	Report Title  

Teachers’ Ability to Use Data to Inform Instruction: Challenges and Supports

	Program/Policy 
· This report describes an exploratory study on teachers’ thinking about data and the implications of the study’s findings for teacher preparation and support. Understanding the nature of teachers’ proficiencies and difficulties in data use is important for providing appropriate training and support to teachers because they are expected to use student data as a basis for improving the effectiveness of their practice.
· Section 2404(b)(2) of the ESEA authorizes the Department to reserve not more than 2 percent of the amount appropriated for Title II, Part D, to carry out national technology activities to assist SEAs and LEAs in using technology to meet the goals of ESEA. 

	Main Study Questions

Working with external data system and measurement experts, the study team identified five skill areas that cover the different aspects of data use that the experts thought teachers need to master if they are to use student data to improve instruction. Teachers need to be able to:
· Find the relevant pieces of data in the data system or display available to them (data location); 

· Understand what the data signify (data comprehension); 

· Figure out what the data mean (data interpretation); 
· Select an instructional approach that addresses the situation identified through the data (instructional decision making); and 
· Frame instructionally relevant questions that can be addressed by the data in the system (question posing).

	Findings and Implications

· Data Location. Teachers in case study schools generally were adept at finding information shown explicitly in a table or graph.

· Data Comprehension.  A majority of case study teachers demonstrated reasonable skill in comparing data in a table or graph to corresponding prose characterizations. Common, however, were difficulties in evaluating written statements about data that required basic math calculations, distinguishing a histogram from a bar graph, and considering the difference between cross-sectional and longitudinal data sets. This finding suggests that teachers may come away from presentations of school or district data with misconceptions about their students' performance.  
· Data Interpretation.  Case study teachers were more likely to examine score distributions and to think about the potential effect of extremely high or low scores on a group average when shown individual students’ scores on a class roster than when looking at tables or graphs showing averages for a grade, school, or district. An implication of this finding is that teachers will need more support when they are expected to make sense of summaries of larger data sets as part of a grade-level, school, or district improvement team. 
· Data Use for Instructional Decision Making.  Many case study teachers expressed a desire to see assessment results at the level of subscales (groups of test items) related to specific standards and at the level of individual items in order to tailor their instruction. After years of increased emphasis on accountability, these teachers appeared quite sensitive to the fact that students will do better on a test if they have received instruction on the covered content and had their learning assessed in the same way (e.g., same item format) in the past.
· Question Posing. In order to use an electronic data system to identify areas for improvement, educators need to be able to frame questions that can be addressed by the data in the system. Most case study teachers struggled when trying to pose questions relevant to improving achievement that could be investigated using the data in a typical electronic system. They were more likely to frame questions around student demographic variables (e.g., “Did girls have higher reading achievement scores than boys?” than around school variables (e.g., “Do student achievement scores vary for different teachers?”). 

	Study Rationale 

Request of the Office of Educational Technology

	Study Design 

· Data scenario interviews 

	Data Sources

· Data scenario responses were collected from 122 individuals or small groups (52 individual teachers and 70 small groups of school staff) from 21 elementary schools and 14 middle schools across 13 school districts located in 12 different states during the 2007–08 school year.  

	Study Limitations

· The teachers interviewed are not a nationally representative sample, but they do provide a detailed initial look at how these particular teachers think about student data in schools that were thought to be ahead of most schools in the nation with respect to data use.

	Study Budget 

· $6 million (three reports, four issue briefs, 2010 National Educational Technology Plan, and School 2.0)

	Contractor  SRI International Center for Technology in Learning


