
Welcome to the webinar on the Views of Instruction, State Standards, Teaching, and 
Assessment (VISTA) 2017 results. I am Shelagh Peoples and work for the Office of Planning and 
Research as the VISTA coordinator. The VISTA survey is the Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education’s (ESE) annual survey soliciting principal and superintendent feedback on 
ESE’s policies, programs and supports.  

 

Last year was our pilot year where we tried out the survey process, items, analyses and 
reporting templates. Hopefully, principals and superintendents found the 2017 VISTA survey 
more relevant and succinct.  

 

I am joined today by our partner vendor, Westat, who have been instrumental to the survey 
administration process, analyses and reporting. I will now hand it to Laura Egan who will 
introduce her team and start the webinar off. 

 

Note: for readers, the source of the information is provided on each slide; the information 
refers to the item number of either the superintendents’ or principals’ survey that can be found 
on the Office of Planning and Research’s webpage 
(http://www.doe.mass.edu/research/vista/2017/).  If you copy and paste the link into your 
browser, you will be able to access copies of the complete surveys that were administered. 
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All superintendents and principals were invited to participate in the 2017 VISTA survey. This 
year, 193 superintendents (57% of districts) and 937 (52% of schools) participated in their 
respective surveys. The surveys were administered between January and March of 2017 and 
educator feedback was solicited on 5 major topics: state curriculum frameworks, educator 
growth and development, education evaluation, social and emotional learning, and ESE’s 
overall support to districts and schools. The data were weighted by Westat to ensure that it 
was reflective of the population of superintendents and principals within the state. 
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Respondent confidentiality was paramount to the survey administration process. ESE 
contracted Westat to ensure that participants’ identities and responses were anonymized. 
Participant contact information was used by Westat to administer the survey. Separately, ESE 
provided school and district level information to (e.g., school type, region, urbanicity), which 
Westat linked to respondent data. Additionally, Westat collapsed potentially identifiable data 
like student population counts into categorical data that would could not be associated with 
individual schools or districts. Once this data was linked, Westat removed all identifies 
(individual, school and district) from the results provided to ESE. 
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The slides presents the full analytical variables that were linked to participants responses. This 
will allow ESE’s program offices to break out the VISTA data to get a more specific and granular 
view of educator responses. This depth of information will allow ESE to better target its 
resources and supports. 
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Westat statistically weighted the data received from the sample of educators to ensure that the 
data in the statewide report was reflective of the population of districts and principals across 
Massachusetts. 

 

For example, Superintendents from 63% of districts with low percentages of economically 
disadvantaged (ED) students responded, while only 50% of superintendents from districts with 
higher percentages of ED students responded. Results from districts with higher percentages of 
ED students were weighted up to reflect the full population of responding and non-responding 
districts. 

 

The data provided are considered “estimates” because they reflect the estimated percentage 
or mean from the full population of districts or schools. Each estimate has an associated 
standard error and confidence interval (statistical measures of the reliability of the estimate). 
Due to variability, use caution in interpreting differences in these estimates as differences in 
the population, especially for subsets of the population (e.g., principals in a single district or 
region). 

 

Comprehensive reports include results of (nearly all) survey questions. Districts with at least 6 
respondents and sufficient response rates receive a district-level comprehensive report of 
principal responses. To protect confidentiality, the state and district reports only show 
response data when 

 At least 6 principals in the district responded to the item AND 

 Not all principals responded in the same way, or not all principals but one responded in 
the same way 
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We start the presentation off with data from the Curriculum and Instruction section of 
the educator surveys. 



Source: Principal: A1:1 (ELA)  Superintendent: A1 (ELA) 

One of the benefits of the VISTA survey is that it allows us to compare trends over time 
enabling us to determine if a change we make to policy or resources offered to districts 
and schools is having the desired effect. ESE is just completing revisions to the ELA and 
mathematics curriculum frameworks and it will be interesting to see, in the future, if 
attitudes toward the frameworks change with the introduction of the revised 
frameworks.  

We have two years of data from VISTA related to the old 2011 curriculum frameworks. 
In both years, superintendents and principals were asked their views on the 2011 ELA 
Curriculum framework – does the ELA framework, for example, prepare students for 
CCR, set appropriate expectations at each grade level and stimulate instructional shifts 
to help students meet the expectations of the standards? 

The data from both years indicate that both superintendents and principals to a large 
extent agree (>9 out of 10 agree somewhat or strongly) that the standards in MA help 
prepare students for college, set appropriate grade-level expectations so they are CCR 
by grade 12 and help teachers ensure that students meet the standards. A smaller 
percentage, but still 4 out of 5 educators, think the state assessments provide 
information on how well students are mastering the standards. The results for 
Mathematics for these same questions parallel the ELA results shown here in terms of 
magnitude and direction. 

It will be interesting to see how this data changes with the revised 2017 curriculum 
frameworks for ELA and mathematics. Will more educators strongly agrees? 
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Source: Principal: A3:1 (STE)  Superintendent: A3 (STE) 

We also asked the same set of questions (on the previous slide) about the Science and 
Technology/Engineering (STE) framework; we have two years of data from principal views on 
the STE framework. 2016 was the transition year for the implementation of the new STE 
framework. In that year, approximately 4 in 5 principals thought the 2016 STE framework 
supported the preparation of students for college and career, and set appropriate grade-level 
expectations for learning K-12.   

 

In 2017, after schools and districts have had time to digest the new STE framework, we asked 
principals the same questions. The percentage of principals who agreed that the STE curriculum 
framework prepares students for college and career, and sets appropriate grade-level 
expectations increased (this increase was statistically significant).  Interestingly, lower 
percentages of principals in 2017 than in 2016 felt that teachers had made instructional shifts 
to implement the new frameworks and there was less agreement that the state assessment 
was providing useful information on student mastery of content. The superintendent data in 
2017 parallels the principal 2017 data in response and magnitude. 

 

It will be interesting to see, once schools and districts have had time to fully digest the new 
framework and the state has fully adapted the STE assessments to the new framework, if the 
percent agreement bounces back for the latter two data points. This is why it is nice to have 
trend data as it will allow ESE to monitor changes in educators’ views related to ESE’s policies 
and programs. 
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Source: Principal: A1.4d; A2.4d; A3.4d    Superintendent: A4g; A4f; A4h 

Data:  

Superintendent English Language Arts (ELA): 43% Strongly aligned; 46% Aligned; 11% Somewhat or not at all aligned 

Principal English Language Arts (ELA): 25% Strongly aligned; 55% Aligned; 20% Somewhat or not at all aligned 

Superintendent - Mathematics: 45% Strongly aligned; 42% Aligned; 13% Somewhat or not at all aligned 

Principal – Mathematics: 30% Strongly aligned; 52% Aligned; 18% Somewhat or not at all aligned 

Superintendent – Science Technology/Engineering 20% Strongly aligned; 37% Aligned; 43% Somewhat or not at all 
aligned 

Principal – Science Technology/Engineering 12% Strongly aligned; 45% Aligned; 43% Somewhat or not at all aligned 

 

We asked both superintendents and principals  how well their district curricula align to the 
three curriculum frameworks, English Language Arts (ELA), Mathematics and Science and 
Technology/Engineering (STE). Both educator groups broadly agree that their curricula are 
aligned to the ELA and mathematics frameworks with over 80% of both groups either indicating 
alignment or strong alignment. Similarly, a majority of both groups (approximately 6 out of 10 
of each group) feel that their STE curricula is aligned; the lower percentage for STE is not 
unsurprising given the newness of the STE framework. 

 

What is interesting is that there is a difference in the level of agreement between the two 
groups with superintendents being much more  affirmative –  they are 1.5 times to almost 2 
times more likely to respond their curricula are strongly aligned to each of the curriculum 
frameworks than principals (this difference is statistically significant).  
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Source: Principal: A1:3a and 1.3d (ELA); A2:3 a and 2.3d (Math); Science 3.3a and 3.3d 

Superintendent: A5a, A5b, A5c, A5g 

 

Superintendents and principals were asked about the sufficiency of their curricula resources. 
They were asked whether, compared to what they have now, do they need more of the 
resource, less of the resource  or do they have sufficient curricula resources for each of the 
core subjects, and for embedding social and emotional learning  (SEL) resources into their 
curricula.  

 

The table focuses on the percent expressing the greatest need , that is those educators that 
expressed they needed more resources compared to what they have. 

 

The key take-away from this table is that both sets of administrators express a greater need for 
curricula resources aligned to the STE curriculum framework and guidance on how to embed 
social and emotional learning into each of the curricula. For example, 71% of superintendents 
reported needing more STE resources, compared to 42% of superintendents reporting a need 
for more mathematics or ELA resources. Again the data are not surprising given the newness of 
the science framework and SEL initiative. 
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Source: Superintendent: A6c; A6d 

 

The data on this slide come from the superintendent report. They were asked whether various 
factors presented a challenge to their district’s efforts to implement the MA curriculum 
frameworks. For example, they were asked about the extent that factors such as a lack of 
instructional resources, lack of parental support, and lack of high quality teaching or leadership 
presented them  with a challenge in their efforts to implement the frameworks. 

The data on the slide show their response to the extent that principal and teacher turnover 
present a challenge to curriculum framework implementation.  More than 4 out of 5 
superintendents indicated that educator turnover was only a minor to moderate challenge 
which is good to see. 
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Source: Superintendent: A6c; A6d 

 

Interestingly, when you break out the data on the previous slide by urbanicity, a different 
picture emerges. On this slide, we compared the responses from urban and non-urban 
superintendents on the question from the previous slide – educator turnover. 

Superintendents representing urban districts (24%) are twice as  likely than superintendents 
representing non-urban districts  (12%) to respond that principal turnover is a moderate or 
major challenge in their efforts to implement the curriculum frameworks.  

This disparity between urban and non-urban superintendents is much more pronounced in 
their responses to teacher turnover. Urban superintendents (56%) are more than 4 times more 
likely to indicate that teacher turnover is a moderate or major challenge than non-urban 
superintendents (13%). 

 

The teacher differences are statistically significant. 
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The following data is from the Professional Development section of the educator 
surveys. 
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Source: Superintendent: B1a, B1b, B1f 

Data on this slide is from the superintendent report. 

We asked superintendents if the professional development  (PD) activities provided  to 
their teachers in the 2016-17 school year (including the summer of 2016) succeeded in 
meeting their expectations for a variety of outcomes. The essential question was: were 
they having a positive impact on teacher growth and development? To provide some 
context to the data shown, 72% of superintendents report that their districts develop 
their PD in-house. 

 

This slide shows three of the nine outcomes measured. A vast majority (>4 out of 5) of 
superintendents believe that the PD provided were 

• improving teachers’ content knowledge of the academic subjects they teach 
(88% agree strongly or somewhat; 12% disagree strongly or somewhat) 

• advancing teachers’ understanding of effective instructional strategies (99% 
agree strongly or somewhat; 1% disagree strongly or somewhat), and 

• Helping teachers address the social and emotional needs of their students (89% 
agree strongly or somewhat; 11% disagree strongly or somewhat). 
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Source: Superintendent: B2 

Again, we asked only superintendents how often they evaluated the quality of the 
professional development (PD) provided to their teachers.  

 

A large majority (at least 4 out of 5 superintendents) expressed that the district: 

• Solicited both formal and informal feedback from their teachers sometimes or 
often (Informal feedback: 99% agree strongly or somewhat; 1% disagree strongly 
or somewhat. Formal feedback: 92 agree strongly or somewhat; 8% disagree 
strongly or somewhat) 

• Examined whether PD outcomes correlated with gains in student achievement 
(80% agree strongly or somewhat; 20% disagree strongly or somewhat), and 

• Regularly conducted observations of instructional practice to assess the impact of 
the PD activities (98% agree strongly or somewhat; 2% disagree strongly or 
somewhat) 
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Source: Principal: B3;   Superintendent: B4 

The next two slides examine what types of additional supports educators may need in 
the future. This support could take the form of professional development. 

Superintendents and principals were asked to what extent teachers would benefit from 
support  in helping students that are disadvantaged; the data shown reflects the 
greatest need response category (benefit from support to a “large extent). These data 
can help ESE identify how to target our resources to support districts.  

The greatest need appears to be in helping teachers implement inclusive practices to 
support the needs of all learners in core academic areas  (50% principals; 44% 
superintendents) with less need, albeit still substantial, in helping teachers implement 
accommodations and modifications outlined in students’ Individual Education Plans 
(42% principals; 43% superintendents), and providing teachers with supplemental 
teaching strategies for students with varying intensity of academic need (38% 
principals; 46% superintendents). 

Interesting, that while responses represent relatively high need, support to implement 
strategies designed to help the instructional needs of English Language Learner (ELL) 
students is lower (29% principals; 34% superintendents); the percent difference 
between the ELL item and the other three items is statistically significant among 
superintendents and among principals. 

ESE’s Superintendents Advisory Committee reflected that this difference may be due to 
the impact of the RETELL initiative on the implementation of ELL instruction.  
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Source: Principal: B4;   Superintendent: B5 

We asked both educator groups to what extent teachers would benefit from support  in helping 
students’ social and emotional learning (SEL) needs. Although we have data from both 
superintendents and principals, the frame of reference differs for the two groups. The frame of 
reference for the principals is teachers. For the superintendents they refer to principals when 
responding. 

 

Educators were asked to what extent teachers or principals would benefit from support in each 
of the three areas highlighted on the slide. Again, the data shown reflects the greatest need 
response category (percent responding to a “large extent”.  

 

Over half of all principals (55%) feel that teachers do need support to address the different 
types of SEL needs within the classroom, with just under half (49%) reporting that teachers 
need help in integrating the development of students’ social and emotional competencies into 
both their lesson plans and into their daily practice. 

 

Superintendents were asked if principals need support in these three areas. Almost 4 out of 10 
superintendents felt that principals needed support to: 

• address the different types of SEL needs within the school (38%) 

• help teachers to integrate the development of SEL competencies into their lesson plans 
(38%), and 

• integrate the development of SEL competencies into their instructional leadership and 
school-wide support systems (36%). 

These results highlight potential PD support topics for districts and schools. 
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The following data is from the Educator Evaluation section of the educator surveys. 
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Source: Principal: C1c, C1d, C1e; C1f     Superintendent: C1c, C1d, C1e, C1h 

Most of the results shown in this section pertain to the teacher evaluation systems used in their 
districts. However, there is a section in each educator’s survey about their views of the 
principal evaluation systems  (PES) used in their districts. This slide highlights three responses 
from this section. Percent agreeing equals the combined total of those that agreed somewhat 
and agreed strongly. 

Both superintendents and principals were asked if the PES is effective in identifying specific 
areas where principals can improve their school leadership and students’ academic learning – 
both core outcomes for a PES. Both groups were also asked if the PES helped identify specific 
areas where they can improve students’ social and emotional learning (SEL). 

Three-quarters or greater of both groups  believe that their district’s PES are meeting the two 
core outcomes. 86% of superintendents and 77% of principals agree that the PES helps identify 
and improve school leadership. 79% of superintendents and 75% of principals agree that their 
district PES identifies and improves students’ academic learning. A smaller majority (60% 
superintendents; 59% principals) of educators believe that the PES helps them identify areas to 
improve students’ SEL. 

These results are realized in district s where the principal evaluation systems are considered 
fair by over three quarters of both groups. Interestingly, superintendents are significantly more 
affirmative than principals that their district principal evaluation systems generate fair results 
with 92% of superintendents agreeing with the statement versus only 78% of principals 
agreeing.  

 



Source: Principal C4.1; C4.2, C4.3, C4.4 and C4.5 

We also took a look at the burden on principals resulting from educator evaluation activities. 
We asked principals about their workload related to evaluation activities. On average, they 
reported that they (solely or as part of a team) conducted 33 educator evaluations in the 2016-
2017 school year. Of this number, they reported being solely responsible for, on average, 21 
educator evaluations (64% of the total number). In terms of time most principals (4 out of 10; 
mode) report spending between 10 and 25% of their weekly workload on evaluation activities 
with over a third more reporting spending in excess of 25% of their work week on these 
activities. Other school administrators and district leaders were the two stakeholder groups 
that helped share this burden with principals, with teacher leaders and coaches supporting 
principals to a lesser extent. 

Observations are an important part of these evaluation activities and the graph shows the 
mean number of observations broken out by professional teacher status. 

On average, teachers with professional status (PTS) receive less than 1 announced observation 
per year (0.8) and just over 3 unannounced observations in a year (3.2). Teachers without PTS 
receive, on average, almost 2 announced observations a year (1.8) and nearly 5 unannounced 
observations (4.8). On average, principals spend more time observing non-PTS teachers than 
they do teachers with professional teacher status. Teachers without PTS are 2 times more likely 
to receive an announced observation and 1.5 times more likely to receive an unannounced 
observation than a teacher with PTS. 
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Source: Principal: C3; C6f; C6g      Superintendent: C2; C4f; C4g 

Superintendents and principals were also asked similar questions to the principal evaluation 
system about the teacher evaluations systems (TES) within their districts.  

Across both groups there is a large majority of respondents agreeing (at least 9 out 10 
educators) that the TES used in their districts succeed in meeting their core outcomes: they 
help identify specific areas to improve student learning (superintendent 93%; principal 93%) 
and teacher practice (superintendent 94%; principal 94%); lead to constructive conversations 
between the evaluators and teachers (superintendent 87%; principal 92%); and, support 
teachers’ growth and development (superintendent 92%; principal 90%). 

These core outcomes are realized in TES that the vast majority of superintendents and 
principals (superintendent 95%; principal 94%) feel generate fair results (it is a pity we do not 
have a teacher survey to compare their responses to this question to those of superintendents 
and principals). 

Similar to the PES results, educators feel that the teacher evaluation systems help support 
other more subsidiary outcomes and decision-making. A majority of educators feel that their 
TES help identify specific areas to improve students social and emotional learning 
(superintendents 59%; principal 68%)and to determine which teachers receive teacher 
leadership opportunities (superintendent 58%; principal 60%).  

The last two data point shown on the right hand graph are related to our equity initiative which 
tries to ensure that all students have access to highly qualified , proficient and experienced 
teachers. We asked superintendents if the TES is used to help the district assign teachers across 
and within schools within the district, and similarly asked principals, if they used it to assign 
teachers to classes or students. Less than 4 in 10 superintendents use TES data to assign 
teachers across (25%) and within schools (38%). Six out of ten principals do use TES data to 
assign teachers to classes and students. It will be interesting to track these results once ESE’s 
Student Learning Experience reports become more established!!! These reports provide 
districts and schools with the ability to track individual students’ access to proficient and 
experienced teachers over time.  



Source: Principal: C5 

Principals were asked if they used various types of evidence to determine teachers’ summative 
performance ratings, and, if they did, how valuable was the evidence in developing these 
ratings. For example, did they use unannounced and announced observations to the same 
degree and were they equally valuable to the process? Did they use student work samples and 
artifacts of practice provided by the teacher in their appraisal? And, did they use assessments 
and stakeholder feedback in their deliberations? 

 

The column of data under % usage shows the percent of principals who affirmed they used 
each type of evidence. Not surprisingly, observations and evidence provided by the teacher are 
highly used (>9 out of 10 principals report their use), but over 7 in 10 principals also use 
assessments and stakeholder feedback in their deliberations. 

 

When asked how valuable the evidence was to their decision-making, we found a greater level 
of variation in principal responses. The percentages shown in the fourth column  are calculated 
from respondents who used the evidence resource. Clearly, observational data is highly valued 
(unannounced more so than announced), as is student work samples. Other sources of 
evidence that are valued by a majority of principals are artifacts of practice, common 
assessment data and teacher and student feedback. Less valued are teachers’ extra-curricular 
responsibilities, state assessment data and parent feedback. 

 

When you combine the two data points by multiplying the extent the evidence is used by how 
valuable the evidence is, you can get a clear picture of which source of evidence is most useful 
to principals when developing teacher summative ratings. By far, unannounced observations 
are the most useful, followed by student work samples. This type of information can be used by 
ESE to better target resources to support the deliberation process. 
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Source: Superintendent: C3.2 

We asked superintendents to assess the usefulness of the resources that ESE currently provides 
to support districts’ educator evaluation systems. We provide informational videos, guidance 
documents, assessments, training and more general informational resources to districts and 
schools to support their evaluation systems. 

 

We first asked if superintendents had heard of the resource and if they used the resource to 
support the implementation of their evaluation systems.  When we remove superintendents 
who had either not heard of the resource or did not use it, the data in the third column 
represents the % use of the resource. A half or over a half of all superintendents use ESE’s 
guidance on inclusive practice, ESE’s model student feedback surveys, our evaluator training 
modules and teacher workshops, and read our evaluation newsletter. Other resources are used 
to a lesser extent. 

 

We also wanted to know how helpful each resource was to districts and this data is shown in 
the fourth column. The percentages shown in the fourth column  are calculated from 
respondents who used  the ESE resource. Over 7 out of 10 superintendents find each resource 
helpful with the highest percent found for our guide to inclusive practice (95% helpful or very 
helpful). Using the same process I outlined in the previous slide, the guidance document has 
the highest utility value on our utility index (last column) as it the most used resource and the 
most valued resource  (0.65).  

 

One message that can be taken away from these analyses, is that the resources we produce 
appear helpful to districts and schools but we need to either raise awareness of them or 
encourage districts to use them in order to improve their overall utility. 
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Source: Principal: C7.1; C7.2h     Superintendent: C7.1; C7.2i 

 

In the next two slides, we go into some more in-depth questions related to common measures. 
We were interested to find out if districts and schools were using common assessments and did 
they find them to be an useful part of an educator’s evaluation process.  

 

Over 6 out of 10 superintendents and principals report that they use common assessments as 
evidence in over 50% of their educators’ evaluations. Similarly, over 8 out of 10 of both 
respondent groups also agree that common assessments are a useful part of an educator’s 
evaluation. 
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Source: Principal: C7.2d; C7.2f; C7.2g;  Superintendent: C7.2e; C7.2g; C7.2h 

We asked both groups how they were using the data from common assessments. Not 
surprisingly, the vast majority of respondents (9 out of 10) from both groups report that they 
are using the data to improve student learning  (superintendent 91%; principal 93%) with a 
similar high percentage using them to assess the impact of academic interventions 
(superintendent 88%; principal 90%). 

 

When asked if they were using them to assess the impact of social and emotional 
learning/behavioral interventions, the percent agreement dropped to about 6 out of 10 
superintendents (59%) and principals (58%). However,  this is still a majority of educators who 
report using them for this purpose. 
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The following data is from the Social and Emotional Learning section of the educator 
surveys. 
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Source: Principal: D1 Superintendent: D1 

We asked both superintendents and principals their views on how proficient they felt their staff 
was in providing social and emotional learning (SEL) support to students. You are all familiar 
with the tiered system of supports where students with more need are provided either with 
supplemental SEL supports or more targeted and intensive support.  The data indicate that 
approximately two-thirds of educators view their staff as proficient in providing core SEL 
instruction to all students (superintendents 67%; principal 66%) , and are proficient in providing 
students who need them, supplemental SEL supports (superintendents 74%; principal 65%) . In 
contrast, a lower percentage, just over half of all educators (superintendents 57%; principal 
51%) , think their staff are proficient in providing or connecting students with intensive SEL 
needs with supports. A large majority of both educator groups believe that teachers consult 
and work with other personnel (such as guidance counselors) that can support students’ SEL 
(superintendents 94%; principal 87%) .  

ESE asked questions about the systems districts and school have in place to support SEL. Over 
two-thirds of educators think that they have the systems in place to support SEL. For example, 
most districts and schools have student support teams who use data to develop 
(superintendents 80%; principal 70%) and monitor (superintendents 79%; principal 67%) 
students’ SEL support plans. A similar proportion of schools and districts have explicit systems 
in place to engage and collaborate with families to support their students’ SEL competencies 
(superintendents 67%; principal 60%).  

It will be interesting to see, as SEL resources  become more prevalent and developed, if these 
percentages will change over time. 
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Source: Principal: D1b; Superintendent: D1b (broken out by Region) 

We did a deeper dive on some of the data from the previous slide. This slide shows data from 
two items from the previous slide broken out by region.  

In the graph on the left, we examine principal views on the proficiency of staff in providing 
supplemental social and emotional learning (SEL) supports; in the graph on the right, we 
examine the item related to having a system in place to engage families in students’ SEL. 

7 out of 10  principals from Greater Boston (71%) and the Commissioner’s districts (70%) felt 
their staff were proficient in providing supplemental SEL supports to students who need them. 
In contrast, less than half of principals from the Berkshires (47%) agreed their staff were 
proficient. Other data: North East 67%; Southeast 61%; Central 60%; Pioneer Valley 56%.  A 
similar disparity was found when we asked if districts had explicit systems in place to engage 
families in the development of the children's’ SEL competencies.  Family engagement data: 
Commissioner’s districts 68%; Greater Boston 67%; Southeast 66%; Pioneer Valley 55%; Central 
52%; North East 50% and Berkshires 40%. 

These disparities do not appear to be explained by teachers in some areas taking  advantage of 
expertise from other members of staff (such as guidance counselors ) with teachers from other 
regions not engaging expert help. Over 80% of principals in each region report teachers work 
with school and community resources to provide SEL supports. 

By breaking the data out by region, these more specific data can, for example, be used by ESE’s 
regional district support teams to better target SEL supports. 
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Source: Principal D3 

We asked principals to identify the instruments they use or plan to use to screen or 
assess students’ social and emotional learning (SEL) competencies. Just under half 
(41%) of principals report that they do not assess or screen for students’ SEL 
competencies.  Of those that do, there is no one instrument that appears to dominate 
in terms of usage. The most popular are the School Social Behaviors Scale and the 
Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale.  

 

There is a lot of work going on this area by CASEL (Collaborative for Academic, Social 
and Emotional Learning) and other groups to develop reliable and valid instruments to 
measure students’ SEL competencies so schools and districts who are focusing on 
developing students’ SEL competencies to help improve their academic success have a 
reliable way to measure the change in students’ competencies.  
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The following data is from the ESE Overall Support section of the educator surveys. 
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Source: Principal: D2; E2a; E2c   Superintendent: D2; E2a; E2b 

Both educator groups were asked to evaluate the overall performance of ESE in its 
provision of services/resources and in its communications. In general, educators feel 
that ESE provides its services and communicates with the field in a coherent and well-
coordinated manner. Over 6 out of 10 of superintendents and principals agree (agree 
somewhat or strongly) with these statements. These questions have been asked on 
previous surveys and have steadily improved over time. For example, in 2011, only 
37.3% of superintendents and 44.2% of principals felt that we provided services in a 
coherent and well-coordinated fashion. 
 

To support our new heart initiative, we also asked similar questions related to our 
social and emotional supports. Superintendents viewed ESE’s SEL resources and 
communications about SEL favorably with over 7 out of 10 superintendents agreeing 
with the statements. 
 

When compared to superintendents, principals, on the whole, agreed less strongly with 
the two SEL questions with less than 60% of principals agreeing that our resources help 
schools improve students’ social and emotional learning. Similarly, fewer principals felt 
that ESE communicates the importance of developing students’ SEL competencies to 
help them succeed and be college and career ready well. It will be interesting to track 
these numbers to see if they can be improved over time. ESE program offices will use 
this data to evaluate their performance and target improvements to the support and 
resources we offer to districts and schools. 
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The executive summaries (two page summaries of the superintendent and principal 
findings) and the comprehensive statewide reports are currently available on the Office 
of Planning and Research’s webpage. The district reports of principal findings were 
released on June 9, 2017. One-page highlights (The VOICE) will be available in early 
summer. 

 

We are already thinking about next year. We will be finalizing content for the 2018 
VISTA surveys and welcome suggestions for new content from districts and schools. We 
also welcome any suggestions to improve our current items. 
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Thank you for attending today! Are there any questions? 

 

Please visit our Office of Planning and Research’s VISTA webpage at: 

 

http://www.doe.mass.edu/research/vista/  

 

If you need any further information on VISTA, please contact  Shelagh Peoples at: 

speoples@doe.mass.edu 
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