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ABSTRACT

This study examines teachers’ and administrators’ use of data to inform their practice in one south-central state. Using a
qualitative research approach, the study involved 76 educators representing eight school districts. Data were collected
using focus groups with teachers and in-depth interviews with school principals. Data were inductively and deductively
analyzed using multiple cycles of coding. Analysis of data revealed three themes that exposed differences in the use of
data by teachers and administrators: the challenges of data use, the “levels” at which data are viewed (micro and macro
lenses), and the value placed on formal and informal data. Findings suggest that by understanding the differences between
teachers’ and administrators’ perspectives on data use and recognizing the common ground that unites their perspectives,
schools can create data cultures that foster shared expectations, collaboration, and trust between teachers and
administrators.
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For nearly two decades, there has been greater emphasis on using student data for instructional decision-making (Datnow
& Hubbard, 2015; Kowalski, et al., 2008). Due to the accountability movement and ongoing attempts at school reform,
data have increasingly taken center stage in decision-making processes (Marsh & Farrell, 2014). Data-driven decision-
making has become important in part because of pressure from policymakers to make education a more evidence-based
field (Mandinach & Schildkamp, 2020). This growing attention to data use in school decision-making processes opens up
both great possibilities for improvement and pitfalls (Datnow & Park, 2014). The improvement potential can be found in
changing teaching practices and learning experiences for students, leading to improved learning outcomes. The potential
for less-productive results is often rooted in the use of data solely to pursue accountability measures and goals. This leads
to an important question asked by Datnow and Park (2014): “Are we in danger of chasing numbers and forgetting the
central purpose of data use, which is to improve teaching and learning?” (p. 2). This question has ramifications for how
school leaders are prepared to approach the use of data with their teachers.

Interestingly, the literature on the relationship between data use for instructional decision-making and increased
school or student performance is inconsistent. Schildkamp and Datnow (2020) remind us that educators often wonder
whether data-driven decisions make a difference in educational practice and whether there is evidence of their impact.
Mandinach and Jackson (2012) and Staman et al. (2017) found no clear connection between the use of data and student
performance. Yet, Van der Scheer and Visscher (2016) found a connection between the use of data and increased teacher
efficacy in the areas of instructional strategy and student engagement. Often, the connection to increased teacher efficacy
is equated with increased student performance (Dunn et al., 2013).

Currently, there is little research on how leaders are being prepared or trained to understand the uses of different
data. Also, current leadership preparation and training is not adequately teaching leaders to develop a data culture or to
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have a shared vision and comprehensive understanding of effective data use. To fill this gap and identify how leadership
preparation and development programs can be improved, the study attempts to shed light on how data are used by
educators in the field.

The study sought to explore teachers’ and administrators’ experiences using data to inform instructional decisions.
Specifically, the purpose of the study was to examine teachers’ and administrators’ use of data to inform their practice in
one south-central state. We believe that to better prepare and train school leaders to be more effective users of data, there
is a need to understand how both groups use data within their practice. Understanding the differences and similarities can
help leaders develop a shared vision for data use and allow for a broader understanding of data-use practices. This can
foster a culture of data use defined by shared expectations, collaboration, and trust. It is also noteworthy that the current
research grew out of work with the state department of education, which is invested in serving the professional
development needs of educators concerning the effective use of data.

Research Questions

Two research questions were examined to achieve the goals of study:

1. How do teachers and school leaders describe their experiences using data?
2. What challenges do teachers and school leaders encounter when using data?

LITERATURE REVIEW
Data Use in Schools

The use of data to derive educational decisions among teachers and school leaders can vary (Marsh et al., 2006).
Marsh (2012) characterized data that should be considered in the decision-making process as “encompassing not only
student test results but also other outcomes (dropout and graduation rates), input (student demographic information),
process (data on quality of instruction or program implementation), and perception (survey results or opinions from
teachers, students, and parents) data” (p. 3). Despite this definition and a general understanding that data are types of
information that come in different forms, outcome data (e.g., achievement test results, graduation rates, etc.) play a
dominant role in the instructional decision-making processes of schools (Marsh et al., 2006).

Teachers’ Use of Data

Teachers find that certain types of data (e.g., state assessment data) are useful for sorting students into ability
groups, which easily could be seen as an administrative action related to scheduling of classes and placement of students
(Farrell & Marsh, 2016). Using student achievement data to anchor communication with students and their parents and
using data systems to track the progress of individual students are practices that teachers find valuable (Gallagher et al.,
2008). In addition to communication with parents, teachers use data to evaluate students’ performance, plan and develop
instructional goals, improve instruction, and detect behavioral and social issues in students (Gallagher et al. 2008; Sun et
al., 2016).

Teachers’ multiple uses of data echo the call from some scholars of data use for teachers and administrators to
shift their focus away from traditional ways of looking at their classrooms and schools towards an attempt to digest a
variety of different types of data that are more encompassing of the student’s total education experience (Thomas &
Hoffman, 2011). There is value in considering different types of data at multiple points in time more frequently than
annual or semi-annual test score reports (Marsh et al., 20006).

Principals’ Use of Data

Principal data use plays a key role in responding and meeting the expectations for student achievement and school
improvement (White, 2011). Principals have experienced intense pressure to use and promote data use in their schools to
inform school-wide decisions (Sun et. al., 2016). School leaders often use test scores, graduation rates, and similar
academic indicators to determine the status of their schools in relation to external accountability mandates (Hamilton et
al., 2009). Additionally, the conditions for optimum data use in a school are established by and large by principals and
their administrative team (Gerzon, 2015; Lange et al., 2012).
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School principals can either guide or hinder data use in their schools. Principals are responsible for building
effective data teams in schools by establishing a clear vision for data use, providing individualized support, allowing for
more autonomy regarding data use, and creating a safe school climate where data is used for improvement purposes rather
than accountability (Schildkamp et al., 2019). The paucity of literature related to how school leaders view the use of data
adds value to this study, particularly given the research that suggests school leaders play an indispensable role in fostering
a school culture in which data is valued and understood (Gerzon, 2015; Lange et al., 2012; Park & Datnow, 2009).

School Data Culture

In the process of data-driven decision making, schools can have data use cultures, which are defined by teachers’
and school leaders’ beliefs, uses, attitudes, and practices regarding student data (Gerzon, 2015; Mandinach & Jackson,
2012). Hamilton et al. (2009) defined data culture in schools and districts as a learning environment that includes
“attitudes, values, goals, norms of behavior, and practices, accompanied by an explicit vision for data use by leadership,
that characterize a group’s appreciation for the importance and power that data can bring to the decision-making process”
(p- 46). Data culture also reflects the learning environment and involves the recognition that teachers and leaders are
responsible for frequently collecting various forms of student data and using them to inform and guide their practice
(Gerzon, 2015; Hamilton, et al. 2009). Both teachers and school leaders play essential roles in creating a culture of data
use in schools (Datnow & Park, 2014). This requires a shared vision and goals for data use (Marsh, 2012).

In terms of school leaders, successful implementation of data-driven decision-making is usually related to and
supported by strong leadership. The role of school leaders can go beyond merely using data to also establishing conditions
(e.g., time, support, accessibility) that support the use of data to inform instructional decisions among teachers
(Schildkamp & Poortman, 2015). Teachers also play an essential role in creating and maintaining a data-use culture in
schools (Mandinach, 2012). This culture is determined by their data literacy (Mandinach et al., 2015; Mandinach, 2012),
self-efficacy (Dunn, et al., 2013), accessibility to data (Wayman, 2009), and understanding of their leaders’ data-use
expectations.

The data-use practices of teachers and school leaders determine whether a school has a healthy or unhealthy data
culture. In a healthy data culture, there is a sense of collaboration and trust among school personnel and data are used to
improve the school and students’ learning (Lasater et al., 2020). In such a culture, teachers and administrators share
ownership of data and set clear and attainable expectations for data use. In an unhealthy data culture, a sense of distrust
and isolation exists among teachers and school leaders because data are used for compliance and accountability purposes
instead of school improvement. In this culture, there is a lack of shared responsibility for data, a shortage of leader
competency, and a lack of clear expectations or vision for data use. In such an environment, it is unlikely that teachers and
administrators will use data effectively to inform their school-related decisions (Lasater et al., 2020).

METHOD

This study used a qualitative approach anchored in constructivism and influenced by phenomenology to pursue the
research questions. Data collection strategies included semi-structured interviews (Vagle, 2018; Van Manen, 2014) with
building principals and guided focus groups (Krueger & Casey, 2015) with teachers, principals, and central office
personnel. Interviews help researchers learn “how participants interpret events and experiences” and to “develop full,
detailed, and contextualized descriptions of experiences and perspectives” (Ravitch & Carl, 2016, p. 147). Stewart et al.
(2009) suggest that focus groups are commonly used for “identifying similarities and differences among respondents with
respect to specific behaviors, experiences, interests, perceptions, opinions, attitudes, or other characteristics” (p. 591).

Data Collection

The study involved data collected through interviews and focus groups in one south-central state. Specifically,
data were collected from 76 teachers and school principals in different school systems throughout the state. The study was
conducted in two phases by a research team consisting of two seasoned qualitative researchers and two PhD graduate
assistants.

Furthermore, data were collected over a five-month period, with interviews lasting between 56 and 80 minutes
and focus groups lasting between 42 and 75 minutes. During phase two, the principal interviews and teacher focus groups
were conducted concurrently, with the research team split between data collection events at each site. All focus groups
also included an observer/note taker from the research team (Thorne, 2016). Interviews with the principals used semi-
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structured protocols with open-ended questions about aspects of the participants’ work, including how they define data,
their knowledge regarding data use, challenges they face in accessing or dealing with data, and types of support they
might have or need to effectively engage in the data-driven decision-making process. For example, the principals were
asked questions such as, “How and why do you use student data?,” “What kinds of data do you have access to and
collect?,” and “What kinds of data do you find most useful in your school? Why?” The focus-group protocol consisted of
seven questions (e.g., “How do you define student data?,” “Where do you find student data?,” and “When thinking about
data-driven decision-making, what challenges come to mind?”) and 21 sub-questions (e.g., “What kinds of data do you
look at when planning for classroom instruction?” and “Which data are the most important? Why?”).

Data Sources

The scope of this study was limited to public K-12 schools with an attempt to have representation from across the
state. The study was done in two phases:

Phase I. The first phase of data collection involved three focus groups with 24 educators. They represented 10
different elementary and high schools from a single school system. In 2015, the total enrollment was 21,211 students
served by 30 schools (18 elementary, 4 middle, 4 junior high, and 4 high schools). The school system was one of the
state’s most diverse school systems, as it includes large Hispanic/Latino and Hawaiian populations due largely to the
vibrant poultry and food production industry embedded in the local community (see Table 1).

Table 1

Student Demographics in the School District

Race/Ethnicity Proportion of students
American Indian/Alaskan 0.6%
Asian 1.6%
Black/African American 2.5%
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 10.8%
Hispanic/Latino 45.4%
White 37.6%
Two or more other races 1.4%

Furthermore, participants were selected with help from the assistant superintendent of teaching and learning. The
sampling criteria included teachers and principals who actively used data in their schools. The rationale for this criterion
was that it aligned the sampling method with the purpose of the study — that is, to determine educators’ perceptions
concerning their use of data to inform instructional decisions. Therefore, we relied on the knowledge of the assistant
superintendent of teaching and learning to identify educators who regularly used data in their practice. In addition, we
were interested in speaking with educators at different school levels (i.e., elementary, middle, and high school),
individuals who worked directly with students (i.e., classroom teachers), and school principals who worked directly with
teachers. As a result, three focus-group sessions were conducted with teachers, principals, and instructional facilitators
and curriculum writers (see Table 2).

Phase II. The second phase of the study involved 52 educators from four elementary schools, three middle
schools, and one high school, representing seven different school systems throughout the state (see Table 3).

In the study’s second phase, we interviewed school principals and led focus groups with 42 teachers. The focus
group participants were selected by the school principal and made up of classroom teachers and instructional facilitators
with a wide range of professional experience. Participants were selected to ensure that teachers who were perceived as
actively using data had an opportunity to share their experiences with data use. Schools were selected based on their
geographic locations and our relationships with superintendents and principals, who could provide school access.
Geographically, three quarters of the state were represented, with the exception being the northeast region. This was due
largely to a lack of response and willingness to participate in the study and the lack of time allotted to collect data.

Ultimately, the focus groups allowed the teachers to build on each other’s ideas and thoughts and helped us
develop a collective understanding of their experiences with data use. Individual interviews with principals allowed us to
learn from their experiences related to data use and leading schools.
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Table 2

Focus Groups for Phase One

Focus Group School Level (# of
Number participants)
Elementary (3)
Middle School (2)
Teachers 7 Junior High (1)
High School (1)

Participant Type

Elementary (2)

Middle School (3)
Principals 8 Junior High (1)
High School (1)

Elementary (4)

Instructional Facilitator & Middle School (2)
Curriculum Writers Junior High (2)
High School (1)

Table 3

Study Participants (Phase 2)

Free & Report Principal

ool Sl micer  Cad Yeawor  he
Lunch %  Grade Experience
School A 279 9-12 50% C 1 5
School B 582 5-8 46% C 10 4
School C 271 K-6 92% D 1 7
School D 420 6-8 60% C 15 6
School E 479 3-5 55% C 2 4
School F 388 6-8 56% D 3 7
School G 452 K-2 43% C 4 3
School H 321 P-K 64% C 6 6

Note. Report Card Grade refers to the school’s rating and performance grade. The A-
to-F letter grades are based on each school's federal Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) Index Score.

Data Analysis

The data analysis process unfolded concurrently with data collection and was conducted by all members of the
research team. Data analysis involved dialogic engagement amongst members of the research team within regularly
scheduled team meetings. Dialogic engagement provided opportunities for members of the research team to share,
discuss, and challenge their analytic interpretations of the data and to arrive at a collaborative understanding of emergent
themes (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). Moreover, the data analysis process went through two phases. Phase One of the study was
initially focused on how educators in one school district used data; however, during this analysis we found evidence
suggesting that teachers and administrators might not view data in the same way. In a real sense, the analysis was
inductive, as researchers employed a constant comparative analysis between the three focus groups. This led to the theory
that teachers and administrators view the use of data differently and identify different challenges, and we believed further
understanding of these differences could provide important insights for leadership preparation and development programs.
The second phase was then conducted to examine this theory in multiple settings.
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Data analysis for Phase Two of this study was ongoing in a recursive manner throughout the study, and it is the
second phase of the study that the remainder of this paper addresses. The linchpins of the analysis process were the
dialogic engagement amongst the research team and memos that were analytic, reflective, and descriptive in nature
(Ravitch & Carl, 2016). Data were initially analyzed on a case-by-case basis, and codes were added and revised
throughout the process. Initial coding was descriptive in nature and the list of codes was extensive, allowing for the
merging of some codes after further analysis. During research team meetings, codes were collaboratively and intensively
discussed, analyzed, and revised until the team reached a consensus on the merging and grouping of codes into categories
(see Saldana, 2013). These categories assisted in the synthesis of Phase II data and led to the emergence of the themes that
constitute the findings.

RESULTS

Analysis of data revealed three themes related to teachers’ and administrators’ experiences using data: the relationship
between time and data use; the representation of two different levels of view (micro and macro lenses) in relation to data;
and varying values between formal and informal data. The three themes reflect underlying differences between teachers’
and administrators’ perspectives on data use. Each theme is identified and discussed below. Figure 1 illustrates the study
findings including the recursive data analysis process with a sample of initial codes, categories and eventual themes used
in the study.

Moreover, Figure 2 includes some examples of statements from teachers and principals about their experiences in
using data. These statements reflect the emergent themes.

Theme 1: Challenges of Data Use

This theme represents the challenges associated with using data to inform school-wide decisions that school
principals should be able to address. It also reflects the relationship between time and data literacy with regard to effective
data use. Participants in this study believed increased data literacy and effective data use required significant time, but
they varied in their beliefs regarding whether or not sufficient time was available.

According to teachers, lack of time presented a significant barrier to effective data use. Teachers acknowledged
that there were many data sources and tools that could be beneficial for both their students and schools, but they reported
having insufficient time to explore these sources, reflect on data, and determine what to do in response to data. For
instance, one teacher at School F stated:

Another challenge is time. Being able to have the time to interpret the data and then to know what to do. To
have time to make decisions about what you’re going to do. I think that’s really big where we’re crunched on
time already.

Moreover, teachers in the study expressed frustration with their perceptions of the disconnection between the
administration’s expectation around data use and their own reality in terms of time. For example, one teacher from School
G commented:

I kind of feel like we’re in the trenches — like we’re in the trenches, we’re getting it. I’ve stepped out of the
classroom for one year to be a counselor and in that one short year I forgot it’s a lot easier to say, well, we
need to get this done, ...but when you’re back into the classroom you’re like that’s a lot easier said than
done...To get that data, and then once you get it have the time to sit down and organize it, make a plan. So I
think that’s kind of the biggest thing, too, is having the time and having school principals understand that we
— I’m sure teachers want to have data driven instruction but it does take time.

Interestingly, a similar frustration was mentioned within School E’s focus group:

Teacher D: I think sometimes their expectations are a little higher than reason.
Teacher E: Unreasonable.
Teacher D: Thank you. Unreasonable. I mean you, you give them all this data and say, "Okay, go over

this data in 20 minutes. We'll watch your class."
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Teacher F:

Or you're expected to have an effective lesson to go on that day and us to test 50 children in

one day. So one of the two is not going to happen either. I'm not going to get this testing done myself or a
whole day of instruction is wasted.

Figure 1

The Recursive Data Analysis Process

Sample Codes Category Theme Definition

Too much data

Not enough time

Eizkr?f k:]? (\;&:;dge The theme represents the challenges associated with data
gnty Challenge Challenges of Data | use. It also reflects the relationship between time and data

Narrow view of data
Resistance to change
Need more support

Use

literacy with effective data use.

—

Collaboration
Trust

Teacher ownership
Supportive

Fear

Expectation
Compliance

Culture

Anecdotal

Behavioral
Artifact-Student work
Formal

Informal

Student Voice
Demographic
Observational

Type of Data

Macro vs. Micro
Lens

This theme reflects two different levels of view in relation
to data use among teachers and administrators (Macro
and Micro). Macro refers to data that generalizes and
informs decision-making and evaluation on more of a
systemic level. Micro refers to data that is more specific
to the individual student.

—

Motivate

“Inform practice”
Change culture
Determine growth
Change instruction
Goal setting
Sorting students

Value of Informal
and Formal Data

High

Low

Improves students
Involvement
Self-assessment

Value

The theme refers to the type of data that teachers and
administrators valued (formal vs. informal data). Formal
data refers to data that are found in formal reports (e.g.,
achievement scores, discipline and attendance reports
etc.). Informal data are information that are more
spontaneous in nature and are not readily reported in a
formal report (e.g., observation, anecdotal information,
teacher-made assessment, etc.).
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Table 4

Examples of Statements from Teachers and Principals

Theme Example Statement

“Very time consuming, even when using data to plan, there still was an issue of not having enough
time.” (Teacher A)

Challenges of Data Use “Time is the biggest hurdle. It is hard... So, we do a lot of things...we are very selective with the time
that we have and how we use it. I'm very intentional with allowing them to have time to meet.”
(Principal B)

“T think everybody in this building has a heart for kids and their success, and we know that you have to
look at them individually, and the data to say ‘Here’s where we go next.” (Teacher C)

Macro vs. Micro Lens
“Those simple management type things we use the data for. Looking at the budget as well, how have I
done it previously, let’s look at what I’ve done, to keep me aligned that way.” (Principal A)

“Data is anything that helps your child succeed in class. And it is more than just, did you get that
answer right on this multiple-choice question? It could be, oh, you remembered your homework. That's
a step forward that's showing responsibility and concern for your grade and so that's data for me.”

Value of Informal and (Teacher G)

Formal Data

“For student accountability and teacher accountability, of course, the assessments and the testing. That
would be the thing most everyone would look at.” (Principal E)

Teachers at School E expressed frustration over not having enough time to generate the data and then use that same data
to inform their instruction. In general, teachers in this study were frustrated with not having time to meet the expectations
of administrators when it came to using data to inform their instruction, as well as being able to meet their own
expectations related to using data effectively.

Administrators also acknowledged that data use required considerable time; however, they believed that they
provided teachers with adequate time to do so effectively, thus reducing the challenge of finding extra time for the task of
working with data. For example, the school leader at School H stated:

I'm very intentional with allowing them to have time to meet. So in that team, that instructional team, or either
in the big grade level team. We have 17 kindergarten teachers so at least once a month on a Wednesday |
want them to all meet together.

Though this administrator believed she provided time for teachers to use data, the practice she described allotted time for
data use at the expense of teachers’ personal planning time.

Similarly, the principal of School G indicated that he provided teachers with adequate time to work with data
through the development of professional learning communities (PLCs). PLCs refer to regular school meetings that school
principals facilitate so that teachers can critically discuss data. He explained,

My philosophy is get as much done during the day as you can . .. We have our PLC [Professional Learning
Communities] meetings weekly, and that's during the prep. We've used those for data. We try and make those
PLC meetings all data-driven, instruction strategies . . . Whereas we also have their team meetings where we
do more of the housekeeping stuff. We have those during the day, and we could have those after school
because they don't have common planning time. But they've all chosen, "I'll take my time at lunch or I'll take
this time," and we fit that in to the schedule. What I'm getting at is they'll also take that time during team
meetings sometimes and you'll hear them discussing kids like in their spelling groups because they're all
sitting there together . . . So they do have the time to look at that. We try and make the time for them to do
that.

This statement appears to contradict the feelings expressed by teachers at School G. The principal appears to feel that
there are opportunities for his teachers to work with data during the school day; however, the focus group at School G
indicated that teachers felt time was overlooked by the administration — creating an apparent dissonance in the perceptions
between administrator and teachers related to time as a challenge to using data effectively.

70



Journal of School Administration Research and Development

At School E, there was a different type of disparity between the principal’s perception and the feelings of her
teachers. While the principal admitted that there was not enough time for teachers to use data in her school, she felt that it
was not due to the availability of time, but it was more that teachers did not have an understanding of how using data to
inform instruction was linked to planning. The principal explained,

We tried to implement PLCs this year . . . we tried to change the dynamic of making that a PLC meeting so
that we could bring in more of this data. [This] met with a lot of resistance because they're used to having a
planning meeting, "I need that time to plan what I'm teaching next week with my team because there aren't
many other days when I have a common planning time with my team." To me, I don't see that the issues are
separate. I'm like, "Your data should drive what you're teaching." They don't have that view yet...they're not
seeing the connection between my data says this, therefore this is what I teach, so that's a hurdle. I'm going to
fix it for next year . . .

This highlights the reality that some teachers look at their work with data as being a separate activity or practice that
stands alone from their instructional planning and the delivery of instruction. While the principal wanted her teachers to
think of generating and using data in their planning as a critical component of their instruction, her teachers did not
understand or accept that using data should be something that was embedded in their planning session. The view that data
use is a separate, additional responsibility for teachers was shared by a teacher at School C:

So by the time I do lesson plans and grading papers and all the stuff that is required of me by the district, you
know, find that time to sit down and literally look at my data and say okay this child missed this because of
miscalculation, but this child missed this because they have no idea. It’s just a matter of time to really sit
down and wrap my brain around what’s going on.

Ultimately, all administrators and teachers seemed to acknowledge that time presented a challenge; however, there
seemed to be a general inconsistency in how the problem was framed. Teachers, in general, felt that there simply was not
enough time in the day to use data effectively. Administrators saw the problem more along the lines of teachers
understanding that data use was not something extra to be added to the instructional process, but should be considered as
part of the reflective dialogue about teaching and learning as well as planning for instruction.

Theme 2: Macro vs. Micro Lens

According to Sun et al. (2016) and Gallagher et al. (2008), there are multiple ways that school personnel use data.
The findings in this study resonate with this prior research. There appears to be a theme throughout the cases indicating
primarily two broad types of data: macro and micro. Macro refers to data that generalizes and informs decision-making on
a systemic level. Micro refers to data that is more specific to the individual student.

When asked how they used data, teachers in this study primarily described data use from an instructional, student-
centered perspective. They discussed using data to make decisions about differentiated instruction, grouping of students,
goal-setting, progress-monitoring, remediation, referrals to special services, and pacing of instruction. In other words, data
were used to make decisions about the individual needs of students. When asked about the type of data they use, one
teacher mentioned, “Yeah, individualized. Student needs. It's almost like student need-driven. Data driven, yes, but what
they need at that point.”

Similarly, the teachers at School B shared that they thought the data that was generated in their classrooms
everyday was the most important, as one teacher reported, “I would say their classroom instruction, what they pull from
that. Either their common assessments, their anecdotal records, would be . . . that would be mine.” Another teacher at the
same school described the data that she valued the most:

I would say what's in front of me right now. When I look at this piece of evidence that just came across my
desk, what does that tell me about my class as a whole, how much of that is me as a teacher, how much of that
is my curriculum, and then what does that tell me about this student and their understanding of what I need to
do with that child? I think it's, you know, in the classroom at the time with what's in front of me.

These teachers seemingly find informal data that speaks to the individual learner to be of most value, as opposed to data
that allows more formal generalizing about what might be happening in their classroom.

Administrators also recognized instructional, student-centered uses of data, but they further described data use
from a systemic, managerial perspective. They used data to develop and monitor systems within their buildings and to
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guide systemic decision-making. For example, administrators described using data to develop the master schedule, assign
students to classroom teachers, and evaluate school programs. At School D, the principal shared one way she uses data in
a macro sense with budgeting: “I have a federal budget that’s a pretty good amount, that I can use for math, literacy and
science and I usually use my data on purchases, on what do you need.” The principal at School B shared that data “really
drives my master schedule to a huge extent, looking at the MAP scores that we have, our benchmark scores, or whatever
the scores might be.” Seeing data though a macro lens also allowed some administrators to determine professional
development needs, as one principal explained,

One of the biggest pieces of data that I use is classroom monthly data, because of throughout the years I'll
know exactly where our PLCs need to go or professional development needs to go. Is it an instructional issue,
is it a curriculum issue, just be looking for data and looking for the trends that I find throughout.

In addition, some teachers in the study indicated an understanding of how their view of data was different from
the view of their principals. For example, teachers at School F were asked if administrators looked at data differently than
teachers. They responded with this exchange:

Teacher O: I think they look at it on a different level because you just naturally do that when you are in
an administrative position versus a teaching position . . . You just have a different perspective. Being a
teacher in the classroom, you have a different perspective from a leader.

Teacher P: I think we’re focused on individual kids because they’re our kids. Not that the administration
doesn’t think of them that way, as well, but it’s bigger picture. The umbrella is different. They’re looking at
groups of scores where I’m looking at this child and where you are at . . . I take it that way. It’s not that they
don’t value it, it’s just like you said a different level.

This theme was also evident in teachers’ and administrators’ discussions of the challenges associated with data-
driven decision-making. The challenges described by teachers focused primarily on instructional and student-specific
issues such as meeting students’ needs, developing common assessments, and the loss of instructional time due to frequent
assessments. Conversely, administrators focused more on the systemic challenges of data use, such as effective
implementation of PLCs and teacher leadership within PLCs.

Theme 3: Value of Informal and Formal Data

The third theme reflects the different types of data that teachers and administrators value (formal vs. informal
data). Formal data for the purposes of this analysis refers to the data found in formal reports (e.g., academic achievement
score reports, discipline and attendance reports generated from computer programs, etc.). Informal data are those bits of
information that are more spontaneous in nature and are not readily reported in a formal report (e.g., observation,
anecdotal information, teacher-made assessment, etc.). Administrators and teacher perceptions varied in terms of the types
of data used most often and found to bring the greatest value to their professional practice. Teachers found the day-to-day,
informal data generated directly from classroom instruction and informal teacher-made assessments to be the most
valuable. Administrators most often described using formal data, such as standardized assessments and formal attendance
or discipline reports to guide decisions.

In fact, some administrators expressed concerns that informal data may be subjective or lack integrity compared
to the objective nature of formal reports. For example, when talking about teachers using their own assessments for data,
the principal at School C reflected,

The thing about teachers creating their own interims, I'm a little worried about the rigor and the quality. First
of all, they don't have the time and they don't have the skills. Some teachers do, but if you're talking a
building-wide thing, no, they don't. They don't have the knowledge or the skills.

Not trusting teachers to be able to generate accurate data was also talked about in terms of grades. When asked about
different types of data that her teachers use, the principal at School E responded,

Grades, of course, they've got that. Um, one of the issues we've really talked about (laughs) in the past years
is making sure that grades match performance. I don't know if that's an elementary issue or what, but for me,
when I'm looking at it and I've got a kid here who's below basic or whatever we're calling it with this next test
but, you know, they're at the very lowest level, then you've got an A in reading . . . something is wrong. Either

72



Journal of School Administration Research and Development

something was wrong when you took the test or something is wrong every day because why are you getting
an A?

Some principals questioned the integrity and legitimacy of teacher-made assessments and grading procedures, which
perhaps led them to trust the more formal data generated from standardized tests.

On the other hand, there were other principals who clearly supported the use of informal data as a legitimate
source of information to inform decisions. The principal at School A observed,

I think data is something that, like you said, we constantly are getting feedback and it might not . . . a lot of
data is not formal. It’s just observation but that’s important data also, and it doesn’t need to be overlooked.

The principal at School F shared that while he and his teachers used formal data to make instructional decisions, they also
valued more informal data:

If a child is struggling, through observations, through weekly formative type assessments, then they'll make
recommendations there. A lot of that is based on our grading system. Or if someone struggling behaviorally
or if there's an issue that might be through counseling type services or even medical issues, then you're going
to say, "Okay, we need to look at that information and see how we're going to teach this child."”

Principals in this study all reported placing high value on formal data; however, there appeared to be
inconsistency in the value they placed on informal data. This indicates that there might be a tendency for some school
leaders to have a narrow view of the types of data they find valuable, while others look at a wider range of data for
teachers to base their instructional decisions. Related to how principals in this study valued different types of data was
trust. There seemed to be a relationship between how much school leaders felt they could trust the teacher-made
assessments and grades and how much they valued these less formal forms of data.

In contrast, though teachers also reported using standardized assessments, they expressed concerns that formal
data did not accurately reflect students’ abilities. In other words, they did not trust that formal assessments measured what
a student really did or didn’t know. As an example, the teachers at School E expressed concerns regarding the integrity of
the formal standardized data, suggesting that it could have been a “bad day” for the student:

Teacher G: If we could include other factors like, you know, this parent just lost . . . This child just
became an orphan last week. We can't even include that information in it. They look at everybody the same
way as a whole or this child maybe eats twice a week at home.

Teacher E: Right. And that happened on my MAP test just a couple of weeks ago. This girl’s score just
went down drastically and I was just like . . . I looked at the data and was like, "What? No, no, no, no, no. So I
called the girl in and I was like, and she had stuff happen that was affecting her. And I mean, I did, I said,
"Can I retest her?" That was not fair. It is not fair for her not to be rewarded for growth or whatever because
of that one morning where it was a bad day. It was a bad few days, you know, and she was going to be
measured on that and that . . . Mm-mm. I retested her. And it showed a whole different picture when I did.

This was echoed by a group of teachers at School C when they spoke of their large special needs population:

Teacher R: I don’t think things like that measure the progress that’s made. They look specifically based
upon the test score coming from my students being special ed . . . they are not on grade level. Well, we test
them on grade level. It’s not fair to test somebody here when they’re not there and that’s the reason why
they’re with me. We make a lot of progress from where they were when they started with me at the beginning
of the year and sometimes it’s not academic. Sometimes it’s behavioral. We have to get to those things first
and that’s not something it takes into account with it.

Teacher S: Or how about ELL students? And we’re having them take the test. It’s ridiculous.

Teacher T: You know, because data shows if a child who does not speak English at Home, it takes 7
years just for them to have academic language. That’s not conversational, that’s academic, and we’re testing a
1st grader who has only been in school for one year and they’re expected to read stories on the state tests and
I can’t read the stories to them, I can’t read the questions to them, and they’re just barely getting the
conversational English down much less the academic language down.

Teacher S: ... and being judged by it.
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Ultimately, when sifting through the often overwhelming amount of data available to them, teachers often based
decisions on informal data generated in their classrooms; whereas, administrators more often based their decisions on
more formal data presented in standardized reports. This finding is related to the use of different lenses (i.e., macro and
micro) by administrators and teachers and is not necessarily unexpected in terms of how administrators and teachers
interact with data. However, our findings related to the needs and expectations of administrators and teachers around data
use warrant further consideration by both pre-service and in-service leadership preparation and development programs.

DISCUSSION

Findings from this study suggest that teachers and leaders’ perspectives on data use vary in three main ways: the time they
believe is available for effective data use, the use of data for micro versus macro-level decisions, and the value of informal
and formal data sources. As teachers and leaders have distinct roles and responsibilities within schools, it makes sense that
they would approach data use in ways that support their unique positions. And while it is not inherently problematic that
teachers and leaders approach data use differently, it is imperative that school leaders understand how to create a shared
vision for data use and how to enact data practices that are responsive to the needs of teachers. Leadership preparation and
development programs play a critical role in this process — not only in ensuring leaders are able to use data in their own
practice (i.e., data literacy) but also in preparing leaders to develop systems and supports that facilitate effective,
productive data use by teachers.

In addition, time was an issue identified by both teachers and leaders in our study; however, many leaders
believed the structures they created within their schools provided teachers with adequate time to use data effectively (e.g.,
common planning times, PLCs, etc.). Despite these well-intentioned supports, many teachers believed they lacked the
time necessary to consistently collect, analyze, and use data to inform instructional decisions, and they further believed
the time that was provided by their leaders was often at the expense of valuable planning time. This finding resonates with
other research (e.g., Mandinach, 2012; Marsh et al., 2006.), which identified lack of time to collect, analyze, or use data to
inform instructional decisions as a main challenge of data use.

Moreover, findings from our study suggest that current and future school leaders need to understand two
important points related to data use and time. First, there is a strong relationship between time and teachers’ data literacy:
without data literacy, teachers are unlikely to use data effectively or efficiently (Mandinach et al., 2015). Second, rather
than viewing data use and instructional planning as distinct processes, teachers need to recognize data use as an integral
part of planning. The ability to use data to guide instructional planning is, once again, related to data literacy. As such, it is
imperative that school leaders have the capacity to develop their teachers’ data knowledge and skills (Mandinach et al.,
2015). Leadership preparation and development programs can assist school leaders in this process by preparing leaders to
collect, analyze, and use data to guide their own decision-making processes and preparing them to effectively coach and
mentor teachers in the use of data.

IMPLICATIONS

The study emphasizes the importance of understanding how teachers and school leaders use data and how that
understanding can lead to more effective and fruitful data use in schools. Both teachers and principals view data through
different lenses because both have different reasons for using data. As such, leadership preparation and development
programs can play a critical role in increasing understanding between teachers and principals. Not only can leadership
preparation and development programs support principals in acquiring the skills necessary to use data in their own
practice, but they can also support principals in developing coaching and mentoring practices that are responsive to
teachers’ data needs.

To begin with, leadership preparation and development programs should prepare and train school leaders to
appreciate differences in how they and their teachers will use data. For example, both formal and informal data can
provide valuable information to guide instructional planning and system-wide decision-making. As such, it would be
advantageous if teachers and school leaders understood, appreciated, and were able to comfortably work with the multiple
types of data that might be present in their school. Recognizing the value of both formal and informal data can lead to a
more robust environment for making meaningful decisions about instruction.

Moreover, leadership preparation and development programs should prepare and train school leaders to create a
strong data culture in which micro and macro data are valued and used to guide student, teacher, and school improvement.
In such a culture, school leaders can effectively coach teachers to use data at the micro level. If school leaders better
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understand how teachers use data and recognize and trust the types of data that teachers value, they can offer teachers
more relevant and impactful support. Farrell and Marsh (2016) emphasize that school leaders are expected to stay
“attuned to teachers’ needs and perspectives, which includes an understanding of what teachers value in data and how to
ensure data made available to teachers lends itself to meaningful use” (p. 451).

CONCLUSION

The study suggests that teachers and administrators experience data use in both similar and unique ways. Teachers focus
on informal student-level data that can support students’ individual needs and guide instructional decisions. School
leaders seem to value data that are periodically presented in a more formal fashion through reports generated by the state
or district (i.e., standardized test scores, benchmark data). They focus on more formal types of data and use them to create,
manage, and evaluate systems within their buildings. Despite these differences, teachers and administrators’ perspectives
on data use converged in two important ways: they both valued data-driven decision-making, and they both recognized
that data could be used to support student achievement and improve schools. Therefore, by understanding the ways in
which teachers’ and administrators’ perspectives on data use differ and the common ground that unites their perspectives,
schools can create data cultures that foster shared expectations, collaboration, and trust between teachers and
administrators.

REFERENCES

Datnow, A., & Hubbard, L. (2015). Teacher capacity for and beliefs about data-driven decision making: A literature
review of international research. Journal of Educational Change, 17, 7-28.

Datnow, A., & Park, V. (2014). Data-driven leadership. Jossey-Bass Publication.

Dunn, K. E., Airola, D. T., Lo, W. J., & Garrison, M. (2013). Becoming data driven: The influence of teachers’ sense of
efficacy on concerns related to data-driven decision-making. The Journal of Experimental Education, 81(2), 222-
241.

Farrell, C. C., & Marsh, J. A. (2016). Metrics matter: How properties and perceptions of data shape teachers’ instructional
responses. Educational Administration Quarterly, 52(3), 423-462.

Gallagher, L., Means, B., & Padilla, C. (2008). Teachers' use of student data systems to improve instruction: 2005 to
2007. US Department of Education. Jessup, MD

Gerzon, N. (2015). Structuring professional learning to develop a culture of data use: Aligning knowledge from the field
and research findings. Teachers College Record, 117(4), 1-28.

Hamilton, L., Halverson, R., Jackson, S. S., Mandinach, E., Supovitz, J. A., Wayman, J. C., Pickens, C., Martin, E., &
Steele, J. L. (2009). Using student achievement data to support instructional decision-making. Department of
Education, Retrieved from http://repository.upenn.edu/gse pubs/279

Kowalski, T. J., Lasley, T.J., & Mahoney, J. W. (2008). Data-driven decisions and school leadership: Best practices for
school improvement. Pearson Education.

Krueger, R.A., & Casey, M.A. (2015). Focus groups: A practical guide for applied research (5" ed.). SAGE Publications.

Lange, C., Range, B., & Welsh, K. (2012). Conditions for effective data use to improve schools: Recommendations for
school leaders. International Journal of Educational Leadership Preparation, 7(3), 1-11.

Lasater, K., Albiladi, W. S., Davis, W. S., & Bengtson, E. (2020). The data culture continuum: An examination of school
data cultures. Educational Administration Quarterly, 56(4), 533-5609.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X19873034.

Mandinach, E. B. (2012). A perfect time for data use: Using data-driven decision making to inform practice. Educational
Psychologist, 47(2), 71-85. http://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2012.667064

Mandinach, E. B., & Schildkamp, K. (2020). Misconceptions about data-based decision making in education: An
exploration of the literature. Studies in Educational Evaluation, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2020.100842.

Mandinach, E. B., Parton, B. M., Gummer, E. S., & Anderson, R. (2015). Ethical and appropriate data use requires data
literacy. Phi Delta Kappan, 96(5), 25-28.

Mandinach, E.B., & Jackson, S.S. (2012). Transforming teaching and learning through data-drive decision-making.
Corwin Publication.

Marsh, J. A. (2012). Interventions promoting educators’ use of data: Research insights and gaps. Teachers College
Record, 114(11), 1-48.

75



Journal of School Administration Research and Development

Marsh, J. A., Pane, J. F., & Hamilton, S. (2006). Making sense of data-driven decision making in education: Evidence
from recent RAND research. RAND Corporation.
Marsh, J.A., & Farrell, C.C. (2014). How leaders can support teachers with data-driven decision making: A framework for
understanding capacity building. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 43(2), 269-289.
Ravitch, S.M., & Carl, N.M. (2016). Qualitative research: Bridging the conceptual, theoretical, and methodological.
SAGE Publications.

Saldaiia, J. (2013). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (2" ed.). SAGE Publications.

Schildkamp, K., & Datnow, A. (2020). When data teams struggle: Learning from less successful data use efforts.
Leadership and Policy in Schools, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2020.1734630

Schildkamp, K., & Poortman, C. (2015). Factors influencing the functioning of data teams. Teachers College Record,
117(4), 142

Schildkamp, K., Poortman, C. L., Ebbeler, J., & Pieters, J. M. (2019). How school leaders can build effective data teams:
Five building blocks for a new wave of data-informed decision making. Journal of educational change, 20(3),
283-325.

Staman, L., Timmermans, A.C., & Visscher, A.J. (2017). Effects of a data-based decision making intervention on student
achievement. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 55(1), 58-67.

Stewart, D.W., Shamdasani, P.N., & Rook, D.W. (2009). Group depth interviews: Focus group research. In L.Bickman &
D.J. Rog (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of applied social research methods (pp. 589-616). SAGE Publications.

Sun, J., Przybylski, R., & Johnson, B. J. (2016). A review of research on teachers’ use of student data: from the
perspective of school leadership. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 28(1), 5-33.

Thorne, S. (2016). Interpretive description: Qualitative research for applied practice. Routledge.

Thomas, K., & Huffman, D. (2011). Navigating the challenges of helping teachers use data to inform educational
decisions. Administrative Issues Journal: Education, Practice, and Research, 1(2), 94-102.

Vagle, M. D. (2018). Crafting phenomenological research. Routledge.

Van der Scheer, E.A., & Visscher, A.J. (2016). Effects of an intensive data-based decision making intervention on teacher
efficacy. Teaching and Teacher Education, 60, 34-43.

Van Manen, M. (2014). Phenomenology of practice. Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Wayman, J. C. (2009). Involving teachers in data-driven decision making: Using computer data systems to support
teacher inquiry and reflection. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 10(3), 295-308.

White, S. H. (2011). Beyond the numbers: Making data work for teachers and school
leaders. (2nd ed.). Lead + Learn Press.

WAHEED S. ALBILADI, PhD, is a researcher at the University of Arkansas. He has 8 years of experience in teaching
English as a second/foreign language. His research interests include technology in English teaching and learning, bilingual
education, multicultural education, and educational leadership. Email: walbilad@uark.edu

KARA LASATER, EdD, is an assistant professor of educational leadership at the University of Arkansas. She has
experience working in nonprofit and K-12 public education. Her research interests include the development of family—
school partnerships, educators’ use of data, and effective preparation of school leaders. Email: klasater@uark.edu

ED BENGTSON, PhD, is an associate professor of educational leadership at the University of Arkansas. He has 22 years
in K-12 education, serving as instrumental music teacher, assistant principal, and principal. His research interests are the
socialization of educators, educators’ use of data, and the educational doctorate as a professional degree. Email:
egbengts@uark.edu

Manuscript submitted: April 24, 2020
Manuscript revised: August 29, 2020
Manuscript revised: November 17, 2020
Accepted for publication: November 20, 2020

76



