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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

In this conceptual framework, teachers are viewed as engaging in a variety of actions—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 learning1 (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, Oláh, & Riggan, 2009; Supovitz,
2010; Wayman, Midgley, & Stringfield, 2006). That is, teachers’ attitudes about how—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 Leadership, and Support for Data Use. The
Computer Data Systems scale consists of five questions, asking about various characteristics of
respondents’ data systems (e.g., user friendly). The Principal Leadership scale consists of five
questions and asks about actions principals and assistant principals take regarding data (e.g.,
creates opportunities to use data). The Support for Data Use scale consists of six questions
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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 Data and Data’s Effectiveness for Pedagogy. The Attitudes Toward
Data scale consists of four questions about teachers’ beliefs about data (e.g., whether data are
useful). The Data’s Effectiveness for Pedagogy scale consists of five questions that ask whether
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 Competence scale. 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 Trust scale. 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 Actions scale and scales assessing actions that individual teachers take with
specific forms of data. The Collaborative Team Actions scale comprises 10 questions 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.
 Administrators perceived that teachers use data twice as much as teachers reported using
it.
 Administrators and instructional support staff perceived the availability of data to
teachers higher than teachers’ perceived availability of data.
 Teachers reported that AIMSweb data was more useful to them than administrators
perceived.
 Teacher made assessments were used more often than the state and district assessments.
 The more often an assessment is given, the more useful teachers thought it was to them.
 39% of teachers reported not using TCAP data.
 Alignment reported among all 3 groups related to use of TCAP data to inform practice.
 Some teachers indicated that teacher made assessments were not available.
 18% of teachers reported not having collaborative team meetings, with no administrators
reporting this.
 Misalignment between administrator and teacher responses about the frequency and
usefulness of district test data.
 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.

Table 1. Summary of TDUS Results

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 Stop making assumptions about teacher data
perceived the availability of data to teachers
use. Instead, use the TDUS as a basis for
higher than teachers’ perceived availability of concrete evidence about teacher data use.
data
Administrators perceived that teachers use
Start protecting instructional time and giving
data twice as much as teachers reported using fewer assessments. Look to provide teachers
it.
more ownership in assessments.
Misalignment between administrator and
Start convening a collaborative meeting with
teacher responses about the frequency and
diverse stakeholders to discuss the use and
usefulness of district test data.
utility of district assessments.
18% of teachers reported not having
Stop scripting of meeting, which leads to
collaborative team meetings, with no
compliance. Instead, provide more
administrators reporting this.
professional development about facilitating
collaborative team meetings.
Teachers’ report of team actions from
Start developing systems for helping teams
collaborative meetings averaged 2.59 on a 4follow up on actions discussed during
point scale.
meetings. Build the collective responsibility
of the team.
Teachers’ perception of adequate support for
Continue to increase professional
data use averaged 2.78 on a 4-point scale.
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 readministered 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 Actions, and Initial Outcomes
Survey Observation
Intended Action
Initial Outcome
Misalignment between
Updated the MNPS Innovation
Implementation of professional
administrator and teacher
Configurations Map for
development and support
perceptions about the
Collaborative Inquiry to include throughout the year around
frequency and usefulness of
collaborative inquiry definition
collaborative inquiry and
data.
and revised common language of common understandings.
 Administrators reported
expectations.





teachers used data twice as
much as teachers reported.
39% of teachers reported not
using state assessment data.
Teachers reported that
AIMSweb (district) data was
more useful to them than
administrators thought it was.
Approximately 20% of
teachers reported not having
collaborative team meetings,
as opposed to 0% of
administrators. .

Teachers’ perception of
Increased professional learning
adequate support for data use supports such as data coaches,
was 2.78 on a 4-point scale.
business intelligence
coordinator, and the
collaborative inquiry toolkit
(www.mnpscollaboration.org).
Teachers’ average rating of
Updated the MNPS Innovation
team actions from
Configurations Map for
collaborative meetings was
Collaborative Inquiry to better
2.59 on a 4-point scale.
address collective responsibility.

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

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.
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