant principal.
During this time, she evaluated teachers with the current evaluation tool. As she described this,
she shared that they focused on conducting walk-throughs.

Each month they identified a

different area to focus on for the walk-throughs, and they completed a narrative based on the four
domains. After explaining this process, she returned to her earlier focus about familiarity with
the tool:
I feel like until you're doing it you have to be familiar with the evaluation tool and that
rubric. I think until you've had experience with that rubric it's hard because there's so
many different areas that you're looking at. I felt prepared because like I said, when I was
a teacher we were scored on a Danielson rubric and it was very very similar. In fact, very
little has actually changed from that so I felt prepared to evaluate people because I was
very familiar with that tool and comfortable with it.
Principal Jackson’s final remarks in the area of capability referenced her colleagues’
experiences with implementation. She described their experience with it as possibly being more
challenging, because they lacked the prior experience that she had with the tool. She explained:
I do feel like in listening to colleagues and things, them talking, the issue seemed that
some people just weren't familiar with the tool. Then you were trying to figure out where
to put your comments about different areas and where did things fit.
Principal Jackson touched on the topic of instruments, but her overall comments did not
indicate that she felt they impacted her experience as much as her capability. She stated that she
attended trainings at the IU and still attends ones when they are offered. She referenced some
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additional “mini trainings” that were offered by her district.

She also shared that the

administrative team continues to have on-going discussions.

She described her district

experience as follows:
We definitely through our administration and leadership meetings have had discussions
and we've looked at our observation forms that we used to fill out. We keep revising and
editing to make it more user friendly and fit better with that tool. I do think talking with
colleagues helped, I've gone to continued trainings.
Principal Jackson added an interesting piece that had not previously come up in
interviews. She referenced having the right mindset about the evaluation tool. She described it
as follows:
I do feel like you have to have the right mindset about the tool. I think it's very
overwhelming for teachers and for administrators if people are trying to be distinguished
in every single area so I've tried to talk to teachers about, it's a tool for growth and you
should work on having goal areas within the tool that you're trying to improve in and if
you have those goal areas set and put your focus on that you show improvement in
certain areas. Then the following year you pick new areas, you keep those areas you
worked on the previous year high and then the following year you pick new areas of
growth to work on improving and then over time you really see your improvement as an
education as a whole. We see your improvement as an educator as a whole so we've done
a lot of work in my building around that doing it that way.
Other participants, in both survey and interview responses, referenced talking to teachers
about how you “live in proficient and visit distinguished” which is a quote often used by
Charlotte Danielson. Interestingly, Principal Jackson’s comments framed it in a way that had not
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previously appeared in participant comments. This speaks to a value system which can impact
implementation of policy as was discussed in Chapter 2.
Principal Jackson’s comments were similar to the other principals in regards to the value
of prior experience with the tool being beneficial during implementation. In addition, she added
that she felt she had more credibility with the teachers, because she had also been observed as a
teacher under this framework. A unique focus she brought up was mindset. She was the only
principal to specifically touch on the idea of helping teachers develop a positive mindset about
the evaluation tool.

4.5.6

Interview participant six

Principal Kyle is a secondary principal in Washington County. When asked about his level of
preparedness with the evaluation tool, he indicated that he felt confident about using the new
tool. He explained:
I felt pretty confident, because when I started, the guy that was the principal at the time,
him and I did two walkthroughs together. Not two walkthroughs, two observations prior
to me doing one on my own, and then I'd been to the IU for the different trainings at that
point, so I felt pretty confident when I went in to do my observation on my own.
Similar to Principal Jones, Principal Kyle referenced a fellow administrator who was
instrumental in helping him feel prepared initially.

He described in service days during

implementation phase which occurred while he was still in a teaching position. These trainings
were provided in his district by the superintendent. He explained that he had a lot of “side
conversations” with the superintendent, because she was a family friend. He indicated that those
conversations and inservice days were helpful in his early capability building with the new
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evaluation. Like Principal Jones, he described a relationship with his former superintendent in
which he was comfortable asking questions:
The biggest thing I would say where I really learned a lot was speaking with the
superintendent …because she was at the forefront with all of this stuff going on. The
personal relationship that I've had has helped me ask professional questions to her, and I
really feel that that was one of the biggest things that helped me.
Principal Kyle said that his early observation experiences as a teacher were nothing like
the current evaluation system. The experience just described occurred later in his teaching career
as Act 82 was being implemented. Therefore, his capability was developed prior to entering
administration.
Principal Kyle mentioned two instruments from his time as a principal. The first was
trainings at the IU. He described attending several over time and said he picked up something
from each one. This aligns with the research that recommends learning be on-going. It may
have been that as his capability developed, he was able to gain different information from the
trainings. He also shared that his district uses Pa-Etep to manage the evaluation process. He did
not indicate if using this system had helped him develop his skills in this area.
Principal Kyle’s comments echo the other principals in highlighting the importance of
professional dialogue and collaboration. He also touches on the idea that trainings need to be ongoing. Specifically, he mentioned that he continued to attend trainings and picked up new
information at each one. This supports the idea of the interactive nature of the relationship
between instruments and capability. As capability increases, principals will continue to gain new
insights by having access to continued professional growth opportunities.
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4.6

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF RQ3

RQ3: How have principals implemented the Act 82 Educator Effectiveness policy in their
buildings?
RQ3 was intended to provide focus on how Act 82 has been implemented in schools.
This falls into the category of environment. Data was analyzed in two main areas: effective
evaluation practices and professional development. A priori coding was used to divide data into
these two main categories. In the evaluation practices, I looked for examples of effective
practices i.e. effective tool, trained observers, multiple observers for each teacher and use of
student data. In the category of professional development, I looked for evidence of embedded,
on-going professional development, and evidence that data from teacher evaluations was taken
into consideration when planning for PD. Data was categorized into these two areas: PD is
embedded and on-going and data from teacher evaluations is considered when planning for PD.
I also looked for any unanticipated responses that fell outside of these categories. Once coding
was complete, the data was analyzed to look for evidence that effective supervision practices and
professional development were or were not occurring and variations that existed between
participants and districts.

4.6.1

Effective practices

Data for this category was collected from participant answers to the questions shown in Tables
18 and 19 on the following pages.
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Table 18. Survey Questions-Effective Practices
Have you ever participated in training on Educator Effectiveness?
Please indicate the type of training you had on Educator Effectiveness and approximate length
of time. If you did not participate in training, please mark “not applicable.” (matrix answer)
Based on your experience in your current building, indicate your level of agreement with the
following statement, “The Educator Effectiveness evaluation model has helped ensure there is
an effective teacher in every classroom.”
How many administrators typically observe each teacher in a school year?
Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience with the Educator
Effectiveness evaluation model?

Table 19. Interview Questions-Effective Practices
How were you prepared or what kind of training did you receive in order to successfully
implement the new evaluation system?
Do you feel the new evaluation method has had an impact on the quality of instruction?
In general, what’s been the reaction of your teachers to having student data be a part of their
evaluation?
Are you the only one who observes teachers in your building or are they observed by other
administrators?
Overall, how well do you think the teachers in your building understand the four domains that
comprise the “observation/practice” portion of the rubric?
How many administrators typically observe each teacher in a school year?
Has the new evaluation system impacted your ability to remove ineffective teachers?
Have there been any unintended consequences, positive or negative, that have occurred as a
result of the current evaluation method?
Is there anything else that you would like to share with me about your experience with teacher
evaluation?
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4.6.2

Effective tool—Survey responses

The first component of effective evaluation is the evaluation tool. Teachers and principals need
to understand the expectations of the evaluation tool and be able to translate those expectations
into practice (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation [Gates Foundation], 2012; Darling-Hammond,
2013). In the survey, participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the
statement, “The Educator Effectiveness evaluation model has helped ensure there is an effective
teacher in every classroom.” The responses indicated that many of the principals neither agree
nor disagree (40%) while only about 25% stated agreement with this statement as shown in
Table 20.

Table 20. Educator Effectiveness
Participant Response

Number

Percentage

Strongly Agree

0

0

Agree

7

25.9

Neither Agree or Disagree

11

40.7

Disagree

1

3.7

Strongly Disagree

0

0

The participants were also asked about their teachers’ level of understanding in the
survey question, “Overall, how well do you think the teachers in your building understand the
four domains that comprise the ‘observation/practice’ portion of the rubric?” The majority
indicated an understanding ranging from moderately to very well as shown in Table 21.
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Table 21. Four Domains
Participant Response

Number

Percentage

Extremely Well

0

0

Very Well

11

40.7

Moderately Well

13

48.1

Somewhat Well

2

7.4

Not well at all

1

3.7

At the end of the survey, participants were asked if there was anything else they would
like to share. The responses were revealing. There was inconsistency in their answers regarding
how effective this tool is for evaluation. Comments ranged from negative, stating that the
process is too time consuming, and it’s now more difficult to remove ineffective teachers as
shown in Table 22 on the following page. Others were positive stating a greater focus on
collaboration with teachers and professional growth. This is consistent with what the literature
states about it being difficult to implement education policy in a consistent manner.
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Table 22. Sample Survey Comments

Sample Survey Comments
“The new system is very frustrating when you are working in a high performing school. It is
nearly impossible to "rate out" a poor teacher because the school level results count for so
much of their evaluation (especially if they do not have a PVAAS score). The rubric defines
the failing level of performance so poorly that it is nearly impossible to not reach the needs
improvement level or proficient level in certain components.”
“I feel the Educator Effectiveness evaluation model has enabled me to focus more on providing
feedback to teachers rather than a one and done evaluation that I personally as a teacher was so
accustom to concerning classroom observations. I try to emphasize with my staff that the
purpose of the Educator Effectiveness evaluation model is to provide feedback and
professional growth. I encourage teachers to try new things in the classroom during this process
and not be fearful if something does not go as planned.”
“The amount of time this process takes per teacher is ridiculous--it's just more paperwork. In
my opinion, walk-throughs are more effective than the current process. Any teacher can put on
the dog and pony show when they know date and time that I am coming to observe them…"

I am more engaged in paperwork using the new tool than ever before. This responsibility takes
away from my ability to engage with students and parents and to work on new initiative in
other areas.
I hope the state ends it. It is a challenging process that punishes administrators rather than
improving instruction. In the past, it was easier to rate teachers as unsatisfactory and implement
improvement plans. I believe the Educator Effectiveness model has made the observation
process more focused on timelines than on effective supervision models.
“I don't prefer it. Effort is not worth the reward.”
“ It is clear to me that the legislature and PDE has taken a model of evaluation far beyond what
was intended by Danielson.”
“Lengthy and very time consuming.”
“The collaboration between the administrator and teacher allows for one-on-one dialogue
concerning professional growth.”
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4.6.3

Effective tool—Interview responses

Overall, the interview participants reported a positive experiences with the new evaluation tool
with the exception of one. This principal reported positive outcomes but was generally more
critical. Interestingly, the principals reported a generally favorable response to the tool from the
teachers with the exception of the aforementioned principal who described her teachers’
experiences in more negative terms.
The theme that was most prevalent throughout all of the interviews was the idea that the
new model has increased professional dialogue, collaboration and reflection. Every participant
touched on this idea. The participants reported more discussions focused on instruction with
their teachers as well as teachers dialoguing with each other about effective practices. Some of
comments provided are listed below in Table 23.
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Table 23. Professional Dialogue and Collaboration Comments
Professional Dialogue & Collaboration Comments
“They're talking with colleagues. That's a big thing. They never did before. They didn't share
with each other but now they share. They talk about their evaluations. Okay, you've got a
proficient. What did you do to get to proficient? That never happened. I think it's a good thing.”
“It's a great piece to have conversations and look at areas of strength and areas of growth.”
“ I think that it has opened up other conversations which have improved instruction.”
“I really have seen it as a way of helping me be a better facilitator of connecting teachers and
helping them develop professionally things that they have identified as goals in addition to
things that I observe and want to support in their classroom.”
“I'm able to provide specific feedback I'm able to offer insight because I see it in other
classrooms. I can shared what I've learned or seen in other classrooms with teachers.”
“I think it's getting teachers and educators to talk about teaching and helping teachers with their
craft more so than some of the previous supervision tools. I do think it's helping teachers
become better teachers if it's done correctly.”
“Over the last two years working as a team with different teachers in the building to improve so
that you're collaborating and using each other’s strength areas to improve overall. “
“I think it's opened up some areas of discussion for people. I think it's positively given people a
way to pick focus areas and set goals for themselves where maybe that wasn't, when you were
doing one observation over the course of the year and then you turning that in and that was the
end of it, this gives you a way to keep that dialogue open.”
“I would say yes, it has impacted the instruction in various different ways, because I feel when
we go in there, with the way that we're using the system, we're getting more information and
the teachers are getting more feedback, and they're getting it quicker, whether it be through an
observation or a walkthrough. We really feel that it has helped our instruction that we've seen
in the classrooms.”
“…we’re getting into the classrooms probably more than we had been in the past, and they've
been able to have more feedback with administration, and we've allowed them to have time to
collaborate with one another. “
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The theme of professional reflection also came up throughout the interviews. When
talking about this idea, the participants were referring to teachers using the four domains to
reflect on their own practices. While comments were generally positive, the participants did
indicate that teachers were inconsistent in this area. As can be seen in the comments below in
Table 24 some teachers embraced the new tool to help them become more reflective practitioners
while others appear to simply comply with what they are required to do for the evaluation
process.
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Table 24. Professional Reflection Comments
Professional Reflection Comments
“They understand that they're not perfect and that I'm not out to get them. I am just trying to
help them become a better teacher. They've gotten used to part of the evaluation; we actually
make them write professional goals. Over the years their professional goals have become more
reflective.”
“I think them having to reflect on themselves before they meet with me, I think it's having
them think deeper. “
“I still get a handful that will still put proficient all the way down. They don't want to think
about it.”
“I think that the tool is very beneficial for being reflective on practice. “
“There's a value of having that time to collaborate and see each other doing things in the
classroom and a desire to want to learn from each other and share ideas that to me it is just
really encouraging an education.”
“I see different levels of engagement with that from teachers who are just very concise in their
thinking as far as responding to the prompt. I see teacher who write several paragraphs and are
really giving me deep insight into how they are thinking and how they are working through
some of the dilemmas and how difficulties that they encounter.”
“I have heard positive feedback about the prompts and how it gets them to think a little bit
differently.”
“ I do feel like teachers that have been reflective and have chosen areas and really focused on
those areas I have seen a lot of growth and improvement in them.”
“I have had a couple of teachers say I'm happy with whatever you rate me as knowing that
they'll be proficient. They haven't had any interaction that would show them that they would be
needs improvement or basic. It's interesting because I think there's a group of people who are
happy to be status quo and they feel like they're coming in and they're doing their work. It's
enough.”

The interview participants were asked if they thought the evaluation tool has had an
impact on instruction. Four of them answered that yes it did. One indicated that it was a start
and the other said not necessarily. Of the four who indicated a positive impact, they tended to
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attribute the impact to the professional dialogue, collaboration and reflection that was covered in
the previous section. The one variation was the participant who focused more on what her
district is doing with the differentiated supervision model although it includes the professional
collaboration elements. She shared:
One of the thing that comes to mind would be the differentiated supervision options. I
traditionally have a lot of teachers in my building who want to get out and see others
teaching in their classrooms. There are things they are working on specifically where
they'd like to improve in their own practice. I feel that my ability to get out and observe is
in walkthroughs and observations I can connect teachers with others who are doing things
specific to what they want to learn about. I really have seen it as a way of helping me be a
better facilitator of connecting teachers and helping them develop professionally things
that they have identified as goals in addition to things that I observe and want to support
in their classroom.
One participant answered that for some teachers the new evaluation tool has had an
impact. He then continued on to describe elements of professional dialogue, collaboration and
reflection. The final participant said she did “not necessarily” think it has impacted instruction
but did go on to add, “I think that it has opened up other conversations which have improved
instruction.” The concern she shared was how “broad” the rubric is for the four domains. She
stated that she found the whole thing “overwhelming”, especially for new teachers.

She

provided the following example of this, “I have a new teacher this year, who I couldn't even get
through the document with her, because she had made improvements and she was really taking it
poorly. I had to stop the meeting.”
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A negative perception that was brought up in several of the interviews was the amount of
time and paperwork involved with the process. This was consistent with what was reported in
the survey. While it was brought up as a concern, there was not a heavy focus on it. In other
words, participants did not give the indication that it was so cumbersome that it detracted
significantly from the positive benefits. Although it should be kept in mind that those who opted
to be interviewed may be principals who generally viewed the experience as more positive when
compared to their colleagues. This will be discussed further in Chapter 5.
Interestingly, four of the interview participants talked about use of a software tool
(instrument) to manage the process. Three of them mentioned commercially produced products
and one referenced an online tool that had been developed by a colleague in his district. Their
comments suggested a more positive experience with managing the paperwork and scheduling
that is inherent in the implementation of this policy. This aligns with research in that having an
effective instrument can help with implementation of a policy.

4.6.4

Trained observers—Survey responses

The second component is trained observers. To use any evaluation tool correctly, the observers
need to complete training and demonstrate competency (Gates Foundation, 2012; DarlingHammond, 2013). All of the participants were asked if they had some type of training on the
new evaluation system. Everyone responded “yes.” They were then asked about what kind of
training and length of time. All except 1 indicated that they had training through their IU.
The length of time for the majority was 1-3 days of training.
since this was a state initiative.

This is to be expected

The majority of participants indicated they had some type of

training in their districts, but there was little consistency in length of time. Very few of the
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trainings appear to be on-going. Participants who indicated on-going training responded that this
was through some type of independent learning. Table 25 shows the type of training and
duration participants engage in.

Table 25. Training and Duration
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4.6.5

Trained observers—Interview responses

All of the interview participants engaged in multiple trainings prior to, during and after
implementation. Every participant spoke about attending training at their Intermediate Unit.
Overall, they found the trainings helpful. There were some variations in their comments. One
principal stated that the IU trainings were helpful, but it was her prior principal certification
program and experience that truly prepared her. She also went on to share that the other
principal in her district, who did not have prior experience with a similar tool, really struggled
with implementation despite attending the IU trainings.
Another principal said she found the IU trainings to be very valuable, but it is important
to note her particular experience. She shared that there were only three people in the training so
they sat with the trainer going through the materials in an in-depth manner. This was slightly
different than the typical large group training. Another principal said the IU trainings were
helpful and that he was able to learn something new in each one.
Four of the six participants said their districts provided some sort of training during
implementation. Two of them explained that at least part of their district training was actually
training on how to use the Pa-Etep software to manage evaluations. One went on to add that he
has continued to access the webinars that Pa-Etep offers in their professional development
library. Two participants said they have done some additional professional reading on the
Danielson domains of effective instruction.
Overall, the participants indicated they found value in all of the different types of
trainings they engaged in, but considering their answers holistically it must be noted that gaining
experience with the evaluation tool seemed to be the most valuable. The data suggests that
having continued training as the principals gain experience with the tool may be helpful in
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continuing to develop capacity. As one participant stated, “Not one of them really sticks out as
being better than the others. I think every one of them that I went to, I picked up something that
has helped me along in the process.”

4.6.6

Multiple observers—Survey responses

The third component, multiple observations by different observers, focuses on ensuring accuracy
of observations. A single observation may be adequate for the purpose of providing feedback,
but when high stakes evaluation is involved multiple observations need to be completed to
ensure an accurate picture of how a teacher is performing. The observations should also be
conducted by more than one person. For example, if the principal is the primary observer, it is
recommended that other individuals also complete observations. Other individuals might include
central office administration, expert teachers and/or instructional coaches (Darling-Hammond,
2013; Gates Foundation, 2012).
In the survey, participants were asked how many administrators typically observe each
teacher in a year.
administrator.

The majority (59%) responded that teachers are observed by only one

Another 26% responded that teachers are observed by more than one

administrator and 15% indicated teachers are observed by more than one administrator but only
if the teacher is struggling. This data suggests that in most cases teachers are not observed by
multiple administrators.
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4.6.7

Multiple observers—Interview responses

Generally, the interview participants indicated that they are the only ones who observe their
teachers. Two of the principals answered that they are the only person who evaluates their
teachers. Three of the principals answered that they are the only person who evaluates unless the
teacher is struggling. Then another administrator may observe that teacher, but general practice
is only they evaluate. Only one principal indicated that his teachers are observed by other
administrators, “They're observed by other administrators as well. There's an assistant principal
that does it, and our assistant to the superintendent does a couple as well.”

4.6.8

Evaluation tied to student data

The final component is considering observation data in relation to student data. It is better to
consider observation data in conjunction with student performance on various assessments,
including state achievement tests. When considering achievement testing, it is not necessarily
only about overall achievement, but taking into consideration students’ starting points to
determine growth made during the school year (Gates Foundation, 2012; Darling-Hammond,
2013). In the Educator Effectiveness model, student data is accounted for in the final rating.
Therefore, this study did not look at if student data is included but rather how the inclusion of
data has been perceived by the teachers. Interview participants were asked, “In general, what’s
been the reaction of your teachers to having student data be a part of their evaluation?”
The participants consistently reported teachers having mixed feelings about the student
data piece. Some of the words they used to describe teachers’ responses were excited, depressed,
happy, upset, and nervous. Two themes emerged from their answers: inequity and control. The
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first, inequity, refers to the perceived inequity of different accountability standards.

For

example, a seventh grade math teacher would have her student’s data on the math PSSA and the
building level score (SPP) count for her evaluation. A seventh grade Social Studies teacher
would only have the SPP count since this subject area is not a tested area. One participant
shared:
I think that some teachers feel that they're being, like a math teacher, they have more
pressure on them than someone teaching social studies. The data, the 3-year data coming
out now is not fair to them compared to other teachers that teach different subjects in the
building.
An unexpected theme was control. This refers to the level of control teachers perceive
having on the outcome of their data. The higher level of control they felt they had the less
negative their feelings were about having data included. I specifically say “less negative”
because the data indicated that teachers generally did not have positive feelings about this piece.
Principals described teachers feeling they did not have control over the outcome. One example
was a primary building. When an elementary building serves only grades K-2, their SPP is based
on the intermediate elementary building’s SPP scores. This has led to frustration because once
the students leave their building, the teachers do not feel they have control over their outcomes
yet they are held accountable for it.
Where teachers appear to feel more in control is with their Student Learning Objectives
(SLO). This is a goal they create, and they set the ranges for proficient, distinguished, etc. This
is done in cooperation with their principal. Principals indicated that teachers generally felt better
about this part of the evaluation, because they have more direct control in setting the parameters
and influencing the outcome.
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During the interviews, principals were asked about how they talk with teachers about
data.

Their answers varied.

meetings.

Two principals described a structured process for data team

One principal described meetings at the beginning of the year to review the

standardized test results from the previous year and then teachers discussing data in department
meetings throughout the year. She indicated this was an area she needed to work on. The other
principals described more informal processes such as talking with teachers about their data
during evaluation conferences and/or faculty meetings. There was also inconsistency in which
data principals focused on. The data included a mix of standardized test scores, common
assessments, PVAAS (student growth data) and universal screeners.

4.6.9

Professional development

The goal of Pennsylvania’s Educator Effectiveness model is to reform how school professionals
are evaluated as well as professional development (Pennsylvania Department of Education,
2014). This focus on training and development of teachers, based on evaluations, is supported
by the literature. Evaluation alone does not necessarily improve teaching practice, but
professional development based on feedback from evaluation can improve teacher effectiveness
(Darling-Hammond, 2013).

“Evaluations should trigger continuous goal-setting for areas

teachers want to work on, specific professional development supports and coaching, and
opportunities to share expertise, as part of recognizing teachers’ strengths and needs”(DarlingHammond, 2013, p. 99).
There are practices considered to be effective when delivering professional development
that is intended to change instructional practices and impact student achievement.

One is

duration. Professional development (PD) should extend over time allowing teachers to go in
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depth with the topic and it needs to include plans for ongoing follow-up (Garet et al., 2001;
Porter et al., 2000). Another component is teachers having some choice in the topic (Porter et
al., 2000) so it will be specific to the content the teacher is teaching. Job-embedded learning is
the practice of educators sharing information, formally or informally, about what works and does
not work, trying new practices and reflecting together (Zepeda, 2012). The critical piece here is
educators having a opportunities for active collaboration (Garet et al., 2001; Porter et al., 2000).
This type of PD provides educators an opportunity to engage in the transformational learning
process by discussing and working through common issues.
In the survey, principals were asked, “When planning for professional development, does
your district take into consideration feedback from teacher evaluations?” In the interviews,
principals were asked, “Can you share with me how your district goes about the process of
planning for professional development?” In the survey, principals were given three options to
select from: yes, no or not sure. The majority (63%) indicated that their districts did take into
consideration teacher evaluations when planning for professional development.

A smaller

percentage (33%) responded “no” and 1 principal responded “not sure.” This data suggests that
the policy is being implemented as intended in most districts. The interview responses provided
additional insight.
In the interviews, principals were asked how their districts go about planning for
professional development. Their answers indicated evidence of the practices described in the
research, but variations in their responses existed in all areas. The most prominent theme was
using teacher feedback to determine priority areas. This aligns with the literature in allowing
teachers to have choice.
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All but one principal indicated that their districts take into account teacher feedback when
deciding on professional development topic areas. Teachers have an opportunity to input
what areas they feel they need to develop in or areas of interest. For example, one
principal shared: “Each of our buildings has an instructional cabinet made of teacher
leaders that are representative of the grade level or the content areas. That is a system that
we can get feedback from teachers about areas of interest. I use my observations and
conversations with teachers about things that they would like to work on or say that our
areas of interest to them to determine if there are things that are areas of focus or if there's
pockets of interest within our building so we can define some professional development
or even opportunities for teachers to collaborate.
Another principal responded:
The teachers at the end of the year do a climate survey, and in that climate survey they
include areas in which they feel that they are lacking in professional development, and
where they want to see different things. This year, we used that climate survey when all
the administrative team was together, and based off their need we ranked how we wanted
to go with the professional developments that we would be using this year.
In regard to using teacher evaluation data to determine professional development, two of
the six principals indicated they were taking into consideration the testing data that is now part of
teacher evaluation. Specifically, one principal said they were focusing on reading because their
scores indicated students were falling behind. Another principal indicated that they do sessions
on PVAAS data every year, “We always do a session on PVAAS, at least one.”
One principal was asked specifically, in a follow-up question, about the use of teacher
evaluation data for determining professional development. His answer indicated this is not
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something they do, “We really didn't do that last year. That wasn't something that we really
considered. We really just looked at what their feedback was saying that they wanted, more than
anything.”
It was difficult to ascertain how embedded the professional development is or the
duration. In retrospect, it would be have been valuable to have an interview question that
specifically addressed this. Despite the lack of specificity in the question, some of the principals
did allude to this in their answers, and their responses varied. One principal mentioned having “a
lot of sessions” on student data. This suggests that the professional development was on-going
and embedded since the data was from their students. Another principal mentioned that his
teachers collaborate in professional learning communities on areas they have identified. He
stated that they have moved away from designated days. This aligns with effective professional
development practices.

One principal indicated that their professional development is not

embedded, but rather is offered on days as determined by the teacher contract.
Overall, the data suggests that a majority of the principals take into account teacher
feedback when determining professional development priorities. This aligns with the literature
as being an effective practice. The duration and frequency of the professional development
varied, but additional data would be helpful in gaining a better picture of current practices.
When looking at how teacher evaluation data is used to determine professional
development priorities, several principals alluded to using student data in making those
decisions. None of the principals mentioned specifically using feedback from four domains of
effective instructional practice when determining priority areas, but it is possible teachers are
taking into consideration those areas when identifying their needs. More data would need to be
collected in this area to gain a better understanding.
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5.0

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This mixed method study was a practitioner inquiry into the teacher evaluation system that was
enacted as a result of Pennsylvania House Bill 1901 (Act 82 of 2012). While Act 82 covered a
variety of areas, this study focused specifically on the new teacher evaluation system that was
enacted. The study was an effort to gain an in-depth understanding of (a) factors that led to the
passage of the Act 82 teacher evaluation policy, (b) what the policy was intended to do, and (c)
how the policy has been translated into actual practice. This area of study was deemed important
for two reasons. First, research that suggests that teachers have the greatest impact on a child’s
achievement in school when compared with other factors in the school environment (National
Commission on Teaching & America’s Future, 1996). Second, resources in the areas of funding,
human resources, and technology are required to implement the evaluation system as required by
Act 82. This represents an investment of time and money by districts. Therefore, this study
sought to understand how the policy has been translated into practice.

5.1.1

Methods and procedures

This study was designed to be a policy analysis of the Act 82 teacher evaluation provisions
through a retrospective review of policy development as well as a prospective analysis of school
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principal perceptions and experiences.

The practitioner inquiry approach was deemed

appropriate because I have worked in the field and have extensive background experience with
the classroom observation tool being used in the current model.
This mixed methods study commenced with a retrospective look at factors that led to the
passage of the current evaluation model. In the review of literature, the Multiple Streams theory
(Kingdon, 2011) was used to analyze historical events and documents leading up to the passage
of Act 82. Once the historical look at Act 82 was completed and intended purposes of the policy
identified, how the policy was translated into practice was investigated. This was done using a
framework focusing on the relationship that exists when a policy moves into practice (Cohen et.
al., 2007). This relationship can be one of cooperation or conflict. Cohen et al. (2007) identified
four factors that tend to determine the outcome of this relationship. Those factors are the nature
of the policy, instruments, capability of the practitioners, and the environment. The nature of the
policy refers to the level of clarity or ambiguity. The more clarity a policy has, the easier the
implementation, but it may also be more restrictive in nature. The more ambiguous it is, the
harder it can be to implement as intended. Yet, the ambiguity may provide flexibility allowing
the policy to be adapted to the local context. Instruments refer to incentives, ideas, funding, and
regulations.

Capability refers to how much the policy requires a departure from current

practices. The greater the departure, the greater the likelihood of increased incapability of the
practitioners to implement the agenda as they grapple with new and possibly unfamiliar
practices. The final one is environment, which explores factors in the environment that either
support or inhibit the policy’s implementation into practice.

Using the following research

questions, principals’ experiences with implementation of the policy was explored.
RQ1: What are school principals’ understandings of the intended purposes of Act 82?
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RQ2: How have principals been prepared to implement the Act 82 Educator
Effectiveness policy in their schools?
RQ3: How have principals implemented the Act 82 Educator Effectiveness policy in
their buildings?
The first round of data collection was completed through an electronic survey that was
sent to public K-12 principals serving in Beaver or Washington counties. The second round of
data collection was done through semi-structured interviews.

5.1.2

Limitations

There were several limitations to the study which must be noted. The first limitation is my own
perceptions as the researcher completing this study while working in the field. I currently serve
as Superintendent of Schools in a public K-12 school setting located in Allegheny County. At
the start of this study, I was serving as the Assistant Superintendent in a public K-12 school
setting also located in Allegheny County.

As part of my professional role as Assistant

Superintendent, I was in the process of planning our district’s next phase of implementation of
the evaluation model. This involvement led to my own perceptions regarding the positive and
negative aspects of the policy, which were addressed through the coding process and subsequent
analysis as described in Chapter 3.
The second limitation is low response rate. As was described in Chapter 4, there were
challenges with getting principals to respond to the survey. In the end, 28 principals responded
with only 27 completing the full survey. This totaled a response rate of 26% of all of the
principals invited to participate.

For the interview portion of the study, six principals

participated, which is approximately 6% of all of the principals invited to participate. While the
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data provided insights into the experiences of principals implementing Act 82, the results can in
no way be generalized due to the low participation rate. Despite the inability to generalize the
findings, the results did reveal areas for further study which are discussed later in this chapter.

5.2

MAJOR FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The following section provides a summary of the findings from the retrospective look at what
factors led to Act 82. This is followed by findings and recommendations in each of the research
question areas.

5.2.1

Historical background

The initial focus of this study was a retrospective look at what factors led to the implementation
of Act 82. In the review of literature, a section was devoted to historical events that have had a
major impact on education policy. These events were analyzed using the Multiple Streams
framework (Kingdon, 2010). This retrospective look began with the report “A Nation At Risk”
(ANAR) which was published in 1983.

This report brought forth the theme of economic

competitiveness on an international level. The report began by describing a rising level of
mediocrity in the schools that US citizens needed to be concerned about due to the increase in
international competition and the higher level of skills needed by American workers so the
country could remain economically competitive. During this time period, media coverage of
education policy grew significantly (Dominick, 1984). There was also an increased focus on
education policy at both the state and federal levels (Hunt & Staton, 1996).
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Several years after the release of ANAR the focus went directly to teachers. The Task
Force on Teaching as a Profession was created to examine the teaching profession. A report
developed by the task force, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century laid out two
priority areas. The first was the need for more rigorous academic standards and the second
focused on teachers. The report described a need to create “a profession equal to the task-a
profession of well-educated teachers prepared to assume new powers and responsibilities to
redesign schools for the future” (Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986, p. 2).
In 1994, Congress passed Public Law 103-227 more commonly known as Goals 2000:
Educate America Act.

This legislation signaled growing accountability as it focused on

academic standards and standardized assessments. It also continued the trend of increased
federal involvement in education policy. The ANAR report made education a federal level issue
by framing it as a national security concern. Goals 2000 indicated that the problem would be
addressed at the state level but with federal guidance (Schwartz & Robinson, 2000).
In 2001, Public Law 107-110 titled, To Close the Achievement Gap with Accountability,
Flexibility, and Choice, So No Child is Left Behind went into effect. This law was an amended
version of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 and became more commonly known as No
Child Left Behind (NCLB). Accountability was one of the central themes of the law (Hess,
2003; Linn et al., 2002; Peterson & West, 2003; Rudalevige, 2003) and it continued the trend of
increased federal involvement. Prior to the passage of NCLB, states had been developing their
own content standards leading to inconsistencies (Hamilton et al., 2007; Linn et al., 2002). The
new law required all states to demonstrate that their students were making increases in achieving
proficiency on these standards. With the passage of NCLB, there was a significant shift in
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regards to the federal government influencing state level policy and the theme of accountability
continued to grow.
In 2007, a dire forecast was issued for the US.

According to researchers at the

Educational Testing Service (ETS), the country was in the midst of a perfect storm with a grim
outlook (“America’s Perfect Storm,” para. 1). A report issued by ETS entitled America’s Perfect
Storm: Three Forces Changing Our Nation’s Future (Braun et al., 2007) outlined three
converging forces that put the country on a perilous course towards disaster: divergent skill
distribution, a changing economy due to globalization and changing demographics within the
US. These three forces interacting was considered cause for great concern because the prediction
was that over the next 25 years more highly educated Americans would be leaving the workforce
at a time when jobs increasingly required high level skills. According to the report, those
entering the workforce would do so less educated and therefore less prepared to meet the
demands of the changing economy. This placed the nation in perilous risk considering the rising
competitiveness of other countries. This report led to an increased national focus on developing
sound educational policies.
During the 2000s, the three streams identified in Kingdoms Multiple Stream frameworks
came together opening a policy window for Race to the Top which eventually led to the
development of the Educator Effectiveness policy enacted through Act 82 (Pennsylvania
Department of Education, 2014). The problem stream described in the previous paragraph
predicted a dire future for the US due to the lack of growth of a highly qualified workforce. In
the policy stream, the Brookings Institution published a report in 2006 titled Identifying Effective
Teachers Using Performance on the Job authored by Robert Gordon, Thomas Kane, and
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Douglas Staiger (2006). In the political stream, a new President was elected in November of
2008.
The report from the Brookings Institute focused on increasing teacher quality through
five recommended actions: create non-traditional pathways for people to enter the teaching
profession, make it more difficult for teachers to earn tenure including linking student data to
specific teachers, provide financial incentives to highly effective teachers willing to work in
areas with a high proportion of low income students, use of multiple measures in teacher
evaluation and development of data systems to link student performance with individual teachers
in order to measure effectiveness. These recommendations were later incorporated into Race to
the Top, a competitive grant process used by the executive office in an attempt to circumnavigate
the issues occurring with the reauthorization of NCLB due to Congressional gridlock (McGuinn,
2006). Pennsylvania applied for and received funding through this grant program. These funds
were targeted towards school reforms designed to improve student achievement.

The

Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) implemented the Educator Effectiveness Project
(Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014) that included a teacher evaluation model based
on multiple measures. The stated goal for the Educator Effectiveness Project was, “To develop
educator effectiveness models that will reform the way we evaluate school professionals as well
as the critical components of training and professional growth.” (http://www.education.pa.gov)

5.2.2

RQ1: Understanding principal perceptions of intended purposes

The first research question, “What are school principals’ understandings of the intended purposes
of Act 82?” was designed to compare principals’ understandings of intended purposes to what
was discovered in the review literature as being the actual reasons for the policy. In order to
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answer this question, a review of the literature was completed to determine the intended
purposes. The first section provides background on the intended purposes of Act 82 Educator
Effectiveness as identified through the review of literature. The second section discusses
principals’ perceptions of the intended purposes and how they align with actual intended
purposes.

5.2.2.1 Intended purposes identified in the literature
Beginning in the 1980s, the theme of teacher accountability and quality increased in importance.
During this time period, concerns grew about the workforce in this country and the ability to
remain competitive in an increasingly globalized world. Several trends emerged: increasing
federal involvement in education policy and accountability.

The second trend was shown

through the increased focus on rigorous academic standards, the use of academic data to make
decisions and eventually the use of student data in teacher evaluation.
There were five intended purposes of the policy that were identified in the literature. All
of them fall under the realm of “accountability” except for the final one.

In general,

accountability refers to the focus on how schools perform and enacting rewards and/or
consequences based on that performance.

An article published in Education Week in 2004

described the increasing focus on school accountability, “Accountability—the idea of holding
schools, districts, educators, and students responsible for results—has become the most-recent
watchword in education. The push for accountability has grown out of a common perception
that states traditionally monitored the "inputs" in public education—such as the number of books
in the school library or the number of computers in the classroom—but paid too little attention to
performance. In the 1980s, the nation's governors proposed a kind of "horse trade": The state
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would provide more flexibility in how schools operated, as well as more money for schools, if
educators would agree to be held more accountable for student achievement.”
The first intended purpose of Act 82 was ensuring high quality teachers which I included
under the realm of school accountability, because the teacher has the greatest impact on student
achievement as was described in Chapter 2. The focus on high quality teachers can be traced
back to the report, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century with a focus on attracting
high quality candidates to the field by increasing salaries and career opportunities.
Subsequently, the focus on high quality teachers was described in the 2006 report Identifying
Effective Teachers Using Performance on the Job published by the Brookings Institute. In 2009,
President Obama gave a speech outlining the main tenets of Race to the Top. One of those main
tenets was placing “outstanding teachers” in the front of everyone classroom. The Act 82
Educator Effectiveness project resulted from Pennsylvania’s receipt of Race to the Top funding
and was therefore focused on ensuring high quality teachers.
The second intended purpose was the ability to remove ineffective teachers. This also
falls under accountability since it was meant to be a consequence of not producing positive
student achievement results. The Brookings report specifically recommended making it harder
for teachers to earn tenure. Traditionally, teachers would earn tenure after three years of fulltime teaching experience. Student performance was not necessarily considered when determine
tenure. The Brookings report recommended student data be used in making this determination
with the idea that underperforming teacher could be evaluated out of the profession.
The third and fourth intended purposes are related. The third was an evaluation system
using multiple measures, and the fourth was using student achievement in evaluation. This is a
clear accountability measure since it ties student achievement to how a teacher is rated in the
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evaluation process. Both of these recommendations came directly from the Brookings report,
but the increased focus on looking at student achievement data can be traced back to No Child
Left Behind.
The final intended purpose is a focus on professional development and training. This is
specifically mentioned in the goal for Educator Effectiveness which states, “To develop educator
effectiveness models that will reform the way we evaluate school professionals as well as the
critical components of training and professional growth” (www.education.pde.gov). For the
purposes of this study, I did not include this under the category of “accountability”, but that does
not mean that one could not make a case for including it.

5.2.2.2 Alignment of principal perceptions
The following two sections describe principals’ perceptions of the intended purposes, where they
align and where they diverge. The third section talks about how principals have taken a tool that
was designed as an accountability measure and have used it help promote teacher growth.

5.2.2.3 Accountability
As was stated in Chapter 4, the data suggests that the participants’ understandings of the intended
purposes generally align with the intended purposes. Specifically, they see this policy resulting
from increasing accountability in education which the literature suggests is correct. Three
themes that emerged were: accountability, effective evaluation tool and consistency. The
predominant theme that emerged was accountability which aligns with intended purpose. There
were two sub-themes within accountability: focus on student achievement and identifying
ineffective teachers. Both of these directly align with the intended purposes as identified in the
literature. What was interesting is only 16% of the 19 principals who responded to this question,
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identified these specific accountability measures (student achievement and identifying
ineffective teachers). While it is impossible to definitively conclude why this occurred, it is
possible that principals see the policy as an accountability measure but have not given it further
thought.
I noticed during the interviews, when I asked the question about intended purposes the
principals typically needed a minute to think about this. It seemed to suggest that this was
something they had not previously given a lot of thought to. They seemed to understand the
policy was designed for accountability reasons, but they had not thought much beyond this.
What was interesting was they did seem to give a lot of thought to how to make the tool
beneficial for their context. This was suggested by the data in the area effective evaluation tool,
and by their responses to RQ3 which are discussed later in this section.

5.2.2.4 Effective evaluation tool
The theme of an effective evaluation tool suggested somewhat of a divergence from the intended
purpose of the policy. This was especially noticeable considering their responses in RQ3. Their
responses showed alignment with the intended purpose of ensuring a high quality teacher, but
their answers indicated this would happen by using the evaluation tool to support teacher growth.
The literature suggests that the intent of the policy was to ensure high quality teachers by
evaluating out underperforming teachers. The principal answers did not reference this. In fact,
the new tool has made it more difficult to rate a teacher as needs improvement, because of how
the mathematical calculations work out. It is possible principals are aware of this and therefore
have chosen to focus on using the tool for teacher growth, but that cannot be concluded from this
study. It is interesting that the principals focused in their answers on using the tool for teacher
growth, but only one principal specifically referenced professional development and training for
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teacher growth. This is ironic since the goal of Educator Effectiveness specifically references
professional development and training.

5.2.2.5 Teacher professional development
The historical review and intended purposes of Act 82 show an increasing focus on educational
accountability. The responses provided by the principals indicate that they have a general
understanding of Act 82 being an accountability measure. Not emphasized in the historical
review of literature is a focus on professional development and training for teachers. While
teachers are expected to perform at high levels, there has not been an emphasis on providing the
support to do this. The goal of Act 82 states that professional growth and training are a focus,
but this study did not find evidence of this. What was discovered was principals taking a tool
designed for accountability purposes and using it to help promote teacher growth. As was stated
in Chapter 2, if a person is not in agreement with a policy’s aims, the challenge of
implementation will be that much greater. Interests refers to whether or not the practitioner has a
vested interest in the policy implementation (Cohen et al., 2007). The results of this study
suggests that principals seem to have more of a focus on teacher growth as opposed to
accountability as described in the literature. This is not meant to suggest the principals did not
agree with holding teachers accountable. On the contrary, their responses suggested some level
of agreement with this. Where they diverged was they seemed less focused on consequences and
more focused on helping teachers grow professionally. A response to the survey question
capture this well:
The Danielson model was not designed to evaluate teachers. It was a tool designed to
help teachers focus on specific areas to grow. The state's model places such high stakes
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on goal setting that teachers choose goals that are easily achievable. This was not the
purpose of the Danielson's tool.
Overall, of the principals who provided a response to this questions and/or participated in
the interview, their responses seem to indicate that they understand Act 82 as a policy born out of
an increased focus on accountability. While their understanding aligns with intended purposes,
those purposes do not appear to meet their needs as they have shifted the focus of the tool during
implementation. Instead of using it as an accountability measure, they have utilized the four
domains of effective instruction and the student data to encourage professional growth in their
teachers. It must be kept in mind that some of the principals did not respond to the open-ended
questions, and therefore may have had a different experience than what is captured in these
results.

5.2.3

RQ2: Understanding how principals were prepared

This part of the study sought to understand how principals were prepared for the implementation
of Act 82. This was looked at through the framework of policy instruments, specifically training,
and capacity of the principals. It appears that there was an early focus on providing training for
principals on the new evaluation tool. The majority of the principals who responded indicated
that they participated in IU and district trainings. They also indicated that these trainings were
effective in helping them feel prepared for the implementation. A smaller group of principals
indicated that they participated in some other form of training (i.e. PLCs, web-based,
independent learning) which were also effective in preparing them. What was interesting to find
was only 1-2 principals indicated the trainings they participated in were “on-going” with the
exception of the category independent learning activities. In this area, eight principals indicated
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it was on-going. Considering what has been described in the literature about adult learning
theory and best practices in professional development, this is an area to consider further and is
discussed more in-depth in following sections.
In the area of capability, the principals indicated that time working with the evaluation
tool helped build their capability which is not surprising. It was less clear how helpful prior
experience with a similar tool was in helping principals feel prepared for implementation. In the
survey, 11 principals indicated that they had worked with a similar tool and out of this group
43% indicated that this prior experience helped them with implementation. In the interviews,
prior experience was a prevalent theme, but when interpreting the results it should keep in mind
that the interview participants may be included in the survey results. The principals who were
interviewed indicated that they felt their prior experience had a positive impact on helping them
feel prepared for implementation. It was also suggested that their colleagues, who did not have
prior experience, found implementation more challenging. Part of the discrepancy may have to
do with the kinds of prior experiences principals had with the tool. It is possible that the ones
who indicated it was not effective had a different experience than the ones who indicted it was
effective. This study did not provide an in-depth probe into prior experience. Due to the low
number of principals responding in the survey, it is impossible to make conclusions, but it is
worth discussion and future study.

5.2.3.1 Intersection of capability and instruments
These results suggest a combination of instruments and capacity building may have helped
principals implement the current evaluation tool, but they also suggests that a focus on training
has not continued in most districts. Considering what the literature says about adult learning and
professional growth, it seems that continuing to provide training as principals gain more
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capability with the evaluation tool could be very beneficial, especially if the training moves
beyond being introductory in nature. The data indicated that the trainings initially provided by
the IUs were helpful, especially to those who felt “somewhat prepared” versus those who felt
prepared.
As a practitioner, I attended these trainings in one of the IUs that was covered in this
study. The trainings tended to be more of an overview of the four domains as opposed to going
in-depth which was appropriate for initial implementation.

The data also suggested that

principals gained more capability as they worked with the tool. It has now been 5 years since the
tool was implemented giving principals more time to develop their capability. It seems that it
would be advantageous to continue to have more sophisticated trainings as practitioner capability
grows, but this has not occurred in the districts covered in this study. The principals reported
that trainings have not been on-going with the exception of some principals engaging in on-going
independent learning activities. The next section talks about adult learning theory and effective
professional development as they relate to Act 82 implementation and on-going support of the
main implementers, the principals.

5.2.3.2 Adult learning theory
In this section, an overview of adult learning theory is provided. The main focus areas of the
theory are then applied to principal experiences with Act 82 implementation. During 1960s,
Malcom Knowles brought attention to the field of adult learning as he began to synthesize the
concept of andragogy, adult learning theory, making it more widely known through his writings
(Taylor & Kroth, 2009). The andragogical model developed by Knowles and associates focused
on the following assumptions: adults need to know why they need to learn something before
attempting to learn it, adults’ self-concept is based on being independent so self-directed learning
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should be a goal, the learner’s life experiences should be taken into account and emphasized,
what is being learned should be useful to the learner in coping with current or soon to exist life
situations and adult learners respond more to internal motivators as opposed to external rewards
(Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2012).
The first part of the model is knowing why an adult needs to learn something. Within the
context of Act 82 implementation, the principals already know why they need to learn more
about the evaluation tool as it is required by law. What is unknown is if they are motivated to
learn more. Further research could address how they value the tool to determine if they have the
motivation to learn how to use the tool more effectively or if they see it simply as a policy with
which to comply. The survey answers suggested both. Some of the responses indicated that
principals saw it as a tool for promoting teacher growth while other answers seemed to focus
more on the amount of required paperwork.
The next two aspects of the model are self-directed learning and life experiences being
taken into account. This is interesting since self-directed learning was the only type of learning
that was found to be on-going and the responses indicated that the choices were being driven by
the principals themselves.

Moving forward, districts would be wise to provide on-going

professional development opportunities knowing that they may vary from district to district since
contexts vary. The principals should also be active participants in providing input into the
content and nature of those opportunities since they are the ones most knowledgeable about their
experiences with the evaluation tool. This is also supported by the literature on best professional
development practices which is covered in the next section.
Finally, the learning should be useful to the learner in coping with a current life situation.
This applies to all of the principals since the evaluation tool is a required part of their jobs and
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relates to a potential internal motivator. The principal interviews indicated a focus on using the
tool to promote teacher growth and not a focus on it as an accountability tool. It may be that the
principals feel more of an internal motivation to use the tool effectively to help their teachers
succeed. This motivation, combined with professional development opportunities that help them
succeed in using the tool effectively, could potentially have a positive impact on the
effectiveness of their teachers resulting in greater student achievement. In the end, that is one of
the goals of Educator Effectiveness, but there needs to be a continual focus on the use of the tool
beyond initial implementation training.

5.2.3.3 Characteristics of effective professional development
The data from this study suggests that there was an early focus on training and preparing
principals for implementation of Act 82, but that focus has not continued. As principals have
gained more experience with the evaluation tool, they have increased in their capability as
compared to when they began. If districts were to return to the focus on policy instruments,
specifically high quality professional growth opportunities, they could potentially increase the
effectiveness of both their principals and teachers. Considering what the literature says about the
impact of a teacher, this could potentially have a positive impact on student achievement. In the
literature, there are a number of practices that are considered to be effective when delivering
professional development that is intended to change practice and impact student achievement.
The first consideration is duration. Professional development (PD) should extend over time
allowing educators to go in depth with the topic and it needs to include plans for ongoing follow
up (Garet et al., 2001; Porter et al., 2000). The traditional method of the one day conference
presented by an expert outside of the classroom has been widely criticized in the literature
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resulting in an increase in more “reform” style PD activities such as study groups, mentoring and
coaching (Garet et al., 2001).
Another component of professional development is educators having some choice in the
topic (Porter et al., 2000) so it will be specific to their area of need. For example, in one of the
interviews a principal referenced that it would be helpful to have additional training on
evaluating non-teaching professionals.

This concept extends to the idea of PD being job

embedded (Garet et al., 2001; Hiebert, 1999; Porter et al, 2000) which directly aligns with the
theory of andragogy focusing on learning being something that the adult learners can apply to
their everyday situations in the classroom. Job-embedded learning is the practice of educators
sharing information, formally or informally, about what works and does not work, trying new
practices and reflecting together (Zepeda, 2012).
The critical piece here is educators having opportunities for active collaboration (Garet et
al., 2001; Porter et al., 2000). This type of PD provides educators an opportunity to engage in
the transformational learning process by discussing and working through common issues. In the
interviews, the majority of the principals referenced professional conversations as being valuable
in their understanding and implementation of the evaluation tool.

In some cases, these

conversations occurred as part of a planned training, but more often they happened during
informal conversations. Providing on-going opportunities for principals to gain new knowledge
as they gain in capacity and have professional conversations about their work could be a
powerful tool for districts. Linda Darling-Hammond (1995) sums it up well when she states that
“Like their students must do, teachers also construct their own understandings by doing: by
collaborating, by inquiring into problems, trying and testing ideas, evaluating and reflecting on
the outcome of their work” (p. 24). She goes on to say that by providing educators with
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opportunities to work on real problems of practice, educators are able to develop a deeper
understanding of their practice as well as to develop an increased sense of ownership.
For districts interested in progressing their professional learning to the next level, the
Standards for Professional Learning (Learning Forward, 2013) provide a guide with the
necessary components.

These standards were specifically titled “professional learning” as

opposed to “professional development” to put an emphasis on the active role the educator plays
in this process.

The standards are divided into seven categories: learning communities,

leadership, resources, data, learning designs, implementation and outcomes. The first standard
addresses the need for educators to work in learning communities that meet continuously, share
collective responsibility and maintain a focus on their goal(s). The second standard covers the
allocation of resources which includes costs of human resources, time for learning, technology
and material resources. This also includes the coordination and fair allocation of resources.
The next standard is data. In order to know where the needs are in a school, data needs
to be collected, analyzed, used in planning and routinely evaluated. Data sources also need to be
rich and varied. The fifth standard covers learning designs. This standard emphasizes the need
to incorporate the theories of adult learning when planning for professional learning. The next
standard is implementation. Quality professional learning requires sustained effort and this
standard talks about the need to plan for on-going support. The final standard looks at outcomes
that are based on high expectations. In this standard, professional learning is directly tied to
increased student outcomes.

5.2.3.4 Significance of continual professional learning for principals
In Chapter 1, the rationale for why this study was important was stated. The first reason that the
research suggests is teachers have the greatest impact on a child’s achievement in school when
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compared with other factors in the school environment (National Commission on Teaching &
America’s Future, 1996). The second reason is the amount of resources in the areas of funding,
human resources, and technology required to implement the evaluation system as required by
Act 82.In addition, early feedback indicated that the evaluation process is time consuming when
completed as intended. Considering the investment of resources and the high stakes involved for
children, it is important the focus on how this policy is being implemented continue.
A lot is on the line with the implementation and continued influence of this policy in
schools.

At the start of implementation, there was a focus on preparing the primary

implementers. Yet, as time has passed there does not appear to have been a continued focus on
ensuring effective use of the evaluation tool that was enacted because of this policy. Considering
the amount of time and money invested in this policy, it would be wise for districts to focus on
increasing the effectiveness of the evaluation tool by continuously developing the capabilities of
the principals. Now that principals have developed some capability with the tool, districts have a
prime opportunity to provide professional growth opportunities that could potentially have a
positive impact on helping principals use the tool to promote educator effectiveness.

The

information in the previous sections provides the knowledge to do so in a manner that is
grounded in research.

5.2.4

RQ3: Implementation of the policy

RQ3 was designed to learn about how Act 82 has been implemented in the schools. In the policy
literature, this falls into the category of environment.

As was discussed in Chapter 2, an

organization can be structured in such a manner that capability to implement a policy is either
enhanced or constrained (Cohen et al., 2007):
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Policies that cause practitioners to change practice, especially in a major way, creates a
certain level of incompetence.

Organizations can impact how that incompetence is

addressed as they enhance capability by enabling and institutionalizing the exchange of
knowledge about practice and the interests, values, and knowledge that inform practice.
(p. 540)
In this study, principals were inconsistent in their perceptions of whether or not this
policy had the intended effect of ensuring an effective teacher in every classroom. This indicates
that there is still work to be done in meeting this stated goal.
The following sections offer suggestions on what districts could do to support this policy
in their districts in order to support goal of ensuring effective teachers. The following sections
addresses further the continued professional development of principals and recommendations on
focus areas.

5.2.4.1 Addressing principal capability
The first area of RQ3 focused on effective evaluation practices. When describing their work
with this tool, principal’s responses ranged from negative to positive. The negative comments
reflected a tool that is time-consuming, paperwork intensive and not effective.

Positive

comments revolved around the tool providing opportunities for professional dialogue
collaboration and reflection.

Those who were in a position where this signified a drastic change

of practice may be the ones responding the most negatively. The interview responses support
this in that this group of principal generally described the implementation in positive terms, and
based on what they shared about their prior experiences, this policy was not a significant
departure from prior practice.

The theme that was most prevalent throughout all of the
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interviews was the idea that the new model has increased professional dialogue, collaboration
and reflection.
Every participant touched on this idea.

The participants reported more discussions

focused on instruction with their teachers as well as teachers dialoguing with each other about
effective practices. While the data suggests initial competency may be impacting principal
perceptions and implementations, it cannot be absolutely concluded this is the case without
further research into the experiences of the principals who describe the tool in negative terms.
As was previously mentioned, the principals who participated in the interviews where generally
positive in their responses suggesting that principals who had more negative experiences may
have self-selected out of the interview portion of the study.
Regardless of being inconclusive, districts could potentially benefit from providing
professional growth experiences for principals to help them develop their competency with the
tool. In the section on RQ2, the need for on-going opportunities was discussed and this section
expands further on that topic. In the area of evaluation practices, I looked for examples of
effective practices i.e. effective tool, trained observers, multiple observers for each teacher and
use of student data. Considering these components, RQ3 provided insights into areas that may
prove valuable in regards to areas to focus professional training.

The following

recommendations fall under the areas of effective tool, trained observers and use of student data.
The survey and interview data indicated that all of the principals went through some type
of initial training. Yet, when describing the evaluation tool, there were mixed feelings about its
effectiveness and value.

The interviews proved interesting in that those principals were

generally positive about the tool and seemed to feel comfortable using it.

This group of

principals offered insights into what they found to be valuable about the tool, and they also
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offered insights into areas they would like to continue to grow. Therefore, this section of
recommendations comes mainly from the data that was collected from the interview participants.

5.2.4.2 Professional growth opportunities
The first recommendation, which was covered in RQ2, is providing on-going professional
growth opportunities. As was stated previously, there was an initial push to train principals, but
that focus has not continued. The literature talks about the challenges of implementing a policy
that is a departure from current practice. For the interviewees, their comments suggested that
their prior experiences helped them have a successful implementation, but they indicated that
some of their colleagues struggled. While it is probable that all of these principals now
understand how to use the tool, the effectiveness of it is impacted by the principal’s competency.
Continuing to develop all principals’ capability would likely continue to increase the
effectiveness of the tool. Even within the group of principals interviewed, only four said they
thought the evaluation tool had an impact on instruction, one said it was a start and the other said
“not necessarily” suggesting even those principals experiencing some success still need
professional growth opportunities. The principals’ comments in the interviews also provided
guidance in where districts may want to target those professional opportunities.

5.2.4.3 Professional dialogue
The theme that was most prevalent throughout all of the interviews was the idea that the
evaluation tool has increased professional dialogue, collaboration and reflection.
participant touched on this idea.

Every

The participants reported more discussions focused on

instruction with their teachers as well as teachers dialoguing with each other about effective
practices. Districts could potentially benefit by offering on-going professional development
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focused on the four domains and how to have effective professional conversations around them.
In the literature, Danielson (2016) reflected about how powerful this can be:
Of all the approaches available to educators to promote teacher learning, the most
powerful (and embedded in virtually all others) is that of professional conversation.
Reflective conversations about practice require teachers to understand and analyze events
in the classroom.

In these conversations, teachers must consider the instructional

decisions they have made and examine student learning in light of those decisions. (p. 5)
She goes on to describe how, historically, teachers have been very passive when
participating in a post-observation conference with the principal. The conference was an event
to be endured. In this context, the evaluation tool may be high quality, but when used in this
manner it is unlikely to change practice.

Having principals who are skilled in the art of

professional conversations, using the same tool, is more likely to have an impact.

5.2.4.4 Teacher reflection
In the interviews, the principals also touched on the idea of teacher reflection. They indicated
inconsistent responses from their teachers. For some teachers, their answers to questions within
the domains indicated a lot of reflection on practice. Others indicated very little and in some
instances teacher comments indicated they only wanted to do what was needed to achieve
proficiency. While it is possible some teacher’s attitudes will not change despite principal
efforts, the effective use of professional conversations can promote teacher reflection even
beyond the discussions.

Danielson describes this process as “the value of professional

conversations extends far beyond the particular settings in which they occur; that is, they have
value both in the moment and over time. By participating in thoughtful conversations about
practice, teachers acquire valuable habits of mind that enable them to pursue such thinking on
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their own, without the scaffolding provided by the particular conversation. On another occasion,
teachers can consider the lessons they have extracted from a given situation and determine their
applicability to a new set of circumstances. It is this transfer of insight that makes professional
conversation such a powerful vehicle for learning” (Danielson, 2016, p. 5).

5.2.4.5 Discussions about data
Another area districts can focus on is helping principals develop their capability in using data to
inform instruction. This includes how to talk with teachers about data, understanding which data
is useful and how to help teachers translate data into information that informs instruction. In his
book, How Teachers Can Turn Data Into Action, Daniel Venables talks about how teachers and
administrators often find discussions about data unpleasant. In this study, that observation
showed up in the interviews. The principals reported teachers having mixed feelings about the
student data piece, but two themes emerged from their answers: inequity and control. Inequity
referred to the teachers’ perception that some teachers are held more accountable under this
system based on what grade level and subject area they teach.
The idea of control refers to the level of control teachers perceive having on the outcome
of their data. The higher level of control they felt they had the less negative their feelings were
about having data included. While there are aspects of this evaluation tool that teachers and
principals have no control over, such as how the data is used to calculate ratings, they can
employ practices to use the data effectively to inform instruction.
During the interviews, principals were asked how they talk with teachers about data.
Their answers varied which again is not a surprising outcome. There was also inconsistency in
which data principals focused on. As was mentioned previously, I attended the IU trainings that
were offered when this policy was being implemented. During those trainings, the data piece
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was not covered beyond explaining how the calculations were completed for the final ratings.
Considering some of the negative terms that were used to describe the teachers’ feelings about
data, it would be beneficial for principals to have the skills to talk about data and understand how
to put in structures in place that effectively engage teachers in the use of data which teachers
perceive as being beneficial to their work. This could potentially help teachers feel a sense of
control and build in them the competencies to utilize data effectively. In the end, teacher
engagement in the use of data is much more important to school success, and the effectiveness of
this policy, than compliance with mandates (Coffman, Gonzalez Molina, & Clifton, 2002;
Reeves, 2004).

5.2.4.6 Multiple observers
The final evaluation practice I looked at was multiple observers. The literature suggests using
multiple observations and observers for each teacher (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Gates
Foundation, 2012). The data from this study suggests that this is not a common practice which is
consistent with my own experience as a practitioner in the field for over twenty years. If
multiple observers are used, it is typically in response to a teacher who is struggling. Having
different administrators observe each teacher is a practice that districts can implement without
additional financial costs. Considering the value in professional dialogue this may provide a
benefit to teachers, especially if their principal is less adept at having these conversation. This
practice could also be used to build capability in principals who are not skilled in this area. By
pairing an inexperienced or struggling principal with a stronger colleague, that principal has a
professional growth opportunity embedded into the work day. They can observe together and
have follow-up discussion about what was observed and how to most effectively communicate
with the teacher.
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5.2.4.7 Software
One thing that came out of the interviews was the use of software to manage the evaluation
process. The principals described this as being helpful. Considering some of the negative
feedback in the survey regarding the amount of paperwork and logistics involved in this process,
it may be beneficial for districts to invest in this if they have not already done so. This is also a
possible area of further research since this is not an area this study covered. The use of software,
as a policy instrument, could be researched to determine if it has an impact of how effectively the
policy is implemented in districts.

5.3

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of this study suggest that the current teacher evaluation tool has the potential to
positively impact the effectiveness of teachers. A key factor in this is the capabilities of the
principals. The data suggests that when the policy was initiated there was a focus on providing
the supports needed by principals for a successful implementation, but this focus has not
continued which may potentially undermine the effectiveness of this evaluation tool. This is
especially concerning considering the impact a teacher has on a child’s success in school. In
order for this policy to work as intended, there needs to be a commitment by legislators, the
Pennsylvania Department of Education and districts to continue to provide the supports needed.
Otherwise, Educator Effectiveness will be yet another initiative that goes by the wayside. In the
following sections, I offer my own perspective on the challenges that have occurred in
implementing the policy and recommendations on how support can be provided at both the state
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and district levels. These recommendations are based on my professional experiences as well as
what is detailed in the literature.

5.3.1

Implementation challenges

Implementing a new teacher evaluation tool is a monumental task. As this study revealed,
principals who had greater capability were able to put into place professional practices that have
the power to enhance teacher effectiveness: professional dialogue, collaboration and reflection.
Other principals who had less capability found the implementation more challenging. The data
suggest that the issues of capability were addressed early on with trainings at the IUs and
districts. Unfortunately, this effort did not continue. While this study did not seek to understand
why this did not continue, my own experience suggests that it may have resulted due to
competing factors, especially the concurrent implementation of the Pennsylvania Core Standards.
For districts and principals, the evaluation tool enacted as a result of Act 82 represented a
major policy implementation. This study focused mainly on the 50% classroom observation
portion, but also included in the evaluation was student data. This was the first time student data
was specifically tied to teacher evaluation. This alone represented a significant shift in practice.
Unfortunately, the state also rolled out another significant change in practice which was the
implementation of the PA Core Standards. This change caused a dramatic decrease in student
scores at approximately the same time student scores were being included in teacher evaluation
for the first time.
In 2010-2011, the state began sending out information on the new standards. In 20112012, trainings began on the new standards. This coincided with the enactment of Act 82. In
2012-2013, districts were expected to begin aligning their curriculum with the standards and
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preparing for implementation. This represented a significant effort in regards to preparation of
teachers and principals in understanding the new standards. It also represented a significant
change in instructional practices for teachers. For districts, it also included reviewing and
investing in updated resources that aligned with the new standards. In 2015, the PSSAs were
fully aligned to the PA Core Standards. Throughout the state, there was a noticeable drop in
achievement scores as districts worked to recalibrate to the new standards.
Essentially what policymakers had done was create the perfect storm. The literature
suggests that when a policy is moving into practice the greater the departure from current
practice the greater the conflict as the implementers struggle to enact it. This can be addressed
through effective use of policy instruments. Unfortunately, in the case of Act 82, the legislature
created a situation where two policies, both representing significant shifts from current practice,
were being enacted concurrently. Even more significant was the impact PA Core Standards had
on teacher evaluation during the early years of its implementation. For the first time, teachers
were being evaluated on student data. This occurred at a time when new standards were being
enacted and consequently caused achievement scores to drop significantly.

Based on my

professional experience and what I discovered in the literature, this created a situation where it
would be incredibly difficult to implement both policies effectively.
A second challenge that has occurred is the inability to remove ineffective teachers using
the current evaluation tool. This is ironic since one of the intended purposes was to remove
ineffective teachers. The Pennsylvania Department of Education provides historical data on how
many teachers are rated unsatisfactory each year. During the 2013-2014 school year, the first
year of the rating system, 98.2% of all teachers were rated satisfactory. This was the highest
percentage in 5 years. What administrators have discovered with the evaluation tool is it is
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almost mathematically impossible to rate a teacher unsatisfactory. This is especially true in a
high performing school district where the overall achievement scores can help buoy an
underperforming teacher. As a practitioner, I heard numerous warnings about this from lawyers
as the current tool was being rolled out. They directly stated that it would be virtually impossible
to fire a teacher under the current evaluation tool for a variety of reasons, including how the math
calculations were configured. This has been a source of frustration for principals as they feel
they are stuck with underperforming teachers at a time when accountability high. This problem
came to light early on in the implementation yet there has been no efforts by the legislature to
correct it. It is possible that this is why principals have instead focused their efforts on using the
tool to help teachers grow professionally.

5.3.2

Recommendations

Based on the findings from this study, what is reviewed from the literature and my own
experiences as a practitioner I offer the following 3 recommendations: more consideration from
policymakers on policy implementation timelines, continued trainings offered by the IUs, and
on-going support within districts.
Recommendation 1: The enactment of Act 82 and the resulting teacher evaluation tool created a
significant departure of practice for some principals. This is not an insurmountable hurdle, but it
is one that requires sustained effort in the form of trainings and supports.

Districts in

Pennsylvania are limited in both their financial and human resources. Implementing a new
evaluation tool would be expected to put a strain on these resources, but it was one that could
provide valuable returns as teachers gained in their effectiveness. Unfortunately, the decision
was made to layer on another, very significant, policy by concurrently implementing the PA
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Core Standards. In the future, policymakers need to consider timelines of major policy changes.
Every effort should be made to ensure multiple policies, requiring a departure from current
practice, do not go into effect concurrently. Time and resources must be devoted to the
implementation to any new policy that is expected to produce significant outcomes.
Recommendation 2: The data from this study suggests that policy instruments and capability
have an interactive relationship. As principal experience with the tool increases so do their
capabilities.

This provides an opportunity for IUs to develop more sophisticated trainings

beyond the introductory ones that occurred early in implementation.

As principals gain

familiarity with the tool, they are cognitively more available to gain from advanced trainings.
This study suggests trainings that would likely be valuable are as follows: effective use of
questioning to promote discussion and reflection, viewing videos of lessons and discussing
evidence with other principals, effective conversations around data, evaluating non-teaching
professionals, etc. The options are limitless, but, as research suggests, should include input from
the principals on what would be most helpful and a focus on collaboration, dialogue and
reflection.
Another training issue IUs need to address is new principals. Currently, no trainings are
available on the evaluation tool which is concerning for principals who are new in their
positions. While they are likely to be introduced to the tool during their preparation programs,
assuming they attend school in Pennsylvania, there is currently no IU support once they enter the
field. This is a missed opportunity as they begin working with the tool and increasing their
capability. The introductory sessions that were previously offered should continue to run at least
twice a year to ensure new principals have access.
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Recommendation 3: The literature on policy to practice suggests that the environment can
support or inhibit successful policy implementation. There are actions district can take to
provide continued support to principals. A common theme that came out in the data as being
beneficial was the opportunity to talk with other administrators. It was also found that most
teachers were not observed by more than one administrator. Therefore, it is recommended that
districts have principals do observations together.

This provides a professional growth

opportunity as principals have an opportunity to dialogue about what was observed. It also
serves to have multiple people observing teachers which is supported in the literature. This
practice should be embedded and on-going. Another suggestion is to encourage independent
learning opportunities. The data, while limited in this area, suggested these activities were
beneficial and sustained. Districts should support this by providing time for these activities and
providing resources such as books, articles, online training, etc.

Again, the nature of the

activities should be driven by the needs articulated by the principals.

5.3.3

Concluding remarks

The area of policy and policy development tends to be one that educators are not particularly
knowledgeable in yet it impacts the work they do on a daily basis. As was described in this
study, the involvement of legislators has grown through the years, and it appears this trend will
continue. Therefore, it behooves educators to have an understanding of why certain issues rise to
prominence while others fade, be informed about potential and existing policies, understand the
political environment and most importantly advocate on behalf of the students and communities
they serve. Act 82 was implemented through the Pennsylvania legislature. This is significant
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because it shows the legislature’s willingness to develop policy that has a direct impact on the
work educators do on a daily basis.
In the case of Act 82, it is law and so it is in the best interest of children that districts
work to ensure it is being done effectively. While educators may disagree on how effective the
evaluation tool is, the research and this study suggests that it can bring value to the observation
process through the promotion of professional dialogue and conversation.

As has been

discussed, there are a number of practices that can be employed by districts to help facilitate and
strengthen this process. In the future, should the legislature begin work to revise the teacher
evaluation process, educators who are well-informed and willing to advocate can have an
influence on future policy. It is my hope, that this dissertation has provided educators the
motivation and some of the knowledge needed to have a voice in education policy. Our children
are depending on it.

181

APPENDIX A

SURVEY LETTER

Dear __________________,
My name is Caroline Johns and I am a currently a student at the University of Pittsburgh
completing a doctorate in Administrative and Policy Studies. I am conducting a research study
entitled: A Mixed Method Exploration of the Efficacy of the Teacher Evaluation System in
Western Pennsylvania. This is a policy study looking at how the intended purposes of Educator
Effectiveness (Act 82) have been translated into practice. This study has been approved by the
University of Pittsburgh Human Research Protection Office pursuant to the U.S. Federal
Government Department of Health and Human Services (2009) regulation 45 CFR § 46.101.
I am writing to request your participation in this study by completing a short survey.
Your participation in this research project is completely voluntary, and there are no known risks
beyond those encountered in everyday life.

In the survey, you will be asked about your

experience with implementing Act 82 Educator Effectiveness as well as your thoughts about its
effectiveness as a teacher evaluation tool. All information is kept confidential, and you may
choose to exit the survey at any time. The survey takes approximately 10 minutes to complete.
To begin the survey, please click on the link below. By clicking on the link below you are
acknowledging that your participation in this research is entirely voluntary.
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If you would like to receive a summary of the findings at the conclusion of the study,
please email your request to cej19@pitt.edu. Your participation in this research is greatly
appreciated!
Sincerely,
Caroline Johns
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APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE AND CONSENT FORM

Dear ______________________,
I am a student at the University of Pittsburgh working on a doctorate in Administrative and
Policy Studies. I am conducting a research study entitled: A Mixed Method Exploration Of The
Efficacy Of The Teacher Evaluation System in Pennsylvania. This is a policy study looking at
how the intended purposes of Educator Effectiveness (Act 82) have been translated into practice.
This will be done through review of the literature, survey, and interviews of currently practicing
K-12 principals in Beaver and Washington Counties.

Your participation will involve a semi-structured interview that will take approximately thirty
minutes. A short follow up interview or phone call may be necessary for clarification of your
comments if needed. The interview will be audio recorded for accuracy. Your participation will
be kept confidential, your name will not appear on any document related to the study, and your
participation will remain anonymous in perpetuity.

Your participation in the study is voluntary. Should you choose to withdraw from participation
at any time you may do so without demur. If you choose to withdraw, your completed answers
will be permanently deleted. The results of the study will be published as a dissertation, but your
name will not be associated with any results.
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This research poses no foreseeable risk to any of the participants in the study. All collected data
will be kept confidential but, as with any research study, there always exists the very small risk
that confidentiality will be compromised. Safeguards are in place to greatly minimize this risk.
Although there may be no direct benefit to you to participate, the possible benefit of your
participation may help by providing leaders in education statewide with information about how
policy translates into practice with specific focus on how teacher evaluation has been
implemented.

If you have any questions concerning the research study, you can contact me at(216) 375-8132.
Sincerely,
Caroline Johns

By signing this form, I acknowledge that I understand the nature of the study, the potential risks
to me as a participant, and the means by which my identity will be kept confidential. My
signature on this form also indicates that I am 18 years old or older, and that I give my
permission to voluntarily serve as a participant in the study described.
Signature of participant______________________________________Date_______________
Signature of researcher_______________________________________Date_______________
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APPENDIX C

ELECTRONIC SURVEY

1. In your current position as principal, what grade levels does your building include? Please
select the response that BEST describes your building.
a.) Elementary (K-6)
b.) Middle School (5-9)
c.) High School (8-12)
d.) Middle and High School (5-12)
2. How many years, including the current school year, have you been in your present position?
a.) 1 year
b.) 2 years
c.) 3 or more years
(*Respondents answering “A” were exited from the survey)
3. How many years have you been observing teachers using the Pennsylvania Department of
Educa on Educator Effectiveness model (include the current school year)?
a.) 2 or more years
b.) This is the first year of implementation
c.) Not currently using due to an existing Collective Bargaining Agreement
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(*Respondents answering “B” or “C” will be discontinued)
4. Which county is your school district located in?

Participant Experience:
5. Have you ever participated in training on Educator Effectiveness?
a.) Yes
b.) No
6. Please indicate the type of training you had on Educator Effectiveness and approximate length
of time. If you did not participate in training, please mark “not applicable.”
Not
Applicable

1-2 Hours

Half Day

Training
provided by
the
Intermediate
Unit
Training
provided by
the school
district
Participation
in a
Professional
Learning
Community in
my district or
building
Wed-based
training (e.g.
Teachscape)
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1 Day

2-3 Days

Training is
on-going

I have
engaged in my
own
independent
learning
Other (Please
explain)

7. The four domains of Educator Effectiveness are based on the Charlotte Danielson model.
Were you familiar with the Danielson model prior to implementation of Educator Effectiveness?
a.) Yes
b.) No
8. When you were a teacher, were you observed using an evaluation tool based on the Danielson
model?
a.) Yes
b.) No
9. Prior to implementation of Educator Effectiveness, did you ever observe teachers using an
evaluation tool based on Danielson’s four domains?
a.) Yes
b.) No
10. Please choose the statement that best describes how you would rate your level of
preparedness with evaluating teachers using the Educator Effectiveness model.
a.) Very prepared
b.) Prepared
c.) Somewhat prepared
d.) Not prepared
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11. Please indicate how effective each of these items were in helping prepare you to evaluate
teachers using the Educator Effectiveness model.
Extremely
Effective

Very
Effective

Moderately
Effective

Trainings
provided by
the
Intermediate
Unit
Training
provided by
the school
district
Web-based
training (e.g.
Teachscape)
Participation
in a
Professional
Learning
Community in
your district

Independent
Learning
Activities
Prior
experience
evaluating
teachers using
a tool based
on
Danielson’s
four domains.

Other (please
explain)
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Slightly
Effective

Not Effective
At All

Not
Applicable

12. Based on your experience in your current building, indicate your level of agreement with the
following statement, “The Educator Effectiveness evaluation model has helped ensure there is an
effective teacher in ever classroom.”
a.) Strongly agree
b.) Agree
c.) Somewhat agree
d.) Neither agree or nor disagree
e.) Somewhat disagree
f.) Disagree
e. Strongly Disagree
13. When planning for professional development, does your district take into consideration
feedback from teacher evaluations?
a.) Yes
b.) No
c.) Not sure
14. Overall, how well do you think the teachers in your building understand the four domains
that comprise the “observation/practice” portion of the rubric?
a.) Extremely well
b.) Very well
c.) Moderately well
d.) Slightly well
e.) Not well at all
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15. How many administrators typically observe each teacher in a school year?
a.) 1
b.) More than 1
c.) More than 1 but only if they are a struggling teacher
16. What do you think policymakers were hoping to accomplish by creating the teacher
evaluation system that is now in place?

17. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience with the Educator
Effectiveness evaluation model?

18. Would you be willing to participate in a follow-up discussion with the researcher? If yes,
please provide your contact information.
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APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Part I: Notes for the Interviewer
Overview
1. Tape-record

the interviews if permission is granted

2. Interview in

a neutral setting.

3. Each

interview will be approximately 45-60 minutes.

Interview Methodology:
Interviews will be implemented with a customized approach allowing for an in-depth
investigation. Follow-up questions (i.e. prompts) will be used to stimulate interviewee memory.
The interviewer will use a semi-structured question design (Part III). Interview contains:
1. A predetermined set of 17 questions
2. All predetermined questions were the same for respondents
Designation of Interviewee: _______________________________________________
Location of Interview: _______________________________________________
Date: ______________________________
Start Time: __________________________
Finish Time: _________________________
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Part II: Components of the Interview
1. Components

of the Interview

a. Introduction

(5-10 minutes)

b. Review confidentiality and
c. Create a

consent form.

relaxed environment

d. Dialogue

Question: Have you received my introductory correspondence explaining my research and the
format that will be used?
Question: Are there any questions?
2. Explain

the purpose of the interview

Thank you for agreeing to talk with me. As I stated previously, I am completing a policy
study of Act 82, specifically focusing on Educator Effectiveness and the resulting teacher
evaluation tool that you are currently using. During the time we have together, I would like to
get an understanding of your experiences and observations as they relate to this topic.
3. Ask

permission to record interview

With your authorization, I would like to tape-record our discussion to get an inclusive record
of what is said, since the notes I take will not be as comprehensive as I will require. No one other
than I will listen to anything you say to me. Only I will have access to the records. The research
results will describe what you and others have said predominantly in summation. No responses
will be ascribed to you by name.
The open-ended questions are intended to obtain your personal experience and perceptions. I
anticipate that the interview time will take approximate 30 minutes. If you agree to volunteer and
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participate in the research process, please sign the informed consent page and confidentially
agreement.
Would you give me permission to tape the interview?
Do you have any questions before we begin?

Part III: Interview Questions
Research Questions:
RQ2: What are school principals’ understandings of the intended purposes of Act 82?
RQ3:How have principals been prepared for the implementation of the Act 82 Teacher
Effectiveness policy?
RQ4: How have principals implemented the Act 82 Teacher Effectiveness policy in their
buildings?
Participant’s Background Experience:
Interview Question 1:Please tell me about your professional experience in
education.
Interview Question 2:Based on what you remember, what was your experience like
with teacher evaluation when you were a teacher? (RQ4)
Prompts: Would you say it was more similar or different than the current evaluation
system? How so?
How would you say that the evaluation system you were observed with as a teacher
compares to the one you are currently using?
Interview Question 3:During your time as an administrator, did you have an
opportunity to evaluate teachers using a method other than what you are using
now? If yes, can you please describe it and talk about how it compared to your
current method of evaluation. (RQ 3&4)

194

Interview Question 4: How were you prepared or what kind of training did you receive
in order to successfully implement the new evaluation system? (RQ3)
Prompts: How did the training help you become better prepared?
Prompts: What kind of training do you think could have helped you become better
prepared?
Prompts: Has there been anything you’ve done on your own to help yourself with using
this evaluation tool? This could include looking at resources such as the SAS website,
reading Danielson materials, talking with colleagues who use this tool, etc.
Interview Question 5: Did you feel you were adequately prepared? (RQ3 & 4)
Prompt:
(If not adequately prepared…)
What do you think could have been done differently to better prepare you for
implementation?
Do you feel comfortable using the tool now that you have more experience with it?
(If adequately prepared…)
Please tell me more about the training and experiences you’ve had that helped you feel
prepared.

Participant’s Present Experience:
Interview Question 6:Please talk to me about your experiences with using the current
evaluation system to actually observe and evaluate teachers. (RQ4)
Interview Question 7:Do you feel the new evaluation method has had an impact on the
quality of instruction? (RQ4)
Prompts:
(If yes…) Can you tell me more about how you have seen instruction change, and why
you think that change has occurred.
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(if no…) One of the purposes of this current evaluation tool was to ensure high quality
instruction in each classroom. Why do you think it’s not had the intended impact?
Interview Question 8: In general, what’s been the reaction of your teachers to having
student data be a part of their evaluation? (RQ4)
Prompt:
How do you talk to them about data? Is that done during an evaluation meeting or at
other times?
What types of student data do you and the teachers discuss in relation to a teacher’s
performance?
Interview Question 9: Are you the only one who observes teachers in your building or
are they observed by other administrators? (RQ4)
Prompt:
(If multiple administrators in building) How do you decide who observes the teachers?
Interview Question 10: Can you share with me how your district goes about the process
of planning for professional development? (RQ4)
Prompts: Who decides topics to cover?
How do they make those decisions?
Interview Question 11:Since the implementation of Act 82 in your district, have you had
any additional professional development or support provided? Supports could include
time to reflect with your colleagues, support provided by central administration, training
at the intermediate unit, online training, etc. (RQ3)
Interview Question 12: Overall, what has the teacher response been to this evaluation
tool? (RQ4)
Prompts:
Have teachers who’ve expressed an opinion been generally positive or negative about it?
Can you give me examples of some of the feedback they have provided?
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Reflection on Experience:
Interview Question 13: What do you think policymakers were hoping to accomplish by
creating the teacher evaluation system that is now in place? (RQ2)
Prompts:
Why do you think legislators have become involved with how teachers are evaluated?
We know that accountability in education has risen dramatically. How do you
think teacher evaluation plays into accountability?
Interview Question 14: Was there anything in your past experience, training or
evaluation tools you worked with, that helped prepare you for implementing this
evaluation system? (RQ3)
Interview Question 15: Has the new evaluation system impacted your ability to remove
ineffective teachers? (RQ 2&4)
Prompts:
What challenges, if any, do you think you would face now trying to remove an
ineffective teacher?
Is this different than what you would have experienced prior to the passage of Act 82?
Interview Question 16: Have there been any unintended consequences, positive or
negative, that have occurred as a result of the current evaluation method? (RQ4)
Interview Question 17: Is there anything else that you would like to share with me about
your experience with teacher evaluation?
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APPENDIX E

FOLLOW-UP SCRIPT FOR A LOW RESPONSE RATE

Hello, my name is Caroline Johns and I am a currently a student at the University of Pittsburgh
completing a doctorate in Administrative and Policy Studies. I am conducting a research study
entitled: A Mixed Method Exploration Of The Efficacy Of The Teacher Evaluation System in
Western Pennsylvania. This is a policy study looking at how the intended purposes of Educator
Effectiveness (Act 82) have been translated into practice. This study has been approved by the
University of Pittsburgh Human Research Protection Office.
I am calling/speaking/emailing to you today to request your participation in this study by
completing a short survey. I found your contact information on your district’s website. Your
participation in this research project is completely voluntary, and there are no known risks
beyond those encountered in everyday life.

In the survey, you will be asked about your

experience with implementing Act 82 Educator Effectiveness as well as your thoughts about its
effectiveness as a teacher evaluation tool. All information is kept confidential, and you may
choose to exit the survey at any time. The survey takes approximately 10 minutes to complete.
The last question in the survey asks if you would be willing to participate in a follow up
interview. This interview can occur in person or over the phone and will be scheduled at your
convenience. The interview will take approximately thirty minutes. A short follow up interview
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or phone call may be necessary for clarification of your comments if needed. Your participation
will be kept confidential, your name will not appear on any document related to the study, and
your participation will remain anonymous in perpetuity.
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