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Introduction: How The Teacher Data Use Survey Can Inform Improvement

The effective use of student data can support instruction (Carlson, Borman, & Robinson,
2011; Lai, McNaughton, Amituanai-Toloa, Turner, & Hsiao, 2009; Slavin, Cheung, Holmes,
Madden, & Chamberlain, 2013). Related studies suggest that a variety of factors support the use
of data to improve instruction (e.g., Copland, 2003; Little, 2012; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006).
In fact, much of the research base suggests that the effective use of data is actually a system-wide
endeavor that involves various subject areas and various organizational components (Datnow,
Park, & Wohlstetter, 2007; Wayman, Jimerson, & Cho, 2012).

Unfortunately, there are few valid instruments to help schools and districts evaluate their
standing in areas such as these. Thus, the Teacher Data Use Survey (TDUS) was developed by a
team of five researchers who are leading experts in data use. The work of this team was
conducted through Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Appalachia at CNA (2012-2017), in
response to a request from Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools (MNPS), with which REL
Appalachia had established a research alliance to support developing a data culture. The survey
has been subjected to the internal review process of REL Appalachia and IES’s stringent peer
review process. The next two sections describe the conceptual framework and the TDUS.

Conceptual Framework

The TDUS is guided by a conceptual framework that presents the actions that teachers
take with data as critical to improving their knowledge and practice, and in turn, student learning.
This framework also articulates that these actions are influenced by teacher competence in using
data, teacher attitudes toward data, collaboration, and organizational supports. Figure 1
represents this framework graphically.

Figure 1. Data use survey conceptual framework
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In this conceptual framework, teachers are viewed as engaging in a variety of actionst data
uses that help them draw meaning from data. For example, a teacher may use data to identify
students who need further assistance, to select instructional materials, or to help a student
understand their learning (Hamilton, Halverson, Jackson, Mandinach, Supovitz, & Wayman,
2009; Supovitz, 2012; Wayman, Snodgrass Rangel, Jimerson, & Cho, 2010).



Teachers’ processes as they engage in these actions are conceived of as being guided by a
cycle of inquiry: data are examined in response to problems and questions, and the resulting
meaning informs a decision (Cho & Wayman, 2015). These actions are the driving force behind
changes in knowledge and practice; that is, teachers gain new knowledge through the effective
use of data and use that knowledge to make improvements in their teaching practice. Increased
knowledge and improved practice thus translate into improved student learning® (Boudett, City,
& Murnane, 2005; Cho & Wayman, 2015).

The actions that teachers take with data are influenced heavily by a variety of
organizational supports, implemented at either the school or district level (Datnow et al., 2007;
Wayman et al., 2012). Examples of such supports include technical elements, such as the data
that are available to teachers and the technology (data systems) that enable data access. Such
supports also include the professional learning that teachers receive to help them improve their
data use. Personnel supports are also important, including principal leadership and instructional
support (e.g., instructional coaches or data coaches).

Teachers’ data actions are influenced by their attitudes toward data, their competence in
using data, and the collaborations in which they partake Goertz, Olah, & Riggan, 2009; Supovitz,
2010; Wayman, Midgley, & Stringfield, 2006). That is, teachers’ attitudes about howt and
whether data are effectively used to support instruction can influence the specific actions they
take with data and the depth to which they will engage in these actions. Similarly, actions are
influenced by teachers’ competence in examining data and drawing meaning from it. And their
actions are influenced by the groups in which they work and the way they collaborate.

Beyond these influences on actions, there is reciprocity between the attitudes-actions
relationship and the competency-actions relationship. Attitudes and competency change as
teachers engage in data use. Further, attitudes, competency, and collaboration are also affected
by systemic supports for using data.

Finally, the components corresponding to knowledge & practice and student learning are
beyond the scope of this survey and are not measured.

The Teacher Data Use Survey

There are three versions of the TDUS: a teacher version, a building administrator version,
and an instructional support version. The three versions each ask about teacher data use — the
teacher version asks teachers about their data use, while the administrator and instructional
support versions ask these roles about their teachers’ data use. The three versions contain
identical content, with wording changed such that questions are appropriate for each role.

The questions on the survey are all set on a four-point Likert scale. Questions are grouped
together to form scales; these scales map onto various components of the conceptual framework.

The organizational supports component of the conceptual framework is measured by
three scales: Computer Data Systems, Principal Leadershiy Support for Data Us€lhe
Computer Data Systerssale consists of five questions, asking about various characteristics of
respondents’ data systems (e.g., user friendly). The Principal Leadershigscale consists of five
questions and asks about actions principals and assistant principals take regarding data (e.qg.,
creates opportunities to use data). The Support for Data Usecale consists of six questions

11n this proposal, we speak of the positive effects that data use may have on practice, but we also recognize that negative
effects are possible. At least one study (Valli & Buese, 2007) has described negative supports, attitudes, and actions that
teachers believed made them worse practitioners.



asking about various support structures present for teachers (e.g., whether there is someone who
answers questions about data).

The attitudes toward data component of the conceptual framework is measured by two
scales: Attitudes Toward DmandDat ads Ef f ect i viberAttitgdes Towand Pedago
Datascale consists of four questions about teachers’ beliefs about data (e.g., whether data are
useful). TheDat ads Ef f ect i scaecassts of fiveguestiBne thabagk aigtier
data support improved teaching (e.g., whether data help teachers plan instruction).

The competence in using data component of the conceptual framework is measured by
the Data Competencscale. It consists of four questions asking whether teachers are good at
various aspects of data use (e.g., using data to diagnose student learning needs).

The collaboration component of the conceptual framework is measured by the
Collaborative Team Trustale. It consists of five questions asking about a climate of trust
within collaborative data teams (e.g., whether it is ok to discuss worries within the team).

The actions component of the framework is measured by two types of scales: The
Collaborative Team Actiorssale and scales assessing actions that individual teachers take with
specific forms of data. The Collaborative Team Actions scale comprises 10 guestions asking how
often a team engages in various data-related actions. There is also another type of scale,
corresponding to specific actions teachers take with multiple forms of data. With these scales,
district personnel in charge of administering the survey are asked to choose up to four specific
data elements (e.g., a state achievement test or a locally developed assessment) that are most
important in their context. They then use each element within a block of survey questions that
ask about actions taken using that specific data element.

Methods

The TDUS was administered in five MNPS middle schools. These schools are part of a
community of practice, focused on collaborative inquiry. In all, 70 teachers, 7 administrators,
and 12 instructional support staff responded to the survey. Results were averaged for each of the
three TDUS versions (teachers, administrators, and instructional support staff). Since the focus
of this paper is how MNPS educators reacted to the survey, these results are presented only as
they were presented to the educators: as raw averages.

Representatives of the five schools met with MNPS central office staff to discuss central
office’s role in supporting collaborative inquiry. TDUS results served as a centerpiece of these
discussions. Notes were taken and videos were recorded; these sources were used to chronicle
how TDUS data helped MNPS central office administrators support these schools. Analyses
yielded three forms of results that are of interest for this paper:

(1) The list of observations that MNPS educators found important in TDUS results.

(2) The actions that MNPS educators planned to take in response to these results. In this,
educators used a “traffic light” approach (Lipton & Wellman, 2011), identifying things they
would stop doing (red), those they would continue doing (yellow) and those they would start to
do (green).

(3) A set of three actions that were of particular interest for MNPS to pursue — and the
subsequent results of these actions.

Results
Table 1 shows the summarized results that central office staff offered to representatives
of the five schools. Analyses of notes and videos yielded the following list of observations that



MNPS educators drew as a result of these survey results. It is important to note that these results
are not the “right” results to notice, but are the ones that MNPS educators noticed as most
important.
1 Administrators perceived that teachers use data twice as much as teachers reported using
it.
91 Administrators and instructional support staff perceived the availability of data to
teachers higher than teachers’ perceived availability of data.
9 Teachers reported that AIMSweb data was more useful to them than administrators
perceived.
1 Teacher made assessments were used more often than the state and district assessments.
1 The more often an assessment is given, the more useful teachers thought it was to them.
1 39% of teachers reported not using TCAP data.
1 Alignment reported among all 3 groups related to use of TCAP data to inform practice.
1 Some teachers indicated that teacher made assessments were not available.
1 18% of teachers reported not having collaborative team meetings, with no administrators
reporting this.
1 Misalignment between administrator and teacher responses about the frequency and
usefulness of district test data.
1 18% of teachers indicated that the district test was not available to them. 11% reported
not having access to AIMSweb.
Teachers’ perception of adequate support for data use averaged 2.78 on a 4-point scale.
Teachers’ perception of collaborative team trust averaged 3.19 on a 4-point scale.
Teachers’ report of team actions from collaborative meetings averaged 2.59 on a 4-point
scale.

= =4 =4



Table 1. Summary of TDUS Results

VERSIONS

TEACHERS

Teacher Data Use
Survey (TDUS) Results

ADMINISTRATORS
1SS

Example
May 18, 2016

Versions. A comprehensive perspective is possible because
there are three versions of the TDUS—one for teachers,
adminsstrators, and instructional support staff (SS).

Purpose. The purpose of the Teacher
Data Use Survey (I'DUS) 1s to provide
helpful information to district and school
Ieaders about how teachers usc data, their
attitudes toward data, and the supports that
help them use data.

Framework, The TDUS 1s based on a framework designed to
measure the actions teachers take with data and four supporting
components that inform these actions: their competence in
using data, their attitudes toward data, collaboration, and

SPECIFIC FORMS OF DATA
TCAP

AIMSWEB
DiIsTRICT TEST
TEACHER ASSMT

organizational supports.

Data Availability, Frequency of Use, and Usefulness. Th
TDUS begins with questions that collect descriptive informati
about vanous forms of data for the school or district. The firs
two pages show the availability of these data, the frequency ol
their use, and their percerved usefulness.

IS THIS FORM OF DATA
AVAILABLE TO YOU?

HOW FREQUENTLY DO YOU USE THIS FORM
OF DATA?

HOw USEFUL IS THIS FORM OF DATA TO
YOUR PRACTICE?

As part of the orgamzatonal support 1
component, teachers share the avatlability 1
of vatious forms of dara (shown below). |

As part of the action component, teachers share how frequently |1
they use the forms of data to plan for instruction. The following |
figures show this frequency of use. I
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As part of the attitudes toward data component, TDUS asks
how useful the various forms of data are to teacher practice.
The following fipues show this usefulness.
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AVAILABLE TO YOU? OF DATA?

IS THIS FORM OF DATA HOW FREQUENTLY DO YOU USE THIS FORM HOW USEFUL IS THIS FORM OF DATA TO

YOUR PRACTICE?
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Survey Scales. The TDUS contamns nine scales that measure either the actions teachers
take with data or one of the four supporting components. ‘T'hese scales are present in
all three survey versions although the question stems and/or question items may vary
depending on the version,

Findings. The following section shares the findings for scales \nthm cach of the five
components of the framework: actions, atbitudes toward data, | support,
competence in using data, and collabozation. On 4 scale of 1 to 4, the zesponses 10 all
items are averaged for each respondent, resulting in the respondent’s score for that
scale. Then, mean scores from scales are combined by survey version.

[



Data Forms. For this scale, planners needed to populate the survey item are assigned numbers from 1 to 4 (for state data, Onc or two

ACTIONS WITH DATA

with a maximum of 4 specific forms of data, onc for cach of the four times a year=1, A few times a year=2, Monthly=3, and Weckly=4;
categories of datu: state, periodic, local and personal. Planners were the other 3 categories of data, Less than once a month=1, Once or
encouriged to mclude data forms that are commonly used or otherwise  twice a month=2, Weekly or almost weekly=3, and A few tumes a

most meaningful in their district//school. week=-). Thesc are then averaged by cach form of data to find the

mean scale scores. The following figures show teachers” action with
four forms of data. A higher mean indicates that teachers take grea
action on a monthly or yearly basis with the specific form of data.

Actions with Data Scale. The Aaons nath Data scale assesses actions
teachers take with the selected forms of data. These actions inform
changes in teachers” knowledge and practice, which in tum can
improve student learning. The range of responses to each question

mTeachers ~ Administrators #1SS WTeachers  Administrators 1SS BTeachers  Administrators 1SS mTeachers  Administrators 1SS
TCAP AIMSWEB District Test smt
202 210 - 1.64 273
183 243 2.15 287
204 2.26 ‘ 185 261

Teachers are more likely to use data when they
believe that data arc uscful to their practice. This ATTITUDES
component is measured by two scales: Data’s TOWARD DATA
Liffectiveness for Pedagogy and Attitudes toward
Data. For the Data Effectivencess Pedagogy scale,
a higher mean indicates stronger agreement
regarding the value of data for everyday
pedagogy. A higher average for the Attitudes
toward Data scale indicates more positive
attitudes and opinions regarding dati,

The actions that teachers take with d:

a are central to the process. However, what
actions teachers take with data arc influenced by four other components: data
competence, attitudes toward data, collaboration, and organizational support. For
the remaining four survey component, the range of responses to each question item
are assipned numbers from 1 to 4 (Strongly disapree=1, Disagree=2, Agree=3, and
Strongly agree=4). Mecan scorcs are then calculated for cach of these scales.

It 1s important that teachers percerve themselves as
DATA COMPETENCE being capable of using data. T'his component 13
measured by the Dara Competence scale, which asks
teachers, administrators, and 1SS how good they
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various aspects of their practice, I'or the Data Tescherd
Competence scale a higher mean indicates that
teachers are perceived to be better at using data to
inform vanous aspects of their practice.
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COLLABORATION

How often do you have scheduled meetings to work in

Bl Less than [ Onceor [JWeeklyor [mAfew [l Ido nothave
oncea twice a almost times a scheduled
month month. weekly. week. meetings to work in
collaborative
teams.
Teachers 19% 56%
Administator 86% 0%
50% 8%

Teachers

Administrators 2.86
188 313
Collaborative Team Actions
Teachers 259
Administrators 293
IS8 264

1
Teachers often find it useful to collaborate when |
they use data. This component is measured by the |
frequency respondents have scheduled meetings to |

work mn collaborative teams and two scales: the 1
Collaborative Team Trust scale and the 1
Collaborative Team Actions scale. A higher mean o
the Collaburative Team Trust scale indicates more 1

positive belicfs about trust while working in teams. |
For the Collaborative Team Adions scale, a higher meard
indicates that the actions data teams take with data a§
part of a collaborative inquiry cycle occur on 4 morel
frequent basis.

collaborative team(s)?

Collaboration Team Trust
319

Teachers cannot be expected to get the most
valuc out of their data without some support
from the district and school. For this component,
Support for Data Use,
Principal Teadesship, and Computer Data
Systems. A agher mean for the Suppert for Dara
Ulje scale indicates stronger school-level support
for teachers using data. A higher mean for the
Principal 1 eadershep scale shows more positive
perceptions about how the principal(s) lead
teachers m using data. Lastly, 4 higher the mean
for the Compatrer Dara Systeris scale the better the
technology for accessing and examining data.

ORGANI

three scales are measuge

Support for Data Use

Teachers 2.78

Administrators 2.79

Iss 3.03

Teachers
Administrators
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Computer Data Systems
2.74

Teachers
Administrators 294
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Table 2 shows how MNPS administrators paired actions with TDUS data. In doing so,
MNPS administrators linked specific observations from the TDUS that they thought were of
particular importance with “stop/continue/start” actions. These actions were candidates for
ongoing work during the 2016 — 2017 school year.

Table 2. TDUS Observations Paired with Actions for Improvement

Survey Observation

Intended Action

Administrators and instructional support staff
perceived the availability of data to teachers
higher than teachers’ perceived availability of
data

Stop making assumptions about teacher data
use. Instead, use the TDUS as a basis for
concrete evidence about teacher data use.

Administrators perceived that teachers use
data twice as much as teachers reported using
it.

Start protecting instructional time and giving
fewer assessments. Look to provide teachers
more ownership in assessments.

Misalignment between administrator and
teacher responses about the frequency and
usefulness of district test data.

Start convening a collaborative meeting with
diverse stakeholders to discuss the use and
utility of district assessments.

18% of teachers reported not having
collaborative team meetings, with no
administrators reporting this.

Stop scripting of meeting, which leads to
compliance. Instead, provide more
professional development about facilitating
collaborative team meetings.

Teachers’ report of team actions from
collaborative meetings averaged 2.59 on a 4-
point scale.

Start developing systems for helping teams
follow up on actions discussed during
meetings. Build the collective responsibility
of the team.

Teachers’ perception of adequate support for
data use averaged 2.78 on a 4-point scale.

Continue to increase professional
development on data use for teachers.

As the year progressed and the work began to take shape, MNPS administrators began to
refine their understanding of the survey observations. Accordingly, they moved to choose and
refine and better understand the actions they took based on survey data. Further, it was possible
to observe initial outcomes from these actions, as of March, 2017. The TDUS will be re-
administered in May 2017 to assess changes in survey responses relating to these observations
and actions. Table 3 describes an updated list of survey observations, intended actions, and

initial outcomes.




Table 3 TDUS Observations, Intended Actioasd Initial Outcomes

Survey Observation

Intended Action

Initial Outcome

Misalignment between
administrator and teacher
perceptions about the
frequency and usefulness of
data.

1 Administrators reported
teachers used data twice as
much as teachers reported.

1 39% of teachers reported not
using state assessment data.

9 Teachers reported that
AIMSweb (district) data was
more useful to them than
administrators thought it was.

9 Approximately 20% of
teachers reported not having
collaborative team meetings,
as opposed to 0% of
administrators. .

Updated the MNPS Innovation
Configurations Map for
Collaborative Inquiry to include
collaborative inquiry definition
and revised common language of
expectations.

Implementation of professional
development and support
throughout the year around
collaborative inquiry and
common understandings.

Teachers’ perception of
adequate support for data use
was 2.78 on a 4-point scale.

Increased professional learning
supports such as data coaches,
business intelligence
coordinator, and the
collaborative inquiry toolkit
(www.mnpscollaboration.org).

For the 2016-17 school year,
several workshops have been
offered and coaching has been
provided in schools.

Teachers’ average rating of
team actions from
collaborative meetings was
2.59 on a 4-point scale.

Updated the MNPS Innovation
Configurations Map for
Collaborative Inquiry to better
address collective responsibility.

Outcomes are currently difficult
to assess from this action. MNPS
administrators are continuing to
search for and consider
implementation and assessment
beyond merely personally
modeling best practices.

Summary

We are unaware of any study that describes the actions that school and district
administrators take in response to surveying teachers about their data use. The present study
provides a basic look at such responses. In doing so, it offers researchers a base from which to
consider more rigorous studies that will help establish structures and processes for dealing with
teacher data use survey data. In addition, while MNPS procedures and responses are not
necessarily the “right” ones, this paper offers schools and districts ideas and starting points to

conduct their own activities.

References

Boudett, K. P., City, E. A., & Murnane, R. J. (Eds.). (2005). Data wise: A stefby-step guide to
using assessment results to improve teaching and lea@angpridge, MA: Harvard

Education Press.



http://www.mnpscollaboration.org/

Carlson, D., Borman, G. D., & Robinson, M. (2011). A multi-state district-level cluster
randomized trial of the impact of data-driven reform on reading and mathematics
achievement. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis(33 378-398.

Cho, V. & Wayman, J. C. (2015). Assumptions, strategies, and organization: Central office
implementation of computer data systems. Journal of School Leadership, @), 1203-
1234.

Copland, M. A. (2003). Leadership of inquiry: Building and sustaining capacity for school
improvement. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analys&(4), 375-395.

Cronbach, L. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. Psychometrika, 1,6
297-334.n

Datnow, A., Park, V., & Wohlstetter, P. (2007). Achieving with data: How higperforming
school systems use data to improve instruction for elemestizolgntsLos Angeles, CA:
University of Southern California, Center on Educational Governance.

Goertz, M., Olah, L., & Riggan, M. (2009, December). Can interimGroups at work: Strategies
and structures for professional learniagsessments be used ifestructional change?
(CPRE Policy Brief RB-51). Philadelphia, PA: Consortium for Policy Research in
Education.

Hamilton, L., Halverson, R., Jackson, S. S., Mandinach, E., Supovitz, J. A., & Wayman, J. C.
(2009, September). Using student achievement data to support instructional decision
making. IES practice guide. (NCEE 2009-4067). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and
Regional Assistance. Retrieved March 29, 2017 from
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/PracticeGuide.aspx?sid=12.

Lai, M. K., McNaughton, S., Amituanai-Toloa, M., Turner, R., & Hsiao, S. (2009). Sustained
acceleration of reading comprehension: The New Zealand experience. Reading Research
Quarterly, 441), 30-56.

Lipton, L. & Wellman, B. (2011). Sherman, CT: MiraVia, LLC.

Little, J. W. (2012). Understanding data use practice among teachers: The contribution of micro-
process studies. American Journabf Education 11¢), 143-166.

Slavin, R. E., Cheung, A., Holmes, G., Madden, N. A., & Chamberlain, A. (2013). Effects of a
data-driven reform model on state assessment outcomes. American Educational Research
Journal, 5@2), 371-396.

Supovitz, J. (2010). Knowledge-based organizational learning for instructional improvement. In
A. Hargreaves, A. Lieberman, M. Fullan, & D. Hopkins (Eds.), Second international
handbook of educational chan{m. 707-723). New York: Springer.

Supovitz, J. (2012). Getting at student understanding—The key to teachers’ use of test data.
Teachers College Record, 114-29.

Wayman, J. C., Jimerson, J. B., & Cho, V. (2012). Organizational considerations in establishing
the data-informed district. School Effectiveness and School Improgat. 282), 159-178.

Wayman, J. C., Snodgrass Rangel, V. W., Jimerson, J. B., & Cho, V. (2010). Improving data use
in Gibson School District: Becoming a datdormed district Austin: The University of
Texas.

Wayman, J. C., & Stringfield, S. (2006). Technology-supported involvement of entire faculties
in examination of student data for instructional improvement. American Journal of
Education, 112549-571.



http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/PracticeGuide.aspx?sid=12

