The Puzzle

States have dramatically revamped theirteacher evaluation sy stems
over the lastsix years, driven by incentives in Race to the Top (RTTT)
and No Child Left Behind (NCLB) waivers. As part of RTTT and the
NCLB, the Obama Administration required states to create teacher
evaluation systems including student achievementas a “significant”
factor. There has been substantial variation in the weight that states
have given student achievement.

State requirements for including student
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The Conventional Explanation
The conventional wisdom attributes this variation to the opposition of]
strong teachers’ unions, who oppose accountability-oriented reform
policies and are deeply embedded in the policymaking apparatus
(Peterson et al. 2014, Moe 2011). Yet theresearch on teachers’
unions’impact on state education reform policymaking is far from
certain. Moreover, in my own efforts © find arelationship between
teachers’ union strength and the degree of student outcomes in
evaluations, I have failed © find arelationship. This is thecase for
other education reforms as well.
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Another explanation: Education Reform Groups The Mechanism
It may be that teachers’ unions are up aganst strong opponents whose presence as My fieldwork indicates that education advocacy groups kad to policy
advocates and penetration of the bureaucracy and the legislaurerival ther own. change viatwo paths, one sparked by the presence of business reform
Using mixed-methods, I find thateducation reform groups are key o the passage of groups and the other by citizen reform groups. The existence of
outcome-oriented evaluations by opening up the “iron tiangle” of teachers” union business orcitizen reform groups determines whetherreformer power
influence. runs through thebureaucracy or the kgislature. In both cases, reform
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Case Studies

To further testthis finding and determine the mechanism, I undertook comparative case study fieldwork in West
Virginia, Kentucky, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. I used my regression results to choose two pairs of states with similar
probabilities of establishing outcome-oriented evauation reform according to my regressions’ predicted vaues and
similar values on potential confounders.

Kentucky | West Virginia | Minnesota | Wisconsin
Potential Confounders — Achievement low low high high
Graduation Rates low low high high
Urbanization low low medium | medium
Legislative Control Year of Eval Law Split D R R
Teachers’ Unions Ranking* (out of 50) 30 23 16 15
Predicted Probability of Evals with Significant Student Growth** 105 133 .0004e-5 | .0005e-3
50-State Median Predicted Probability = .0003
Explanatory Variable ~ Reform Group? yes no yes no
Dependent Variable Significant growth in evaluations yes no yes no




