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ABSTRACT

PAULA BOWERS PINKERTON
THE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS’ PERSPECTIVES OF THE EFFICACY OF 
DATA-DRIVEN DECISION MAKING ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
Under the direction of OLIVIA M. BOGGS, ED.D.

The 1957 launch of Sputnik by Soviet Russia spurred an urgent call for educational 

reform in the United States. Subsequent educational reforms and millions of federal funds 

have failed to produce the desired competitive rise in academic excellence in public school 

systems. The data needed to aid in program development for students is available in 

extensive quantities. Much of the struggle experienced by school systems derives from 

making sense of the overwhelming amount of available data. Ineffective, inaccurate, and 

inappropriate application and analysis of data inevitably leads to wasted resources and ill- 

advised decisions. Continual training for educational leaders in using data driven decision 

making as well as a clarified comprehensive working model integrated into schools will 

allow for data to be utilized at full potential and produce desired results.

Using qualitative case study methodology, elementary and middle school 

administrators from one o f the largest Title 1 school districts in Georgia were asked to 

participate in an online survey with 13 open ended questions. Their responses were coded 

and analyzed to reveal their perspectives on the comprehensiveness of DDDM and how 

the process worked within their schools. The results of the study revealed that DDDM is a 

shift in pedagogy that is a continuous cycle o f collecting data, analyzing data, making 

decisions based on the data, teach, reassess, and reflect. When the DDDM process is



implemented with fidelity, based on the findings from this study, it can be concluded that 

it is a process that can have positive impacts on student achievement. A recommendation 

for further study would be to conduct a qualitative study similar to this one in other school 

districts over a longer period of time. Another recommendation would be to investigate 

the ways training for DDDM is being addressed at the collegiate level in education 

certification programs.



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

The study assessed the feasibility and efficacy of data driven decision making 

(DDDM) as a tool for improving student achievement by examining DDDM models, 

implementation strategies, and follow-up processes preferred by public school 

administrators. Using qualitative methodology, the research studied a group of public 

school principals who use DDDM models and have experienced positive increases in 

student achievement.

Background

Every United States President since Lyndon B. Johnson proposed the landmark 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (PL 89-10; 79 Stat. 27) has sponsored 

legislation focused on the improvement of education (Asen, 2012; Kuehl, 2012; Ayers, 

2009; Michael, 2006; Miller & Olson, 1993). The most recent educational initiatives are 

centered on accountability, which is defined as, “being responsible to somebody or for 

something” (Merriam-Webster, 2013, p. 1). It seems reasonable for United States citizens 

to hold educators more accountable because of escalating expenditures and higher 

expectations associated with public education. According to the National Center for 

Education Statistics, U.S. School districts spent approximately $610.1 billion in 2008-09 

(NCES, 2013). Images in this document are presented in color. Figure 1 shows federal 

spending since 1970 as compared to student achievement. The Cato Institute prepared this

1
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report. Figure 2 shows the total cost of an K-12 education has increased dramatically 

compared to stagnant growth in student achievement (Coulson, 2011).

2S «

Figure 1. Inflation-Adjusted Federal K-12 Spending Per Pupil and Achievement of 
17 Year Olds, % Change since 1970 (Coulson, 2011)

SO*

Figure 2. Inflation-Adjusted Cost of a complete K-12 Public Education, and Percent 
Change in Achievement of 17 Year Olds, since 1970 (Coulson, 2011)
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School reform has been a major focus of politicians, policy makers, educational 

leaders, classroom teachers, and other stakeholders for many years (Bridwell-Mitchell, 

2013; Howell Peterson, & West, 2011). A heightened emphasis on reform followed the 

October 4, 1957 Soviet launch of Sputnik, the first artificial earth satellite 

(Johanningmeier, 2010; Finn, 2008). The launching of Sputnik I disquieted the U.S. 

scientific and political communities and resulted in unprecedented funding that launched 

the “space race” (Bolye, 2008; DeGroot, 2007). Today, the United States has the largest 

number of Nobel Prize laureates (Nobelprize.org, 2013) and outdistances other nations in 

discoveries related to science, medicine, and technology (U.S. National Science 

Foundation, 2013). The resulting space race caused intensive emphasis on making sure 

American students, including diverse populations, could compete worldwide (Chester, 

2008; Moch, 2011; Rudolph, 2012).

According to the reserved clause of the 10th Amendment of the United States 

Constitution, the responsibility of education falls to the individual states (U.S. Const, 

amend. X, 1791; U.S. Library of Congress, 2013). The launch of Sputnik was the impetus 

for the federal government’s involvements in mathematics and science school reform. By 

1958 the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) was passed by the federal government 

and provided funds for all levels of education (PL 85-864; 72 stat. 1580; Kessinger,

2011). With a focus on technology, mathematics, science, and foreign languages, NDEA 

was a program developed at the urging o f the administration of President Eisenhower 

(Rudolph, 2011). Figure 3 shows the lack of progress in mathematics even three decades 

after the National Defense Education Act of 1958 (Coulson, 2011).
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Figure 3. Mathematics Scores, National Norm PSAT Studies (11th graders), 1955-83 
(Coulson, 2011)

The next school reform occurred in 1965 with the creation of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA), a critical cornerstone of Lyndon B. Johnson’s War on 

Poverty. The ESEA includes Title I funding to assist school districts and schools with 

high percentages of children from low-income families to meet state academic standards 

(Title I, Part A, ESEA, 2013; Rudalevige, 2003). ESEA changed federal funding from 

general purposes in education to categorical purposes mainly to help educate the 

disadvantaged students (Kessinger, 2011).

School reform took another shift in focus with the Coleman Report (1966), which 

examined the educational opportunities and resources available to children from different 

races. This was the first attempt at examining and disaggregating achievement scores 

(Coleman, 1966; Ravitch, 2002). The Coleman report looked at how resources affected 

student achievement.
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As school reform continued to focus on accountability, the National Assessment 

of Educational Progress (NAEP) was established in 1970. NAEP was the first school 

reform initiative to provide trend data on student achievement in fourth, eighth, and 

twelfth grades (Kessinger, 2011). Participation in NAEP is optional for states, unless the 

state receives Title I funds, then they have to participate in NAEP (Kessinger, 2011). As 

the student achievement reports continued to show low scores with the NAEP data, more 

pressure was mounting for politicians to do something to improve poor student 

achievement (Ravitch, 2002).

This continuing need for improving student achievement led to A Nation at Risk 

(ANAR) report under the direction of President Reagan in 1983. The report made it clear 

that part of the problem with education was mediocrity and made a suggestion for higher 

standards and more rigorous curriculum. In 1989 President Bush along with the National 

Governors Association continued the federal government’s interest in education with 

America 2000, which had six goals for improving student achievement. President Clinton 

served on the National Governors Association when he was governor of Arkansas. 

America 2000 soon became Goals 2000 in 1994 under President Clinton (Kessinger,

2011). Goals 2000 provided federal funding to states to develop higher standards 

(Rudalevige, 2003).

The next amendment to the ESEA was reauthorized in 2001 and was renamed No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) under the direction of President Bush (NCLB, 2002; 

Rudalevige, 2003). NCLB, the accountability catalyst, has put educational reform in the 

spotlight with Average Yearly Progress (AYP). NCLB forced school systems to start



using test scores to assess how well their students were achieving. The accountability 

pressure from NCLB has forced educators to find ways to make their schools appear 

successful. After over a decade of NCLB, student achievement has continued to lag. 

Currently the federal government is allowing states to have some leverage in how they 

will improve student achievement using accountability.

The state of Georgia has chosen to use the College and Career Readiness 

Performance Indicator (CCRPI). The CCRPI requires school districts to use their current 

test data along with other types of data to set success goals for their system. Data-driven 

decision making (DDDM) has been touted as a means to improve student achievement 

using data. Obviously reform movements have been going on for a long time, but few 

improvements in student achievement have resulted. DDDM might be the answer to 

improving student achievement (Graue & Johnson, 2011).

Data-Driven Decision Making

After over 50 years of school reform efforts, the achievement level of the students 

in the United States still lags behind other nations. According to NAEP, Georgia lags 

behind the national trend line for student achievement in mathematics and reading for 

fourth and eighth graders as revealed in the Figure 4 and Figure 5 (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2013). NCLB is all about accountability using the data; therefore the 

new initiative that is supposed to improve student achievement is DDDM (Turner & 

Cobum, 2012).
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Figure 5. Average Scale Score over time for Georgia for NAEP Scores 
for 8th graders (NCES, 2013)
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As DDDM grows in popularity, very little research exists on the efficiency of 

DDDM on improving student achievement. The research that does exist identifies 

numerous issues with implementing DDDM. These issues include too many definitions 

for DDDM, a lack of training for teachers and school administrators, a plethora of 

available data, and the procedure for turning training into action (Mandinach, Gummer, 

and Muller, 2011). Another issue is maintaining the focus of accountability to improve 

student achievement for the students, and protecting it from damaging political influence 

(Jennings, 2012).

A recent grant by the Spencer Foundation identified the complexities of 

integrating DDDM (Mandinach et al., 2011). There are multiple definitions of DDDM 

which can cause confusion with using DDDM as a way to improve student achievement. 

One definition from the Institute of Education Services (IES) (Hamilton et al., 2009) is 

“Data-driven decision making in education refers to teachers, principals, and 

administrators systematically collecting and analyzing various types of data, including 

demographic, administrative, process, perceptual, and achievement data, to guide a range 

of decisions to help improve the success of students and schools” (p.46).

Another definition that has shown up in the research is by Bernhardt, DDDM is 

the process of using data to inform decisions to improve teaching and learning (2009). 

The definition of DDDM according to United States Department of Education (2010) is 

“the analysis and use of student data and information concerning educational resources 

and processes to inform planning, resource allocation, student placement, and curriculum
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and instruction. The practice entails regular data collection and ongoing implementation 

of a continuous improvement process” (p.61).

At this point, the research on DDDM has revealed a lack of training and a lack of 

capacity on the part of teachers and school administrators on how to use DDDM. Few 

universities and colleges are teaching how to apply statistical knowledge to the 

educational setting (Creighton, 2001). As Hess points out, leaders have a responsibility to 

make good decisions based on the data (2009). The lack of training can negatively affect 

a leader’s ability to implement DDDM. The current debate is what DDDM really look 

like as a comprehensive and effective model to improve student achievement. Training is 

not just a onetime training; research shows that DDDM training should be ongoing 

(Mandinach et al., 2011). As Daly (2012) points out, the principal could be very 

knowledgeable about how to use data to make decision, but if the principal lacks the 

relationship with the teachers, the efforts at fostering DDDM with his/her staff will be 

sacrificed.

The quality of the data is very important in order to use DDDM in an effective 

way. Issues that must be properly addressed in order for DDDM to have a positive impact 

are the quality of data (Messelt, 2004). Choosing the right data can help leaders predict 

and optimize their outcomes (Barton & Court, 2012). Teachers need to recognize that all 

data are not worth serious analysis, and be able to distinguish the difference between data 

that can support educational decision-making and data that does not support this type of 

decision making (Popham, 2009). Mauboussin (2012) suggests the most effective way to 

choose the best data is to define the overall objectives and develop a theory of cause and 

effect to assess presumed drivers of the objective.
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As DDDM becomes a way for school administrators to use data to become more 

accountable for student achievement, the goal must stay focused on student improvement 

and not the political accountability (Weiss, 2012). Focusing too much on the 

accountability to politicians can cause educational leaders to set their standards too low in 

order to show progress for fear of losing their jobs. When school administrators stay 

focused on using accountability for improvement, it “promotes growth rather than 

defensiveness” (Ginsberg, 2009, p. 77). Also using accountability for the improvement 

approach encourages educators to move from knowledge to action (Marsh, 2012).

Evidence of success with on-going DDDM training has been noted in a recent 

study by Slavin, Cheung, Holmes, Madden, and Chamberlain (2013). In this study the 

Center for Data-Driven Reform in Education (CDDRE), worked with 397 elementary 

schools and 225 middle schools in 59 districts from seven states. This study followed 

these schools for four years. During this time the CDDRE provided on-going DDDM 

training to the experimental group, provided formative assessment opportunities, helped 

them identify their weaknesses using the data, identified an effective program to help 

improve their weak areas, and then reanalyzed the data. Although there were no 

significant gains in the first two years o f analysis, the third and fourth years produced 

significant improvements in student achievement (Slavin et al., 2013).

Statement o f the Problem

The lack of progress in student achievement continues to frustrate and challenge 

classroom teachers, principals, policy makers, and community stakeholders (Chudowsky, 

N., Chudowsky, & Kober, 2009; Konstantopoulos, 2006). In 2001, NCLB was initiated
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as a way to hold schools more accountable for student achievement. More than a decade 

has passed and educators are still in search o f ways to increase student achievement 

(Bromberg & Theokas, 2013). Accordingly, the problem targeted by the study is 

chronically low student achievement which is exacerbated by the lack of use or 

inappropriate application of data needed to make informed P-12 school improvement 

decisions (Bernhardt, 2009; Faria, Heppen, & Li, 2012; Fox, 2013; Marsh, McCombs, & 

Martorell, 2010).

Based on Average Yearly Progress (AYP) data from the Georgia Department of 

Education report card (2013), the percentage of schools making AYP in 2010-11 dropped 

to 72.7% from 82.2% in 2006-07. As educational leaders continue the quest for the most 

effective and efficient way to assess student achievement, the College and Career 

Readiness Performance Index (CCRPI) is the new accountability program for all public 

schools in Georgia (GDOE, 2013). With this new program, there are more opportunities 

for educational leaders to use Data-Driven Decision Making (DDDM) to improve student 

achievement.

Over 500 million federal dollars have been spent to develop the State 

Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2010; 

Mandinach et al., 2011; Turner & Cobum, 2012). School districts struggle with making 

sense out of the overwhelming amount of data (Messelt, 2004). According to Hess 

(2009), translating data ineffectively can lead to wasting resources, ineffective policy 

making, and ill advised decisions. According to Mandinach et al. (2011), there is a lack 

of clarity and too many definitions of DDDM that begs the question, what does a
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successful working model of DDDM look like within the overall process from a 

principal’s point of view?

Purpose

Using a group (N= 52) of public school administrators who use DDDM in schools 

that have experienced increases in student achievement, the researcher seeks to gain 

insight into administrators’ perspectives of DDDM. Specifically, the research will 

explore how school administrators select, use, share, and evaluate appropriate data to 

identify performance and behavioral patterns that can improve learners’ academic 

achievement. Further, the research will explore how school leaders use data to help 

teachers establish classroom strategies and set learning goals that acknowledge students’ 

weaknesses and strengths.

Research Questions

RQ1. What is the mindset of the school administrator, specifically the principal and

assistant principal, and how does his/her mindset support the comprehensive 

working model of data-driven decision making?

RQ2. What does an effective working model of data-driven decision making look

like within the overall process from the school administrators’ perspective?

Theoretical Framework 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) developed by Icek Ajzen (1985) 

presumes a connection between an individual’s beliefs and his or her behavior. TPB is a 

more expanded model of the Theory of Reasoned Action (Ajzen, 2012). Prior to the 

development of TPB, Ajzen’s Theory of Reasoned Action presumed that a person’s 

attitude and subjective norms were the main determinants o f a person’s intention to
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perform a planned behavior. After further study, Ajzen realized that outside forces can 

also influence a person’s intentions to carry out a planned behavior. Therefore, TPB has 

three direct determinants that are affected by three indirect determinants to influence a 

person’s Behavioral Intentions (BI) (Ajzen, 1985; Lee, Cerreto, & Lee, 2010; Ajzen,

2012). The three direct determinants are: attitude toward the behavior (AB), subjective 

norm (SN), and perceived behavioral control (PBC). A person’s attitude, what they think 

others expect, plus their belief in their own ability to engage in the behavior all influence 

their intention to carry out the behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Lee et al., 2010; Ajzen, 2012).

The indirect determinants of TPB are behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and 

control beliefs (Ajzen, 1985; Lee et al., 2010; Ajzen, 2012). These indirect determinants 

influence the three direct determinants as the person evaluates their intention to carry out 

the planned behavior. TPB has been used as a theoretical framework to study human 

behavior in business, advertising, health, and education (Ajzen, Czasch, & Flood, 2009). 

Therefore it is logical that TPB can be applied to this study on DDDM.

TPB was used to frame the research in a recent study on educators’ technology 

usage (Lee et al., 2010). This study examined teachers’ intentions on the application of 

technology to prepare class presentations using a PowerPoint program. The results o f this 

study found that the teacher’s attitudes were more influential than their subjective norms 

or their perceived behavioral control. The study concluded that teachers make their 

decision to engage in a planned behavior based on the potential benefits of the intended 

behavior (Lee et al., 2010). In order for the teachers to recognize the potential benefits, 

the indirect determinants have to be acknowledged and addressed. For example, based on 

Lee et al. (2010) findings in this study, the teachers identified behavioral beliefs such as
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quality of teaching and student attention; normative beliefs such as the expectations o f 

the school administrators, parents, and students; as well as control beliefs such as 

technology reliability, skills, training, support, and time as factors that influenced their 

attitude toward carrying out the intended behavior which was to use technology.

Based on the definition of TPB by Ajzen (1985), TPB will be used as the 

theoretical framework to research the efficacy of DDDM for this study. Teachers’ and 

school administrators’ planned behavior which is the DDDM process will be closely 

examined to determine if they are being influenced by behavioral attitudes, subjective 

norms, and perceived behavioral controls. The indirect determinants will also provide a 

framework to examine the behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and control beliefs on 

the teachers’ and school administrators’ intentions to carry out the DDDM process.

In an effort to better understand the connection between DDDM and student 

achievement, planned behavior theory will be used. Prior to DDDM, teachers and school 

administrators relied mainly on intuition and past experience to make decisions about 

teaching strategies. With the proper application of DDDM, teachers and school 

administrators can use the appropriate data to increase student achievement, exact 

positive change, and create the district’s capacity for measured, continuous improvement.

Conceptual Framework 

Conceptually, the following framework explains the researcher’s view of the 

relationship among the selected variables that potentially lead to successful 

implementation of DDDM in the school setting. It is speculated that the variables needed 

to make the process work include: a clear definition of DDDM, training for school 

administrators and teachers, the quality of data, choosing the most effective data, using
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formative assessments, identifying strengths and weaknesses, choosing effective 

interventions for the weaknesses, and analyzing the data again (Messelt, 2004; Slavin et 

al., 2013). All of these variables form comprehensive DDDM along with effective 

DDDM from the principal’s perspective. The Conceptual Framework as shown in Figure 

6 provides a visual example of all these variables coming together with the school 

administrator’s mindset to increase student achievement.

> Clear definition
> Training
> Quality of Data
> Effective Data
> Identify Weaknesses
> Use Formative 

Assessments
> Apply Interventions
> Analyze the Data

Figure 6. Conceptual Framework for variables related to DDDM and student 
achievement.

Significance of Study 

A clearly defined DDDM model will allow data management systems to finally 

be utilized effectively. As a result, the funds invested in the development o f these systems 

will see a return and the stakeholders’ goals will be accomplished. A comprehensive 

model of DDDM can improve student achievement. By defining such a model, all school

4
School Administrator’s 
mindset and perspective 
on the DDDM process -  
Comprehensive and 
Effective DDDM Models

4
Increase in 

Student 
Achievement
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leaders will have a more effective model to follow to help improve the achievement of 

their students by using the appropriate data.

Procedures

Qualitative research is an appropriate research model to use for this study because 

it “involves an interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, 

p.3). This particular study will involve interpreting the process of DDDM through the 

lens of the school leaders involved in the process. Case study is a qualitative approach 

that “involves the study of an issue explored through one or more cases within a bounded 

system” (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). Based on numerous mixed methods and quantitative 

studies during the last five years, more qualitative research is needed to actually explain 

how DDDM process is being carried out at the school level. By interviewing the school 

administrators, data can be collected to examine the school administrators’ perspective 

and efficacy on the DDDM process.

Case study research was used to help explain the utilization of DDDM and how it 

is implemented in the school setting. The decided method to conduct the research was an 

online survey with open ended questions. Fifty-seven public school administrators were 

surveyed to gain insight on the DDDM process being used in their school. These 

administrators were selected from schools that have been using DDDM models for a 

minimum of three years and have experienced a positive increase in student achievement. 

The responses to the survey questions were coded to identify themes. The expectation of 

the researcher was that the responses would provide an interpretation of a contemporary 

DDDM process in education
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Limitations

The lack of longevity of the current school administrator could skew the results of 

the study, because they might not have been in the school for the last three years. It was 

important to survey only the school administrators that have actively been engaged in the 

DDDM process at their school. A school administrator new to the school would not be 

able to provide the necessary information to help the researcher identify a comprehensive 

DDDM model.

Delimitations

The main delimitation for this study was the fact that surveys will be restricted to 

school administrators that have had DDDM in their school for at least the last three years. 

The rationale for only selecting schools involved in the DDDM process for a minimum of 

three years stems from previous research reflecting significant progress after 3-5 years of 

implementation (Slavin et al., 2013).

Definition o f Terms

Accountability -  This means being responsible to somebody or for something (Merriam- 

Webster Online Dictionary, 2013, p.l).

Comprehensive working model -  The model includes the collection of data, the analysis 

of data, training, and decisions based on the data (Messelt, 2004, p. 1).

Data-driven decision making (DDDM) -  DDDM is the analysis and use of student data 

and information concerning educational resources and processes to inform 

planning, resource allocation, student placement, and curriculum and instruction. 

The practice entails regular data collection and ongoing implementation of a 

continuous improvement process (Hamilton et al., 2009, p.46).



18

Effective working model — Student achievement is increasing and the school is making 

AYP means the model is effective.

Efficacy -  This is the ability to produce the desired result (Merriam-Webster Online 

Dictionary, 2013, p.l).

Mindset -  This is a fixed mental attitude or disposition that predetermines a person’s 

responses to and interpretations of situations (The Free Dictionary, 2014, p.l). 

School administrators -  This refers to principals and assistant principals

Summary

In summary, the study examined the role and usefulness of data driven decision 

making (DDDM) as a means of improving student achievement in a large school district 

in the state of Georgia. School reform has been a national dilemma, resulting in few 

improvements in student achievement have resulted. The Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 was the core reform education act with several reauthorizations 

ending with the current NCLB Act. Although NCLB, the accountability catalyst, has put 

educational reform in the spotlight with AYP, the launch of Sputnik over 50 years ago 

recognized the urgency for educational reform in the United States (Hoang, 2010; 

Ravitch, 2002; Rudalevige, 2003).

Obviously reform movements have been going on for a long time, DDDM is the 

latest initiative to tackle improving student achievement. The current research points out 

that numerous challenges exist with implementing DDDM. There is not a clear definition 

for DDDM and there is a lack of training for teachers and school administrators. Another 

challenge is identifying the most effective data to use from the plethora of existing data.
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The overall purpose of this study was to identify the most effective and comprehensive 

model of DDDM from the school administrator’s point of view.

This information was gathered through surveys with school administrators. These 

school administrators need to have been at the school for at least the past three years in 

order to participate in this study. This was to insure their participation in the DDDM 

process for at least the last three years. The district chosen for this study has been using 

DDDM for the last five years, and has made gains with student achievement and reducing 

the achievement gap. The findings from this study may provide valuable guidance to 

school administrators wishing to implement DDDM in their schools. The information 

may provide the perspective from the school administrator on the best practices to follow 

when using DDDM. This will help school leaders set reasonable goals, allocate resources 

effectively, and provide a smooth implementation of DDDM.



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

As each presidential administration reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act, the goal o f the federal government and educators have been two fold -  

increase student achievement and close the existing achievement gap. No Child Left 

Behind has had the biggest impact on raising awareness of using data to improve 

education. Data Driven Decision Making (DDDM) has been touted as the process to raise 

student achievement and close the existing achievement gap (Robinson, 2011). As with 

any new initiative in an organization, the success of the initiative depends on the current 

leadership of the organization. In education, school administrators are the leaders in 

charge of successfully implementing DDDM.

This chapter will review the available literature on DDDM. The literature 

currently addresses the DDDM training, quality of data, effective use of data, and the 

actual DDDM process. Current literature about the school administrator as instructional 

leader will also be reviewed in this chapter. The implementation of DDDM causes school 

administrators and teachers to change the way they assess student performance and teach. 

Therefore, the current literature on change in an organization will also be reviewed in this 

chapter.

Data Driven Decision Making 

The earliest recorded acknowledgement o f data for schools was in 1867 when 

Congress established the Department of Education to document the welfare and progress

20
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of schools (US Department of Education, 1993). This historical report on educational 

statistics was compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics in 1993. The 

original data gathered on schools by the Department of Education included student 

enrollment, student and teacher attendance, teacher salaries, graduation rates, and school 

spending (US Department of Education, 1993). Beginning in 1923, bi-annual field visits 

were initiated and these continued for the next 40 years. The purpose of the field visits 

was to provide a detailed list of spending by purpose (US Department of Education, 

1993). By the mid 1960s the collected data was being used by politicians to help pass 

legislation to support education. A significant example of this was evident in 1970 when 

data was used for the Educational Performance Audit (EPA). These audits were done 

externally and internally, and examined not only the test scores but also the financial 

accountability of school districts (English, 2000).

Although various definitions of DDDM exist, for this research, DDDM in 

education refers to teachers, principals, and administrators systematically collecting and 

analyzing various types of data, including demographic, administrative process 

perceptual, and achievement data to guide a range decisions to help improve the success 

of students and schools (Hamilton et al., 2009, p.46). This definition came from the 

Institute of Education Sciences (IES) practice guide on DDDM. Bernhardt has a similar 

definition that refers to DDDM as “the process of using data to inform decisions to 

improve teaching and learning” (2009, p. 24).

Numerous models of DDDM also exist. The Leadership and Learning Center 

model of DDDM includes the following six steps: Collect and chart data; analyze data 

and prioritize needs; set, review, and revise incremental SMART goals; select common
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instructional strategies; determine results indicators; and monitor and evaluate results 

(Besser et al., 2010). Mandinach created another DDDM model or framework through 

her work that includes the following six steps: collecting, organizing, summarizing, 

analyzing, prioritizing, and synthesizing the data (Mandanich, Honey, & Light, 2006). 

These six steps give way for teachers and school administrators to make decisions, 

implement changes based on the data, and assess the impact of DDDM (Mandanich et al., 

2006).

Based on a presentation given at an educational conference in 2010 by Ruffin, the 

DDDM model from the Leadership and Learning Center has more positives for schools 

than negatives. This DDDM process caused teachers and administrators to be able to 

make informed decisions about the curriculum based on the data from various sources 

(Ruffin, 2010). These results were based on a study that examined the data team process 

in 36 urban school districts. Another study conducted by Newman in an Alabama school 

district with high achievement found that grade level planning time, job-embedded 

professional learning, and critiquing teaching strategies based on the results of DDDM 

raised the bar for student achievement (2006).

Numerous studies have been conducted to examine the positive impact DDDM 

can have on student achievement (Messelt, 2004; Newman, 2006; Slavin et al., 2013). 

Each of these studies identified key elements that needed to be in place in order for 

DDDM to have positive effects. The lack of scheduled time for collaboration, lack of 

training, lack of clarity and too many definitions of DDDM, organization of the data, 

quality of data, and the capacity to actually initiate and implement DDDM has not been 

clearly established (Mandanich et al., 2011; Marsh, 2012; Messelt, 2004; Newman, 2006;
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Schlidkamp & Kuiper, 2010; Sikes, 2008; Slavin et al., 2013). Sikes (2008) investigated 

the DDDM process in a Title 1 school in Georgia and found that teachers’ use of DDDM 

was impeded by lack of time to desegregate the data and a lack of knowledge about the 

DDDM process.

Recent research within the last five years reiterate the lack of research available to 

show the positive effects of DDDM on student achievement (Marsh, 2012; Schildkamp & 

Kuiper, 2010; Slavin et al., 2013; Turner & Cobum, 2012). Schlidkamp and Kuiper 

(2010) conducted an exploratory study of 6 schools within 32 interviews in the 

Netherlands. The findings from their research confirmed the same obstacles for DDDM 

of studies conducted in the United States. In addition, this study revealed that although 

teachers said they were using DDDM, they continued to rely more on their intuition to 

make decisions about their teaching strategies (Schlidkamp & Kuiper, 2010).

As the political pressures for accountability increase for schools to show results, 

popularity of implementing DDDM also increases (Turner & Cobum, 2012). At this 

point, there is limited research to show the effects of DDDM on student achievement 

(Marsh, 2012; Slaving et al., 2013; Turner & Cobum, 2012). Although the longitudinal 

study of DDDM conducted by Slavin et al. showed promising positive effects of DDDM 

on student achievement, the study was quantitative and they suggested a qualitative study 

would be beneficial to gain more insight on the process o f DDDM (2013).

Training

As with any new program, the people involved in using the new program need 

training. DDDM has become so common in education that everyone assumes that 

everyone in education is using this process with fidelity. The literature review on DDDM
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suggests just the opposite. In 2001, Ackley used work from Stiggins and Fullan to drive 

home the importance of educators being trained to use the data to make decisions about 

classroom content and strategies (Stiggins, 2001; Fullan, 1991). The author points out 

that in the past, summative data has been the only source of data used to assess the 

progress of a school on student achievement. In order to really make a difference for 

students, it is necessary for educational leaders to acquire the skills to analyze formative 

data (Ackley, 2001; Deike, 2009; McFee & Brynjolfsson, 2012). According to 

Mandinach et al. in order to make DDDM actionable, the teachers and administrators 

must be “pedagogical data literate” or have the skills to use instructional decision-making

(2011, p.12).

The literature review on the training needed in order to be data literate points out 

that there is a lack of clarity as to what this training looks like (Mandinach et al., 2011; 

Mandinach & Gummer, 2013). DDDM is a complex process of being able to take the 

numbers from formative work, summative assessments, daily work samples, 

demographics, along with other available data and transform it into useful information to 

improve teaching strategies and student achievement (Mandinach et al., 2011). Is proper 

training for DDDM an undergraduate course, professional learning in-service, ongoing 

professional learning, or a graduate course?

Education is not the only industry struggling with identifying effective DDDM 

training. The business world is being bombarded with a massive amount o f data (Barton 

& Court, 2012; McFee, & Brynjolfsson, 2012). With the fast-paced, continued 

progression of technology, massive amounts of data are available for business leaders to 

analyze. Based on McFee & Brynjolfsson’s article in Harvard Business Review, the
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companies that are engaging in DDDM, “their profits were 6% higher and their 

production was 5% higher” than companies not using DDDM (2012, p.66). Their work 

proves that effective DDDM can have a positive impact. In a recent research project 

conducted by the Center for Data Driven Reform Education in 7 different states with 59 

school districts and over 600 schools, positive gains were made with student achievement 

through the use of DDDM (Slavin et al., 2013). The CCRDE provided each school a 

DDDM trained coach for the duration of this 4 year longitudinal study. The positive 

impact on student achievement was not statistically significant until the third and fourth 

year (Slavin et al., 2013). This study along with the work of McFee & Brynjolfsson 

(2012) provides necessary support for properly training school administrators and 

teachers in using DDDM.

Data

DDDM means using data to make decisions. There is a plethora of data available 

and the usefulness of the data depends on the need (Barton & Court, 2012; Breiter & 

Light, 2006; Lachat & Smith, 2006; Schlidkamp & Kuiper, 2010). For years data has 

been part of education. According to a report by the United States Department of 

Eduation in 1993, the use of data can be traced back to the 1800’s. The data used in 

earlier times was usually more centered on enrollment, attendance, teacher salaries, 

graduates, and financial spending (US Department of Education, 1993). Then prior to 

NCLB, data was more focused on the state-normed tests and standardized test scores 

(Rudalevige, 2003). With NCLB, data became more important and a tool to help hold 

school districts more accountable (Rudalevige, 2003). Data used in the past decade has 

increased dramatically (Kowalski, 2009). DDDM in schools that excel tends to pigeon
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hole the goal to just do well on standardized tests. This focus on data does not necessarily 

support the focus of a 21st century education which includes problem solving and 

authentic assignments (Schmoker, 2009).

Although there are various types o f data used, Moss and Brookhart point out that 

data should not be looked at as “the ends but the means” to improve student achievement 

(2012, p. 152). The various types of data used to enhance student achievement include 

formative assessments, summative assessments, standardized test scores, data on how 

teachers are teaching, teaching strategies, learning strategies, demographics, professional 

training, and financial resources (Ackley, 2001; Breiter & Light, 2006; Moss &

Brookhart, 2012; Supovitz, 2012). The teachers and school administrators use the data 

differently. Teachers need data to help them differentiate teaching strategies to increase 

student achievement (Breiter & Light, 2006; Schlidkamp & Kuiper, 2010). Whereas 

administrators need to look at different data to help them make informed decisions about 

personnel and resources that will support student achievement (Breiter & Light, 2006).

With a plethora of educational data, the challenge for teachers and school 

administrators is to determine which data is quality (Marsh, Pane & Hamilton, 2006). 

Teachers need to recognize that all data is not worth serious analysis, and being able to 

distinguish the difference between data that can support educational decision making and 

data that does not support this type of decision making (Popham, 2009). In order to have 

quality data for teachers to make informed decisions, the data must come from quality 

sources (Supovitz, 2012). Choosing quality data is not only a struggle for educators, 

business leaders also struggle with discerning quality data from the massive data 

available (Barton & Court, 2012; McFee & Brynjolfsson, 2012).
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So once the quality data has been identified, the next challenge with DDDM is to use the 

data effectively to enhance student achievement and close the achievement gap. Based on 

research conducted by Hess in 2009, translating research data ineffectively can lead to 

wasting resources, ineffective policy making, and ill advised decisions. The Student 

Teacher Achievement Study (STAR) conducted in Tennessee in 1980 was a great 

example of how research was used inappropriately even though the educational leaders’ 

intentions were admirable. Because of this study, several school districts thought smaller 

class size would increase student achievement. California invested millions of dollars to 

lower class size based on this STAR report. Unfortunately, their student achievement did 

not improve (Hess, 2009).

Another pitfall to using data ineffectively is the tendency to pigeon hole the goal 

to just do well on standardized tests (Schmoker, 2009). This approach to DDDM does not 

necessarily support the focus of a 21st century education which includes problem solving 

and authentic assignments (Schmoker, 2009). Standardized test scores are considered a 

summative set of data and should not be looked at as the sole data to improve student 

achievement (Moss & Brookhart, 2012).

Caines and Engelhard conducted a study in 2012 to examine panelists’ 

characteristics and their rating distribution on the educational standard setting process. 

The results indicate that region and ethnicity affected the cut score set by the panel. The 

panelists from certain regions were more likely to set the cut score on standardized tests 

lower than other panelists. African American panelists tended to set the cut score lower 

than other panelists (Caines & Engelhard, 2012). Gunzenhauser & Hyde (2007) reviewed 

three recent pieces of work on accountability, and found that we are no longer educating
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our students to be problem solvers but to be test takers. These pieces o f work on 

accountability provide even more of a reason to limit the amount of decisions made based 

on standardized test results alone (Moss & Brookhardt, 2012).

Based on current research, teachers and school administrators should ask essential 

questions to help focus their attention on the most effective data (Lachat & Smith, 2006). 

Being able to use data effectively is the key to successful data driven decision making 

(Popham, 2009). By using essential questions to guide the data disaggregation, the 

confidence level of the teachers’ and school administrators’ use of data increases and 

they become more data literate. Essential questions also help the data team process work 

more efficiently and have a positive impact on improving student achievement (Lachat & 

Smith, 2006). Even the research in the business world suggests the leadership team needs 

to drive the DDDM initiative, and the leaders’ need to make good decisions based on the 

data (Hess, 2009; McFee & Brynjolfsson, 2012).

Several research studies in education spanning across the last seven years found 

similar results. First Marsh et al. in 2006 conducted a research study to investigate 

DDDM in four different districts. Their overall findings and implications are that 

although DDDM is useful in guiding the educational pedagogy, it is only as effective as 

the quality of the data and the expertise of the user (Marsh et al., 2006). In 2009,

Gingberg and Brown conducted a one day event referred to as Data in a Day program. 

Teachers, administrators, and community stakeholders invested a day in conducting 

walkthroughs of classrooms to collect data on how teachers were teaching and students 

were learning. The results of this Data in a Day program was that feedback based on data 

should “promote growth rather than defensiveness” (Ginsberg & Brown, 2009, p. 76).
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The most recent research results on DDDM by the CCRDE in 2013 showed that effective 

use of DDDM can have statistically significant results on improving student achieving 

(Slavin et al., 2013).

Another challenge faced with DDDM is the capacity to use it effectively. The 

challenge exists in how to organize and implement DDDM in the organization 

(Mandinach et al., 2011; Sikes, 2008). In one qualitative study investigating the use of the 

DDDM process in a Title 1 school, the results showed the process was challenging due to 

organizational structure (Sikes, 2008). Deciding who is involved in the DDDM process, 

how to group the faculty for the process, when to hold the meetings, and the varying 

levels of knowledge continue to challenge the DDM process (McFee & Brynjolfsson, 

2012; Sikes, 2008). The capacity to effectively organize the DDDM process at the school 

and district levels falls to the school and district level leaders (McFee & Brynjolfsson, 

2012).

Data Systems

The organization of the data varies from school district to school district. As 

stated in Chapter 1, over 500 million federal dollars have been spent to develop the State 

Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2003; 

Mandinach et al., 2011; Turner & Cobum, 2012). This data system includes the data from 

state achievement tests along with data on enrollment, demographics, college readiness 

scores, graduation data, and dropout data (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2011). But 

there is other data used in DDDM, such as attendance, benchmark testing, grades, and 

behavior. Schools and school districts use either “commercially available or home

grown” data warehouses to organize and store data (Mandinach & Jackson, 2012, p. 15).
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It is vital that school administrators and teachers have access to this data in a relevant and 

timely manner (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2011).

Some challenges faced by districts wishing to increase data management include 

technology, funding, poorly organized record management, power hungry technology 

professionals, and lack of knowledge of teachers and school administrators to ask the 

right question to gain access to the right data (Mills, 2006). Although developing an 

effective data warehouse can be challenging, there are numerous computer programs 

available to match “different needs, budgets, and technical expertise” (Mills, 2006, p.47). 

Numerous districts use pivot tables to help school administrators and teachers analyze 

their data in a more effective manner. Data warehouses allow school districts to adjust 

instruction and resources in a more timely manner, to be proactive instead of reactive to 

data results, to organize data in a more efficient manner, and promotes a better quality of 

data (Mandinach & Jackson, 2012).

Evolution of School Administrators Role 

Research shows that school administrators play a very important role in 

increasing student achievement (Hattie, 2009; Leith wood, Seashore, Anderson, & 

Wahlstrom, 2004; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Years ago the school 

administrator’s main job was to manage the facility, the budget, school safety, student 

discipline, and personnel issues (Doyle & Rice, 2002). The role of the principal has 

transformed over the past 20 years to include not only the managerial duties but also 

instructional leadership duties (Shellard, 2003; Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008). 

According to the research by Stronge et al. (2008) the following five goals support the 

school administrator’s role as an instructional leader: “building and sustaining a school
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vision, sharing leadership, leading a learning community, using data to make instructional 

decisions, and monitoring curriculum and instruction” (p. 4). The literature review 

conducted by Leithwood et al. found there are seven strong claims relating to successful 

school leadership (2006). The first three claims include school leadership is the second 

most important influence on student achievement, with the classroom teacher having the 

most influence; almost all school leaders have a collection o f leadership styles and 

practices to use; and the ways school leaders use the varying styles of leadership show 

responsiveness to the situation. The next four claims include school leaders can effect 

student achievement by the influence they have on teachers’ motivation, commitment, 

and working conditions; school leadership should be distributed among the staff; 

distributed leadership’s effect on student achievement depends on the kind of distributed 

leadership; and personal leadership traits can make school leaders more successful 

(Leithwood et al., 2006).

The literature supports the idea that school administrators should use situational 

leadership to lead the school. Successful school leadership can raise achievement five to 

seven percent (Leithwood et al., 2006). The school administrators can have such a 

positive effect on student achievement by using situational leadership. According to 

Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson (2007), situational leadership theory provides a 

framework on how to identify four different types of subordinates on the staff. These 

subordinates can be able, and motivated; unable, but motivated; able, but unmotivated; or 

unable and unmotivated. By using situational leadership the school administrator will 

know which staff members can be delegated jobs, coached to complete jobs, encouraged 

to complete jobs, and directed to complete jobs (Hersey et al, 2007). Situational
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leadership provides the school administrator the flexibility to adjust their leadership style 

to suit the organization. As the school administrator’s role from manager to instructional 

leader continues to evolve, flexibility of leadership styles will be very important.

John Hattie has conducted a meta-analysis on all the things that effect student 

achievement, with “average effect size of .40” (2009, p. 2). Transformational leadership 

and instructional leadership are the two most popular of the role of the school 

administrators. Robinson, Lloyd, and Rowe (2008) conducted another meta-analysis on 

these two forms of leadership to find out the effect size on student achievement. The 

results of this analysis revealed that instructional leadership has a larger effect size of 

0.42 whereas transformational leadership has an effect size of 0.11 (Robinson et al,

2008).

Robinson (2011) divides instructional leadership down into five dimensions 

which include establishing goals and expectations, using resources effectively, guarantee 

quality teaching, actively direct teaching and learning, and provide a safe learning 

environment. The dimension of quality teachers has an effect size of 0.42 on student 

achievement (Robinson, 2011). Within this dimension, principals have four ways to make 

sure teaching is high quality. According to Robinson’s work these four ways include 

“coordinating the instructional program, actively involved in collegial discussions of how 

instruction affects student achievement, providing useful feedback to teachers, and using 

data on student progress to improve the instructional program” (2011, p. 83). The use of 

data to improve instruction requires the school administrators to establish a culture that is 

comfortable and knowledgeable with evidence-based programs (Robinson, 2011).
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School administrators have to shift their focus from just managing the school to 

guiding the school. Dr. Siegel (2010) defines mindsight as the ability to examine our 

minds and reflect on our experiences. A person’s mindsight can be changed with effort, 

time, and practice (Siegal, 2010). So school administrators not only have to shift their 

mindsight but also must provide support to the teachers to help them adjust their 

mindsight to comprehend the impact they can have on student achievement. As school 

administrators continue to tweak their role as instructional leaders, the Educational 

Leadership Constituents Council (ELCC) has provided seven standards to help guide 

principals in using DDDM (Ubben, Hughes, & Norris, 2011).

Organizational Change 

With the focus for education reform on accountability, DDDM has become the 

catch phrase as the reform of the decade. DDDM perpetuates a change in the organization 

of the schools which should be led by the school administrators. According to Ricks

(2012) quality leadership is important in order for an organization to be successful. 

Leaders need to establish standards for the organization, and then hold themselves and 

others to the established standards (Ricks, 2012). Top managers and leaders tend to be the 

worst students when it comes to learning something new or changing the way things are 

done (Argyris, 1991). The mindset of the leader can affect the ability to enact change 

within the organization. According to Argyris’ (1991) work with studying leaders, some 

leaders were not able to change the way they did things due to being afraid o f failure. 

These findings have been reiterated with Carol Dweck’s work with fixed and growth 

mindsets (2006). A person with a fixed mindset tends to avoid challenges for fear of 

failure, gives up easily, and feels threatened by the success o f others. Whereas a person
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with a growth mindset embraces challenges, develops strategies to overcome difficult 

situations, and sets goals for themselves (Dweck, 2006). Even though Argyris’ work is 

somewhat dated, it still holds true when it comes to teaching people to change the way 

they are doing things. He refers to “single loop verses double loop learning” (Argyris, 

1991, p. 4). Single loop refers to just going through the motions of the job without any 

reasoning. Double loop refers to asking questions about the effectiveness o f the routine 

functions of the professional in the work place. An effective leader will consistently 

analyze their job effectiveness and not be afraid to make necessary changes in order to be 

more successful and effective (Argyris, 1991).

In addition to setting the standards and having a growth mindset with double 

looping learning, a leader should also get people to buy into the process (Mauboussin, 

2012). Much of the time, the leaders in an organization feel more comfortable with status 

quo and feel very confident in their decisions (Argyris, 1991; Mauboussin, 2012). 

Mauboussin suggests through his work in the business world that leaders should define 

the overall objectives, “develop a theory of cause and effect to assess presumed drivers of 

the objective”, identify what employees should be doing to meet the objectives, and then 

analyze the data to make sure the data is supporting the objectives (2012, p. 56). This 

applies to DDDM because it requires the school administrators to enact a change in how 

teachers are assessing students along with their own teaching strategies.

When reviewing literature on organizational change, Collins’ work in Good to 

Great certainly plays a major role in addressing the needs of leaders’ abilities to 

successfully lead their organization through a change (2001). In his work with level 5 

companies, the transformational leaders experienced success because they were able to
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get the right people in the right jobs within the organization. These leaders were also able 

to deal with difficult situations, make difficult decisions to support the objective, and then 

share the success with the members o f the organization. The leaders in these level 5 

companies also created a culture where the members of the organization felt valued 

(Collins, 2001). These same leadership ideals were shared in the work of Senge in The 

Fifth Discipline (1990). His work points out in order to obtain a healthy organization, 

leaders should encourage employees to accept change and recognize their responsibility 

to the organization. Leaders should lead by example (Senge, 1990). In tying the research 

from Senge and Collins to the educational world, Noyce, Perda, & Traver (2000) discuss 

the importance of educational leaders at both the district and school level to use DDDM 

to improve student achievement. Too many times school leaders fail to use the available 

data to make decisions about the curriculum, professional development, and teaching 

strategies (Noyce et al., 2000). These decisions are the tough decisions Collins refers to 

in his work. In order for DDDM to make the positive changes in student achievement, the 

school leaders need to set the standards and objectives, get the right people in the right 

jobs, break the status quo, and embrace a growth mindset.

A literature review would not be complete without sharing Kotter’s work on 

organizational change (2012). Implementing DDDM causes major changes in the 

organization of the school setting. The first step in Kotter’s 8 step plan is to create a sense 

of urgency within the organization. Achievement data provides a sense of urgency for the 

school administrator and should be used to create a sense of urgency among the teachers 

and staff. The next two steps involve gathering a team to enact the change and have this 

team create a vision for the organization as it relates to DDDM. The team then shares the
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vision with other members of the organization. Removing obstacles and planning for 

short term wins are the next two steps. The last two steps in Kotter’s plan involve 

building on the change and securing the change for the organization (Kotter, 2012).

The literature review on instructional leadership and organizational change also 

includes the important work by Kouzes and Posner (2007) in The Leadership Challenge. 

This book identifies five practices for exemplary leaders to use. The five practices 

include: model the way, inspire the vision, challenge the process, enable others to act, and 

encourage the heart. The key ideas in this book are that leaders can make a positive 

difference in an organization. They can help make changes in an organization not only 

work but empower the people in the organization to embrace the change. Another 

important idea expressed in this book is for leaders to have humility and have morals. 

Their research over the last 30 years with 10 different countries, revealed the top five 

characteristics of admired leaders. These top five characteristics have stayed the same 

since 1987, and include honesty, visionary, inspirational, competency, and intelligence.

The historical agenda in education is a continuum of constant change. Therefore 

the school administrator is constantly faced with how to not only lead the change at the 

school level but also lead it effectively. Situational leadership provides the foundation for 

the school leader to actively engage in the change in the organization. With the latest 

initiatives in public schools to use DDDM to increase student achievement, the school 

leader needs to examine the subordinates in the organization as to their readiness levels to 

participate in DDDM. Research by Kegan and Lahey (2009) on mental complexity 

provides even more insight into how to use situational leadership to better lead an 

organization involved in change. Thirty years ago, experts would have said that our
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mental growth came to an end in our twenties. After thirty years o f longitudinal research, 

Kegan and Lahey (2009) have suggested three plateaus in adult mental development 

which include a level of socialized mind, self-authoring mind, and self-transforming 

mind. The percentage of subordinates from this research at the socialized mind plateau 

was 58% and this was done with middle-class, college-educated professionals which 

means that this number would be higher in the general population. About 35 percent of 

the population in this study was at the self-authoring plateau, and about eight percent fell 

at the self-transforming plateau. This information provides school leaders information 

about how subordinates deal with change. The majority of the staff involved in change is 

on the socialized mind plateau, and therefore has a fixed mindset. Situational leadership 

would provide the necessary framework needed by the leader to assess the mindset of the 

staff and the protocol to follow to help move the organization successfully through the 

change.

Accountability o f DDDM -  Politics 

As noted in chapter one, every United States President has tried to reform 

education in an effort to account for the federal investment in education. Much has been 

written on accountability and educational reform. It was not until NCLB that school level 

administrators began to feel the pressure of accountability. Based on work by Jennings, 

there are five different ways data educators use data - as a lens, as a diagnosis, as a 

compass, as a way to monitor, and as a way to standardize education (2012). The overall 

purpose of accountability can affect how educators use data. Jennings (2012) points out 

that accountability system can vary in the amount of pressure, the origin of pressure, and 

the overall goals which in turn can affect how the educators approach using data. Political
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pressure can lead to educators using the data in a distorted way to appease stakeholders at 

the national, state, and district level (Henig, 2012; Jennings, 2012; Weiss, 2012).

There is a lot of pressure from the political arena to increase student achievement. 

President Bush brought the idea of using data to hold school systems accountable with 

NCLB in 2001. Now President Obama has invested hundreds of millions o f dollars in 

developing the Statewide Longitudinal Data System Grant Program (Turner & Cobum, 

2012). The data is available, but the question remains how school administrators are 

using the plethora of data to improve student achievement and close the achievement gap. 

Politicians want and need to show that the investments made in developing data systems 

is benefitting the students (Turner & Cobum, 2012).

DDDM provides school administrators evidence for accountability. There are two 

ways of using data in the schools: data for improvement and data for accountability 

(Weiss, 2012). According to Weiss’ work, DDDM should be used to improve the student 

achievement at the school level, and training should be provided for educational leaders 

and teachers school level so they can effectively and efficiently analyze the student data 

to improve student achievement. Using DDDM to hold school leaders and school districts 

accountable for their overall progress causes principals and teachers to approach the 

process with caution. Weiss (2012) states that using accountability for political reasons 

perpetuate a fear to disclose a schools weakness due to fear of job loss for lack of 

increased student achievement. Data use is not being utilized to help improve students’ 

learning but for political and financial gain (Henig, 2012).

Gunzenhauser and Hyde (2007) conducted a review o f literature on the value of 

public school accountability. His review revealed that our society is sacrificing the
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philosophy of education due to the pressure from politicians to account for the federal 

money spent on education. We are no longer educating our students to be problem 

solvers but to be test takers. By teaching to the test in order to achieve accountability 

numbers to justify the invested federal funds, the students’ education is being sacrificed 

for high test scores (Guzenhauser & Hyde, 2007). Henig also examined the influence of 

politics on using data to improve students’ achievement (2012). The politicians use 

power to coerce educational leaders to use data in a way to make the political side of 

education look good. This type of behavior happens throughout the educational 

organization at the federal, state and local levels.

Political pressure and power leads educational stakeholders to use data for their 

own gains (Henig, 2012). A prime example of this took place in 2009 with Atlanta Public 

Schools (Graue & Johnson, 2011). Mike Bowers, former Attorney General of Georgia, 

was the lead investigator for the recent CRCT cheating scandal Atlanta and Dougherty 

Public schools. During a speech in Athens, GA in October 2013, Bowers spoke of the 

ethics relative to accountability. His investigation involved 2,200 interviews with 

teachers, school level administrators and district level administrators. Out of the 56 

schools that make up the Atlanta Public school system, 44 of them were involved in 

cheating. Eighty-nine percent of erasures in APS were changes from incorrect answers to 

the correct one. The amount of pressure put on school system employees be the 

administration was a “formula for cheating” and unfortunately this cheating scandal 

happened to the “most vulnerable students in the state” (Bowers, 2013). This cheating 

scandal was the worst in Bowers’ 44 years of practicing years. Bowers also pointed out 

that the Atlanta business community had to accept some responsibility for the cheating
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scandal. The superintendent and business leaders claimed they were trying to protect the 

brand of Atlanta by trying to claim student achievement was improving at any cost 

(Bowers, 2013).

NCLB was not intended to do damage to students, but to improve student 

achievement and close the achievement gap. Unfortunately, many school districts attempt 

to lower their educational standards in order to remove schools from the AYP low 

performing school list (Rudalevige, 2003). Evidence based research has played a vital 

role for change in almost every field except for education reform. Based on the history of 

educational reform, educators are notorious for trying all kinds of new initiatives without 

verifying their reliability based on research (Slavin et al., 2013). NCLB has changed that 

practice for educators. Now educators are expected to be able to defend their program 

choices with proven research to show how the new program will improve student 

achievement (Slavin et al., 2013).

In a Texas school district, a study examined DDDM of teachers and school 

administrators (Booher-Jennings, 2005). The research concluded that teachers had 

engaged in an “educational triage” where they divided the students into three groups 

based on their test scores; the student above the passing score, the student within range of 

the passing score (bubble kids) and the students too far away from the passing score. The 

teachers concentrated their efforts on intervention on the bubble students because they 

felt they could help them achieve the passing score. The students too far away from the 

passing score were usually referred to special education services so they would not mess 

up the scores for the school (Booher-Jennings, 2005). This research provides another 

example of how NCLB pressures educational professionals to focus more on teaching to
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the test while sacrificing education for all the students (Booher-Jennings, 2005). 

Compromising the integrity of accountability due to political pressure to improve student 

achievement encourages unethical behavior (Jennings, 2012; Graue & Johnson, 2011; 

Weiss, 2012; Strike, 2007).

Summary

Increasing student achievement and closing the student achievement gap continue 

to challenge our education system in the United States. Our nation has spent an estimated 

three trillion dollars on school reform since the 1960s (Miami-Dade County Public 

Schools, 2008). As Renzuilli points out in a recent article we have tried everything from 

smaller class size, longer school day, year round school, after school instruction, etc.

(2013). With each new presidential candidate, a new school reform is initiated. Although 

these reforms have mainly been reauthorizations of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act, NCLB was the first reform to really bring in the element of holding 

individual schools accountable for student achievement.

Accountability is a positive way to account for student achievement and the 

resources channeled to increase student achievement and close the achievement gap. 

DDDM, a fairly new initiative, provides schools with the opportunity to examine student 

data from standardized tests, classroom performance, and demographics in order to set 

goals for improvement (Mandinach & Jackson, 2012). The results of numerous 

quantitative studies on DDDM have revealed a lack of training, quality of data, too many 

different definitions, and the lack of capacity within the schools to properly execute 

DDDM (Messelt, 2004; Newman, 2006; Slavin et al., 2013). More qualitative research is
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needed to help school districts understand the how to successfully implement a 

comprehensive model of DDDM (Slavin et al., 2013).

The school administrators’ role has shifted over the past few years from being the 

manager of the facility to being the instructional leader (Shelland, 2003; Stronge et al., 

2008). They are being challenged to implement new instructional programs to increase 

student achievement and close the achievement gap. These new initiatives such as 

DDDM cause a change to take place in the school organization. It is vital that the school 

administrator use the proper leadership styles to exact the change in the most opportune 

manner.

Along with any new reform initiative the politicians are actively engaged. Each 

politician uses education as a platform to gain votes whether they care about education or 

not. According to Weiss, accountability for student improvement is totally different than 

accountability for political reasons (2012). Incorrect usage o f DDDM as the sole 

accountability tool on a schools progress can result in unintentional added pressures on 

school leadership as well as a cautious approach to the process.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

As the involvement of the federal government in education has continued to 

increase, both in decision-making and financial support, student achievement has 

remained stagnant. Beginning with President Eisenhower, every administration has tried 

to enact a school reform program to address sluggish student achievement and the 

achievement gap occurring in subgroups. The landmark Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. § 241) continues to be reauthorized each time a new 

president takes office. Although data have been a part of the education world since the 

late 1800s, NCLB (2002) was the catalyst for using data to hold schools and school 

districts accountable for student achievement and closing the achievement gap. NCLB 

has encouraged schools to use DDDM to focus efforts, set goals, and become more 

accountable for academic growth. Even though several studies have been conducted over 

the past few years, very few of these studies have been able to show a significant 

relationship between DDDM and student achievement. More research is needed on the 

association between DDDM and student achievement, especially from the school 

administrator’s perspective. This chapter will discuss the research questions, research 

design, population, sample, data collection, data analysis, and data results needed to 

conduct the proposed research.

43
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Research Questions

RQ1. What is the mindset of the school administrator, specifically the principal

and assistant principal, and how does his/her mindset support the 

comprehensive working model o f data-driven decision making?

RQ2. What does an effective working model o f data-driven decision making

look like within the overall process from the school administrators’ 

perspective?

Research Design

The purpose of this research was to gain insight into school administrators’ 

perspectives of DDDM. Specifically, the research explored how school administrators 

select, use, share, and evaluate appropriate data to identify performance and behavioral 

patterns that can improve learners’ academic achievement. Further, the research explored 

how school leaders use data to help teachers establish classroom strategies and set 

learning goals that acknowledge students’ weaknesses and strengths. The study used a 

qualitative, descriptive analytical case study method of research. Yin defines a case study 

as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and 

within its real-world context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and 

context may not be clearly evident” (2014, p. 16). Case study has also been defined as an 

intensive, rich description and analysis of individuals, groups, or interventions (Merriam,

1998).

There are four ways to conduct case studies -  exploratory, descriptive, 

explanatory, or evaluative (Yin, 2014). The evaluative mode was used for this study 

because it lent itself nicely to evaluating an educational program. For this particular
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research, DDDM was considered the program being evaluated on its success from the 

school administrator’s perspective. This study examined the DDDM process in successful 

schools by surveying the school administrators to determine their perspectives on the 

efficacy of the process. This study was examined through a constructionist-interpretive 

lens.

Sample and Population 

The focus for this study was to gain insight into the school administrator’s role in 

initiating, implementing, and maintaining a successful working model of DDDM. The 

role of the school administrator has undergone a transformation over the last 2 decades. 

Managing the logistics of the school used to be the main job description for the school 

administrator. In the past two decades this job description has transformed into more of 

an instructional leader. Accordingly, the population for this study was building-level 

administrators (principals and assistant principals) working in schools that have 

continuously maintained AYP for the last three years of its existence.

The study was conducted in the state of Georgia because of its chronic academic 

challenges as documented by data reported to federal agencies. For example, out of the

tH tHfifty states, Georgia ranks 45 on SAT scores and 46 on Average Freshman Graduation 

Rate (AFGR) for public high school students (NCES, 2014). The setting for the study 

included all elementary and middle schools in a Title 1 school district in Georgia. This 

school district was selected due to the fact that even though over fifty percent of the 

student population is economically disadvantaged and over fifty percent of the student 

population is also minority, the district consistently scores above the state average on 

student achievement. This district is one o f the fastest growing districts in the nation with
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over 40,000 students, and is considered one o f the largest districts in Georgia. The 

schools in this district have experienced the lack of growth and have not always passed 

AYP. Although a new superintendent was hired 2 years ago, he has been part of the 

leadership team in this district for over 20 years, and under his leadership DDDM has 

remained part of the district strategic plan. This was an appropriate district in which to 

do a case study due to their success in reducing the number o f schools not making AYP, 

their use of DDDM, their continued success at achieving above the state average on 

student achievement, and the fact that they successfully serve one of the most vulnerable 

student populations in the state of Georgia.

The criteria for participation in this study was that the school must have been 

using DDDM for at least three years and the school administrator must have been part of 

the DDDM process for the last three years. The district has a total of 50 schools, 

including 29 elementary schools, 11 middle schools, and 10 high schools. Only schools 

that have made AYP for the last three years that AYP was in existence will be invited to 

participate in the study.

Participants

Georgia continues to score below the national average on reading and 

mathematics according to the latest NAEP scores (NCES, 2013). The Title 1 school 

district selected for this study has struggled over the last eight years to meet Adequate 

Yearly Progress (AYP) requirements according to NCLB. Although this district struggled 

to achieve AYP status from 2007 to 2011, the majority of their elementary and middle 

schools met AYP each year. This district continues to open new schools to accommodate 

the growing student population. The Career and College Readiness Index (CCRPI) has
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replaced the AYP method of judging the success of school districts in Georgia with the 

Race to the Top initiative of 2012 (GDOE, 2013). With CCRPI, the district was able to 

score above the state average for 2012 and 2013. Seventy percent of their elementary and 

middle schools either maintained or improved their CCRPI score over the two year span. 

Based on a study conducted by the Center for American Progress, this district was ranked 

in the highest level on the Basic Return on Investment measure of productivity (Center 

for American Progress, 2012). With one of the most vulnerable student populations in the 

state of Georgia, this district continues to score above the state average on student 

achievement. These accomplishments provided the rationale for choosing the school 

administrators from the elementary and middle schools in this district for this study. Fifty 

-two school administrators were surveyed using an online survey made up of open ended 

interview type questions about the DDDM and the organization. The goal was to gain the 

perspective of the school administrators and their experiences with and insights o f 

DDDM.

Instrumentation

One of the basic ways individuals interact with each other is through 

conversation. This gives each person an opportunity to engage in gathering information 

from each other. In qualitative research, a researcher can use surveys as an avenue to 

gather information pertaining to a certain topic. Interviews are a more focused 

conversation with a purpose or goal. Interviews are defined as a conversation “with the 

purpose of obtaining descriptions of the life world of the interviewee with respect to 

interpreting the meaning of the described phenomena” (Kvale, 2007, p.8). Interviews 

help researchers develop an understanding about a social phenomenon (Glesne, 1999).
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One type of interview in a case study can be a survey (Yin, 2014). According to the 

Census Bureau (2013), over seventy percent of Americans use the internet. By using the 

internet for qualitative research data collection, the researcher can take advantage of 

technological advances to help gather data (Hamilton & Bowers, 2006). Decision 

Analyst, a research an analytical consulting firm in Texas, deems online surveys an 

excellent method to collect data (Thomas, 2010). This type o f research tool is called 

Online Pseudo-Depth Interviews with 15 to 20 open-ended questions, and can be sent out 

to 20 to 50 participants (Thomas, 2010). This type of online survey is meant to give the 

participant time to think about the questions in order to share insightful information about 

the phenomenon being researched (Thomas, 2010; Hamilton & Bowers, 2006). The 

quality of the data is protected because the researcher does not have to transcribe the data 

and risk losing important information in the transcription process and the transcription 

reliability is better protected (Thomas, 2010; Hamilton & Bowers, 2006; Beck 2005). The 

online data collection through surveys with open ended questions allows the participant 

more time to reflect on their answers about the particular phenomenon being researched 

(Beck, 2005). Time restraints on school administrators prohibit one-on-one interviews, 

but an online survey allows the school administrator more flexibility with participating in 

the research. An online survey does not lend itself to developing a rapport or a 

relationship between the researcher and interviewee and this is a disadvantage to using 

online surveys as a data collection tool.

In order to match the data for this study to the research questions, an online 

survey with open ended interview type questions was used as the data collection 

instrument (Yin, 2014). The interview questions focused the purpose of the study and
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provided insight into the social phenomenon of DDDM. The following questions helped 

guide the data collection using the online survey for the school administrators:

- Can you give me some background information about your leadership position 

with this school district?

- How would you describe yourself as a leader?

- How many years of experience do you have in leadership?

- What is your definition of data driven decision making (DDDM)?

- Briefly describe your experience with DDDM.

- How would you describe DDDM?

- What are some barriers to DDDM?

How do you think teachers would describe DDDM?

- If you were going to train someone on DDDM, how would you go about it? 

What do you think about DDDM?

- What type of data management system is used by your school?

- Do you have anything else you would like to add?

Data Collection

Approval was obtained from the Mercer University Institutional Review Board 

and the target school district prior to the collection of the data (Appendix A). The study 

was conducted in the spring of 2014 in a large Title 1 school district in Georgia. The data 

were collected through Online Pseudo-Depth Interviews with school administrators from 

the elementary and middle schools within the school district. Anonymity was protected 

for all participating school administrators.
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Debriefings with dissertation committee members were used to assist in the data 

analysis and the identification of categories. Integrating all the data provided the 

opportunity to compare relationships among these patterns to make sense of variations 

that occurred in the data. Next, the categories were analyzed and combined into themes. 

The data was considered to be saturated when no new codes or themes were identified. 

Interviews were completed when data saturation occurred which usually happens after 18 

interviews (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). The saturation point can be reached sooner 

depending on the claims of the study. According to Charmaz (2006), a study with 

“modest claims” might reach saturation quicker than a study with multiple dimensions 

(p.114).

In order to protect validity and reliability when gathering the data for this study, 

strict protocol were followed for the interviews. Since the researcher works in an 

elementary school that currently uses DDDM, the researcher attempted to exclude any 

personal biases and subjectivity from the interview process (Creswell, 2007; Glesne,

1999). The intent of the first few interview questions was to establish a framework for the 

participant’s leadership position and experience at that level. Peer review and debriefing 

were used to protect the validity of the data collection (Harper & Cole, 2012). These 

interviews allowed the researcher to obtain rich, in-depth data for iterative, inductive 

textural analysis (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Glesne, 1999; Seale, Charteris-Black, 

MacFarlene, & McPherson, 2009).

Data Analysis

In keeping with the research methods of case study and grounded theory for this 

study, the responses were coded using thematic analysis coding process. The data were
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coded and then logically pieced together into broader themes (Yin, 2014). The data was 

hand coded and entered into a word document for data retrieval and analysis. A 

systematic, inductive and deductive thematic analysis for identifying, analyzing, and 

presenting categorical patterns within data was utilized (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke, 

2006). In an attempt to discern as much information as possible from the data, all textural 

data from interviews were coded line by line combining both a data driven deductive and 

inductive approach (Boyatzis, 1998; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Hesse-Biber & 

Leavy, 2011). Data analysis followed Charmaz’s constant comparative version of 

grounded theory (2006).

In order to protect the validity and reliability o f the data collection process, peer 

review and member checking were used. The peer review process included the researcher 

meeting with a DDDM trained colleague to have her review the responses, the open 

codes, axial codes, and the themes. This colleague has been trained in the DDDM process 

and has actively worked with the DDDM process in her position as an assistant principal 

at the elementary level. She also attended the recent Leadership and Learning Conference 

in Atlanta on DDDM with Steve Ventura and Mike Schmoker. Ventura and Schmoker, 

both former school administrators, are currently considered experts on school 

improvement and have written numerous books on school improvement. They are also 

popular speakers at conferences on educational leadership, school improvement, and 

DDDM. Her peer review validated that the survey responses corroborated with her 

DDDM training and work experience. She also noted the similarities o f the responses to 

the information presented at the conference.
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Member checking was also used to validate the reliability o f the data collection 

process. Since the survey was voluntary and the participants’ anonymity was protected, 

the researcher only corresponded with the participants through blind copy emails. 

Therefore after all the data had been collected through the survey, the researcher 

compiled a summary of findings. The summary was sent out and participants were asked 

for any concerns and comments concerning the findings.

Reporting Results

Chapter 4 reports o f the results from the data analysis. The findings are organized 

by coded themes as they relate to the research questions. The data results are displayed in 

tables along with narrative explanations.

Summary

The study investigated school administrators’ perspectives on DDDM. DDDM 

has been labeled the next best phenomenon to increase student achievement and reduce 

the achievement gap between the advantaged students and the disadvantaged students. 

Numerous quantitative studies have shown DDDM can have a significant impact on 

student achievement (Slavin et al., 2013). Recent research has also shown that the school 

administrators are second to teachers on having a positive impact on student achievement 

(Hattie, 2009).

A qualitative research design was used to investigate the perspectives of school 

administrator with the implementation and ongoing process o f DDDM. Data for this 

study were collected through an online survey known as an online pseudo-depth 

interview with school administrators. The responses from the open ended interview 

questions were recorded, coded, and analyzed to identify common themes. The results
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and the analysis of the data collected from this study is presented in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 

contains recommendations based on the results o f the study along with implications for 

further study.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Although numerous quantitative research studies have been conducted to 

investigate the relationship of DDDM and student achievement, limited qualitative 

research exists on DDDM. More specifically, this qualitative case study investigated the 

lived experiences of school administrators at the elementary and middle school levels in a 

Title 1 school district in Georgia. The purpose of the study was to obtain the perception 

of school administrators from successful schools on the process of DDDM. The results of 

this study will be shared in this chapter. The data for this study were collected through an 

online survey known as an Online Pseudo-Depth Interview. The results of the data 

analysis focused around answering two research questions.

Research Questions 

The study was guided by the following research questions.

RQ1. What is the mindset of the school administrator, specifically the principal 

and assistant principal, and how does his/her mindset support the 

comprehensive working model of data-driven decision making?

RQ2. What does an effective working model o f data-driven decision making 

look like within the overall process from the school administrators’ 

perspective

54
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Demographics of Participants 

The participants for this study were school administrators, either principals or 

assistant principals, from a Title 1 school district in Georgia. The participants serve as 

school administrators at the elementary and middle schools in this school district. They 

were from schools that had made AYP the last three years o f the AYP program. The 

survey was sent out to 25 schools in the district. The participants included 23 middle 

school level school administrators and 31 elementary level school administrators. The 

first few questions of the survey were focused on demographics. Figure 7 provides the 

results from the demographic question which addressed whether the participant was a 

principal or an assistant principal.

School Administrators

Assistant Principal Principal

Figure 7. The total number of assistant principals and principals participating in 
the online survey.
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Based on the response to this question, the results showed that nine of the 

respondents were assistant principals and six of the respondents were principals. The next 

demographic question addressed the years of experience of each participant. The 

following chart reveals the answers to this question. The years of experience as a leader 

in education varied from 3 years to over 31 years based on the responses to this 

demographic question on the survey.

Table 1

Years o f  Experience as Leader in Education

Years Total Number of 
Participants

Assistant Principal 
Years of Experience

Principal Years of 
Experience

3-5 6 4 2
6-10 4 4
11-15 3 3
16-20 1 1
Over 20 1 1

Total 15 9 6

The majority of participants had ten years or less experience. The assistant 

principals’ years of experience ranged from three years to over 20, whereas the years of 

leadership experience for the principals in this study ranged from three years to 20. Only 

one of the participants had over 20 years of leadership experience in education, and this 

particular participant had over 31 years o f leadership experience.

An email was sent to 25 schools in this Title 1 school district with an invitation to 

volunteer their time to complete the online survey. The URL was provided for them in 

the email. The survey remained open for two weeks. Thirty-one school administrators 

logged into the URL to take the online survey provided through Survey Monkey. O f the
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thirty-one respondents, all responded yes to the first question to start the survey. Then 15 

of these respondents completed the rest of the questions on the survey. The answers to the 

questions for 16 of the respondents showed up as “No Response”. These 16 respondents 

were logged into the URL for an average time of 14 seconds, ranging from 10 seconds to 

38 seconds. The 15 respondents that actually answered every open ended question on the 

survey were logged in for an average time of 14 minutes and 41 seconds, ranging from 3 

minutes 30 seconds to 32 minutes 27 seconds. Upon sending out the first email to invite 

the respondents to participate in the survey, one respondent replied back that “I am so 

sorry, but this time of year is too busy. I have teacher check-out this morning and our 

end-of-the-year luncheon for faculty and staff. I wish you the best with your doctoral 

program.” The survey remained open for two weeks with multiple email reminders sent 

to respondents throughout the two weeks encouraging their participation in the survey.

Findings

The open ended questions for the online survey were designed to help answer the 

two research questions for this study. The answers to the survey questions were collected 

through Survey Monkey. The advantage of conducting an online survey is that the data is 

already transcribed. The next step was to code the data to the questions. The data was a 

manageable size to be hand coded. A technique by Strauss and Corbin was used to 

sequentially code the data and then group into subsequent codes. Each line of the data 

was coded which is considered open coding (1998). Next the initial codes were 

examined for conceptual similarities, which are referred to as axial coding. The 

axialcodes were then examined to identify and combine any ideas into core categories. As 

more data was collected through the online survey, the new data continued to be
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examined for new codes or the matching of the new data to previously identified codes. 

This coding process followed the data analysis process suggested by Charmaz’s work 

with grounded theory (2006). Data saturation started to occur after data from the 14th 

survey. Data saturation is defined as the point when nothing new is being revealed in the 

data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). This occurs at different points in the data analysis process 

depending on the focus of the study. Charmaz suggests that the saturation point can be 

determined quicker if the focus of the study is more streamlined, than a study that has a 

broader focus (2006). In this study, DDDM is a very focused topic to research. Therefore, 

saturation occurred with a smaller sample size than expected.

Open coding identified over 50 initial codes, which were conceptually combined 

into 25 axial codes, and then synthesized into 3 main themes. These themes provided the 

evidence to answer the two research questions for this study. The overall coding process 

is shown in Figure 8, Figure 9, and Figure 10. The first research question focused on the 

perceptions of school administrators on the comprehensive working model o f DDDM and 

how their perceptions support the process. The second research question focused on what 

an effective working model of DDDM looks like within the overall process from the 

school administrator’s perspective.
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POINT
Infinite Campus
Dashboard
Excel
CRCT
SLDS
GRASP

Evidence Based Decisions 
Goal Setting

Data Management Systems 
Commercial Data Systems 
Home-grown Data Systems

Continuous Cycle 
Collaboration 
Assessments

Norm for quality education 
G uaranteed and viable 

education 
All encompassing process

DDDM as the 
continuous 
cycle and norm 
for quality 
education to  
create a 
comprehensive 
model of 
DDDM

Using data to make decisions 
Determining factor of needs 
Objective aid in decision 
process
Used for goal setting 
Narrow the scope 
Analyze for meaning

Evaluating students and 
teachers
Look for deficiencies 
Identify strengths and needs 
Use assessments -  diagnostic, 
formative, and summative 
To do list
Recognized it as a cycle 
Viewed as continuous cycle

Used appropriately, necessary 
for success
Focus is on analysis of data 
Norm for quality education 
A must
Personalized instruction
Improvements
Primarily what I do
Helpful
Beneficial
Vital
Important

Figure 8. The figure shows the sequential coding process used to code the data from 
the participants’ responses. The column on the left shows the open codes, the middle 
column shows the axial codes, and the column on the right shows the first theme 
derived from the coding process.
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Creatures o f habit 
Lots of data
Buy in of teachers lacking 
Inconsistent assessment and 
instructional practices 
Teachers feel there is an 
imbalance between 
assessments and instruction 
Resentment from teachers 
Lack of knowledge for teachers 
Too much assessing 
Overwhelming 
Too much work 
Time consuming

Not norm for educators 
Fear until they learn the 
process and see the benefit 
Planning for individual needs 
verses whole group 
Change is difficult 
Culture change 
How to think differently

Change leader 
Transformational leader 
Transitional leader 
Experienced 
Instructional leader

Organizational skills necessary
Start with their own data -
promotes buy in
Show relevance to teachers
Model process
Process becomes easier with
protocols
Create focus teams with 
successful teachers as leaders 
Leader teach process 
Partner new teachers with 
experienced teachers 
Use literature

Implementation 
Challenges 

Lack o f teacher buy-in

Shift in pedagogy 
Change of mindset 

Non-traditional

Leadership Style 
Change Agents

Training for successful 
change 

Model the way

Change in 
educational 
practice guided 
by the leader to 
create a  working 
model of 
DDDM

Figure 9. The figure shows the sequential coding process used to code the 
participants' responses. The column on the left shows the open codes, the middle 
column shows the axial codes, and the column on the right shows the second theme 
derived from the coding process.
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Framework for Feedback
Lack of monitoring 

Relationship 
Component

Lack of monitoring and 
feedback for teachers from 
administrators
Number person -  easier to deal 
with DDDM
Veteran teachers struggle with 
process, norm for newer 
teachers
Numbers cannot predict human 
behavior -  some teachers think 
this
Good stewards of resources 
Relationship important also 
Countless hours problem 
solving for root causes to 
some of the data

Figure 10. The figure shows the sequential coding process used to code the participants' 
responses. The column on the left shows the open codes, the middle column shows the 
axial codes, and the column on the right shows the third theme derived from the coding 
process.

Theme I

The first research question was answered through the first theme which 

recognized DDDM as a continuous cycle and the norm for quality education to create a 

comprehensive model of DDDM. This theme was derived from four categories which 

included the following and were actual responses from numerous participants, “evidence 

based decisions and goal setting,” “continuous cycle,” “collaboration,” “assessments,” 

“norm for quality education,” “guaranteed and viable education,” “all encompassing 

process,” and “data management systems” which includes commercial data systems and 

home grown data systems. The data from the survey revealed that one school 

administrator felt that DDDM provided the opportunity to “use data to base decisions and
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make goals toward improvement”. Another participant responded that “DDDM is making 

decisions based on data, whether it is feedback, student achievement, discipline data, or 

surveys”.

The results of the study also revealed that the school administrators’ perspective 

was that DDDM is a continuous cycle that uses collaboration and assessments. The 

continuous cycle includes using diagnostic, formative, and summative assessments to 

identify strengths and weaknesses to support teaching strategies and collaborative 

planning. The steps in the process continue to repeat to make DDDM a continuous cycle. 

One participant responded that the continuous cycle includes “narrowing the scope of 

data to what is applicable, analyzing the data, deciding on a plan of action, implementing 

the strategy, reassessing, and reflecting”.

From the school administrators’ perspective, DDDM when used correctly is 

necessary for success. At least one third of the survey participants stated that DDDM has 

become the “norm for education practice” and focuses attention on the “analysis of data 

to personalize instruction for the students”. Some of the words used in the data to 

describe DDDM included “vital, important, beneficial, and helpful”. Over fifty percent of 

the responses recognized the overall importance of the DDDM process on improving the 

educational process for all students. Several of the participants stated that “It is what we 

do. I cannot run a school without DDDM”.

According to all fifteen participants from the survey, data management systems in 

this district ranged from commercial data systems to home-grown data systems. The most 

frequently used systems documented in the responses were POINT and Infinite Campus. 

Two thirds of the participants noted the use of CRCT, SLDS, and GRASP as systems
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used to record, store, and analyze student data. One administrator responded that teachers 

in this district “have the autonomy to use other resources to facilitate their efforts in 

analyzing data for the DDDM process”. The participants from this study pointed out that 

several teachers use Excel to help them organize their student data based on their grade 

level needs.

The first theme developed from the open coding and axial coding process 

recognizes DDDM as a Continuous Cycle that Provides the Foundation for a Guaranteed 

and Viable Education. The comprehensive model of DDDM includes using data to make 

all the decisions within a continuous cycle incorporating the use of data management 

systems. The data management systems used by the participants in this study included 

corporate managed data systems as well as their own home grown data systems. During 

this continuous cycle, school administrators and teachers collaborate to analyze the data 

to make informed decisions. Based on the results of the online survey for this study on 

DDDM, school administrators perceive “DDDM to be the norm in education”. Both 

principals and assistant principals from this study agreed that they use DDDM 

pervasively to help them make more informed decisions. Figure 11 shows the axial codes 

which make up the sub categories to support Theme 1.
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Figure 11. Theme 1 is in the center circle with the sub categories from the axial coding in 
the circles around the outside.

Theme II

The second research question for this study was focused on identifying what an 

effective working model of DDDM actually looked like from the school administrators’ 

point of view or perspective. In keeping with the research methods of case study and 

grounded theory for this study, the coding process revealed the thoughts of school 

administrators actively engaged in using DDDM on a daily basis to make decisions about 

student and teacher data. The second theme that emerged from the open coding and the
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axial coding was that an Effective Working Model o f DDDM Incorporates a Change in 

Educational Practice Guided by the Leader.

The open coding of the survey responses revealed that challenges exist within the 

schools when trying to implement and use DDDM. These challenges include “too much 

data,” “too much assessing,” “too much work,” and “too time consuming”. The survey 

participants acknowledged that “teachers, being creatures o f habit, lacked buy in,” 

“resented the process,” “lacked the knowledge of how to use DDDM,” and “felt an 

imbalance between assessments and instruction exists”. Inconsistency with assessments 

and instructional practices also emerged from the online responses from the school 

administrators. Eleven of the fifteen participants said “lack o f time” was the biggest 

challenge.

A close examination of the online survey responses also revealed that an effective 

working model of DDDM was a “total shift in pedagogy,” “a change in mindset,” and “a 

non-traditional approach to education”. The participants acknowledged that change is 

difficult and DDDM is not the norm for educators. Fear of the process exists until the 

teachers can see the benefit of using DDDM to enhance student achievement. The coding 

process also revealed that DDDM is “a culture change, and means planning for individual 

needs verses whole group”.

The leadership style emerged from the responses to the survey. The coding 

process acknowledged the school administrators described their leadership styles. The 

results showed that the leadership styles included transformational leadership, transitional 

leadership, and instructional leadership. Other responses revealed that the school
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administrators saw themselves as change agents in the working model of DDDM. Their 

experience as a leader was vital to the success of implementing DDDM.

Training the teachers to use DDDM was another area that emerged through the 

axial codes as a key part of a working model of DDDM. Based on the responses of the 

fifteen school administrators, training looked different to different administrators. The 

open coding revealed the following ideas: “model the process step by step,” “on the job 

training,” “use protocols,” “use literature,” and “use the leader to teach the process”. 

Other ideas that emerged from the data analysis process for this study included “starting 

with teacher data in order to create teacher buy-in,” “creating data focus teams with 

successful teachers serving as leaders,” and “developing good organizational skills”. One 

school administrator suggested “partnering new teachers with experienced teachers” to 

help with training for DDDM.

DDDM was considered a shift in pedagogy which takes place under the 

leadership of school administrators in order to create a working model of DDDM. This 

theme emerged from the open and axial coding process of this study. The axial codes 

include having a plan in place to train teachers on DDDM, overcoming the roadblocks to 

the DDDM process, and planning for a shift in the mindset of teachers all came together 

from the participants’ responses to help define necessary actions needed to facilitate a 

successful working model of DDDM. The fifteen school administrators’ responses for 

this online survey provided the information to develop this overall theme to answer the 

second research question for this study on DDDM. Figure 12 shows Theme 2 along with 

the axial codes from the coding proces
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Figure 12. Theme 2 is in the center circle with the sub categories from the axial coding 
process in the circles around the outside.

Theme III

The final theme that emerged from the responses in this study was labeled as 

Framework for Feedback. During the axial coding process, the categorical codes were 

identified as Lack of Monitoring and Feedback; and the Relationship Component. 

Although the literature review recognized the importance of the relationship between the 

leader and teacher especially during a change in practice within the organization, one 

third of the participants in this study stated “relationships in general are important”. The 

relationship between the veteran teachers and the new teachers is important for training 

purposes. One third of the participants stated that “veteran teachers struggle with the 

DDDM process, but the process is norm for newer teachers”. Promoting a relationship
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between these two groups could enhance the DDDM process. To explore the relationship 

component even more, one participant stated that he was a “numbers person so it was 

easier to deal with DDDM”. While another participant stated “some teachers think 

numbers cannot predict human behavior”. DDDM is actually based on a relationship 

between the data and the students’ behavior, and some teachers are more receptive to this 

concept than others. The findings would seem to imply that a teacher’s comfort level 

using statistics can affect their relationship with dealing with the data used in DDDM.

The relationship of the data to the teaching strategies and practices is a basis for 

DDDM. But one principal took this one step further by stating, “We spend countless 

hours problem solving. We don’t always know the root cause to some of the data we 

use”. One of the assistant principal stated, “It also requires digging deep and asking 

challenging questions of each other so that the root can be determined and a clear 

direction can be taken”. The findings from this study suggest that school administrators 

understand that by examining the relationship between the various data and the root 

causes more closely, they can distinguish between teaching practices that are increasing 

student achievement and those practices that need to be adjusted to address the areas of 

need.

Within the theme of Framework for Feedback, another sub category was 

identified as Lack of Monitoring and Feedback. One assistant principal noted, 

“Monitoring and feedback protocol should also be in place”. While several participants 

recognized the importance of school administrators monitoring the teachers using 

DDDM, they also acknowledged that there was a “lack of monitoring and feedback” in 

place within the DDDM process. The participants recognized “DDDM provides a great
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way to be good stewards o f resources”. Monitoring the allocation of resources and 

providing feedback on this process was also acknowledged in the findings from this 

study. Figure 13 shows Theme 3 with the two sub categories that were identified through 

the axial coding process.

Framework
for

Feedback
+  *

HH
Figure 13. Theme 3 is in the large circle on the right side with the sub categories from the 
axial coding process in the smaller circles on the left side.

Summary

The findings from this study can be summarized into three major themes. The first theme 

that emerged from the study was that DDDM is a Continuous Cycle and the Norm for 

Quality Education which creates a Comprehensive Model o f DDDM. The second theme 

from the study was DDDM is a Change in Educational Practice guided by the Leaders to
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create a Working Model of DDDM. The third theme that emerged from the findings of 

this study was DDDM is a Framework for Feedback.

These major themes emerged from the data analysis process of open coding and 

axial coding which incorporated the steps for sequentially coding data (Strauss & Corbin, 

1998). The participants for this study on the efficacy of DDDM from the school 

administrators’ perspective included principals and assistant principals from a Title 1 

school district in Georgia. This district has experienced success with student achievement 

as evidenced by the 25 schools that participated in this study. All 25 schools successfully 

made AYP during the last three years NCLB used the AYP program to assess success in 

schools. These 25 schools also either maintained or improved on their CCRPI scores 

from 2012 to 2013. CCRPI is the replacement for AYP under the new Race to the Top 

program for NCLB.

The three themes emerged from the participants’ responses to thirteen open ended 

questions from the online survey. The survey was developed through Survey Monkey in 

an effort to collect information from school administrators on their experience with 

DDDM. The open coding process identified over 50 initial codes which was then reduced 

to 25 categories based on their conceptual connections. These 25 categories were merged 

into three overall themes.

All the open ended codes and axial codes provided a foundation for answering the 

two research questions for this qualitative study. The first question addressed the mindset 

of the school administrator and how their mindset supported the comprehensive working 

model of DDDM. The first theme that emerged from the data analysis provided answers 

to this research question. The responses from the survey acknowledged DDDM as a
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continuous cycle and the norm for quality education practices culminating in a 

comprehensive model of DDDM.

The second research question for this study dealt with what an effective working 

model of DDDM looked like from the school administrators’ perspective. All the 

participants for this study were school administrators actively using DDDM daily in their 

schools. Their responses were coded and the second theme to emerge provided an answer 

to the second research question. The second theme acknowledged that DDDM is a 

change in educational practice guided by the leader to create a working model by 

acknowledging the challenges of implementation and ways to train teachers in the 

DDDM process.

The third theme to emerge from the survey responses was labeled as Framework 

for Feedback. These insights were not found in the literature review on DDDM but 

provide valuable information from school administrators actively engaged in using the 

DDDM. The responses categorized under this theme were divided into two categories -  

Lack of Monitoring and Feedback; and Relationship Components.

The major findings for this study are summarized and discussed in depth in 

Chapter 5. The findings will be further analyzed as to how they relate to the literature 

review covered in Chapter 2. A more detailed analysis of the data from this study will be 

used to draw conclusions and make implications about DDDM in Chapter 5. 

Recommendations for further study on DDDM will also be discussed in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Research shows that the job description for school administrators has shifted 

from just managing the school facility to also being the instructional leader for the school 

faculty (Shelland, 2003; Stronge, Richmond, &Catano, 2008). DDDM has been identified 

as the next best way to improve student achievement. Recent research shows that some of 

the challenges with DDDM are lack of training, lack of scheduled time to use DDDM 

collaboratively, lack of clarity, lack of organized data, quality data, and the capacity to 

actually initiate and implement DDDM (Mandanich et al., 2011; Marsh, 2012; Messelt, 

2004; Newman, 2006; Schlidkamp & Kuiper, 2010; Sikes, 2008; Slavin et al., 2013). The 

purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions o f school administrators using 

DDDM and clarify how they challenge these barriers.

A complete summary of this study will be discussed in this chapter along with the 

summary of the major findings from the study o f the school administrators’ perceptions 

of the DDDM process. The discussion of the major findings of this study will be 

discussed as they relate to the literature from chapter 2 on the DDDM process. In addition 

to the discussion on major findings, the conclusions, implications, and recommendations 

for further study will also be shared in this chapter.

72
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Summary of the Study 

Much research has been conducted on DDDM since NCLB was introduced in 

2001. NCLB laid the foundation for DDDM by being one o f the landmark actions by the 

federal government to hold schools more accountable for student achievement. Using 

data from end of the year tests, the goal of NCLB was to hold all public schools more 

accountable for student achievement. It was a national initiative to level the playing field 

for public schools. In order to meet AYP, schools began to use data to keep track of their 

progress with student achievement on end of the year tests such as the Criterion 

Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) used in Georgia. Many school districts struggled 

to make AYP. The push to pass AYP forced school administrators to shift their focus 

from just managing the school to becoming more of an instructional leader. Analyzing 

data to improve student achievement became a necessary skill for every principal and 

assistant principal in the 21st century.

Most of the research on DDDM for the past few years has focused on the impact 

of DDDM on student achievement and has been quantitative research. This particular 

study focused on investigating the lived experiences of school administrators that have 

been successful with making AYP for the last three years of the AYP program. The 

district chosen for this study was a Title 1 district in Georgia. Georgia continues to fall 

below the national averages according to NAEP results. The achievement scores for 

fourth and eighth graders continue to lag behind national averages. The Title 1 district 

that participated in this study was one of the largest districts in the state of Georgia with 

over 40,000 students. Although this district continues to experience record growth with 

their student population, the majority o f their schools made AYP consistently. Sixty-three



74

percent of the elementary and middle schools in this district made AYP for the last three 

years of the AYP program under NCLB. These schools also either maintained their 

CCRPI score or improved this score from 2012 to 2013. CCRPI replaced the AYP 

program with NCLB under the new Race to the Top initiative to improve student 

achievement.

The purpose of this study explored how school administrators select, use, share, 

and evaluate appropriate data to identify performance and behavioral patterns that can 

improve learners’ academic achievement. Further, the research explored how school 

leaders used data to help teachers establish classroom strategies and set learning goals 

that acknowledge students’ weaknesses and strengths. The study focused on two main 

research questions. The first question examined the mindset of the school administrator, 

specifically the principal and assistant principal, and how his/her mindset supported the 

comprehensive working model of DDDM. The second research question focused on what 

an effective working model of DDDM looked like within the overall process from the 

school administrators’ perspective.

The study was a qualitative study and investigated the school administrators’ 

perspectives through an online survey using open-ended questions. It was a type of 

interview but was more respectful of the school administrators’ limited amount of time to 

engage in educational research. One-on-one interviews can take up a lot of the 

administrators’ time and has to be scheduled at a certain time, whereas an online survey 

provides some flexibility for the administrator to participate in the research at their 

convenience. According to recent research, data collection using technology provides the 

participants more time to think about their answers, and allows them more flexibility to
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participate in educational research. Therefore, this study gathered data by sending an 

online survey known as a Pseudo In-depth Interview to the 52 school administrators from 

the 25 elementary and middle schools in the chosen district that were successful with 

passing AYP the last three years of the AYP program.

The online survey was personally emailed to each individual school administrator 

from the 25 schools involved in the study. Participation in the survey was totally 

voluntary, and the participants’ anonymity was protected. The survey was sent during the 

last week of school in the spring of 2014, which was one o f the busiest times of the year 

for school administrators as they try to close out the school year. Therefore the survey 

was left open for two weeks with numerous reminders sent through email during this time 

frame.

The data for this qualitative case study was collected daily and analyzed as the 

volunteers completed the survey. The advantage to online data collection, the data is 

already transcribed. Therefore the data analysis started with the first completed survey. 

The findings from the survey were coded, categorized, and examined for themes. Three 

main themes emerged from the data analysis, with the first two providing insights to 

answer the two research questions. The third theme consisted of refreshing insights about 

DDDM not specifically found in the literature review on DDDM.

The first theme that emerged from the data analysis is that DDDM is a continuous 

cycle and has become the norm for quality education. This cycle represents a 

comprehensive model of DDDM. The second theme that emerged from the data analysis 

is that DDDM represents a change in educational practices and is guided by the leader to 

create a working model of DDDM. The third theme that emerged from the data analysis
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represents a list of coded responses that are considered a Framework for Feedback with 

DDDM.

Summary of Major Findings 

In summary of the major findings for this study, the data collected from the 

participating school administrators reveals the importance o f DDDM in the schools’ 

quest for accountability. It is all encompassing. DDDM sets the stage for evidenced based 

decision making. Several participants pointed out how DDDM is a continuous cycle of 

assessing using diagnostic, formative and summative assessments; identifying strengths 

and deficiencies; collaborative planning of teaching strategies; and analyzing the data 

continuously. This cycle has become the norm for quality education according to the 

responses of the school administrators from the survey. The cycle is positively supported 

through the use of Data Management Systems either commercial data systems or home 

grown systems. The findings from this study show that DDDM is vital to being 

successful with increasing student achievement.

The findings from the survey data analysis also points out that DDDM is a culture 

change for teachers and school administrators with numerous challenges and roadblocks. 

Some of these challenges include too much data, too much work, and an imbalance 

between assessing and instruction. DDDM was considered a shift in pedagogy and a shift 

in an educator’s mindset about the traditional educational practices verses a non- 

traditional approach. The major shift is from planning for the whole group to using data 

to prepare an individualized plan for each student. Although the findings stated that 

DDDM is very time consuming, it is vital to the success of a school. Another challenge 

revealed from the data analysis was the lack of training for teachers. The school
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successful working model of DDDM. Training should incorporate modeling by the 

leader, on the job training, and creating focus data teams. The findings also revealed the 

importance of using protocols and step by step processes to properly train the teachers.

The refreshing insights that emerged from the data analysis provided a 

Framework for Feedback for DDDM. Although these ideas did not provide any answers 

to the research questions for the study, they did provide some inductive ideas to explore 

more in depth. These ideas were not found or mentioned in the literature that was 

reviewed in Chapter 2. These findings provide some new ideas to discuss as they relate 

to the DDDM process.

Discussion of Findings

In Chapter 2, DDDM was defined as “the process of using data to inform 

decisions to improve teaching and learning” (Bernhardt, 2009, p. 24). This definition 

matches nicely with the definition of DDDM from the school administrators that 

participated in this study. They collectively stated that DDDM is a continuous cycle of 

using data to make better decisions about teaching and learning. The findings from this 

study stated that DDDM has become the norm for educational practices, which is very 

similar to the findings of the longitudinal study completed in 2013 (Slavin et al.). This 

study used DDDM in an all encompassing manner in 600 schools over a 4 year period. 

The results of the study showed the positive impact DDDM had on student achievement 

when implemented correctly. The survey results stated that if  DDDM is used correctly, 

success happens in the educational setting. Another challenge mentioned in the literature 

review was the enormous amount of data. The current findings from this study revealed
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that this Title 1 school district finds it difficult at times to narrow the focus due to the 

overwhelming amount of data. The participants stated that they use data on discipline, 

achievement data, attendance data, assessment data, and demographic data.

The findings on challenges o f DDDM were similar to Sikes’ findings in 2008 that 

the lack of time to desegregate the data and the lack of knowledge impede the teachers’ 

ability to be successful with the DDDM process. Although the findings on challenges for 

DDDM for both studies are similar, other findings on challenges of DDDM from this 

current study help provide educators with even more information on challenges to the 

process. These findings include opposition from the teachers which also leads to 

resentment by the teachers. They resent being held accountable for a process that they 

have not been properly trained to use and they do not see the benefit o f using. Teachers 

also feel there is an imbalance of assessments and instruction time. One third of the 

participants felt like all they do is assess the students, and very little time is left for 

instruction. The literature review addressed that there was definitely a lack of training, 

but there was a lack of literature to address what should be done about how to train the 

teachers on DDDM. There was not even a clear consensus from the collegiate level on 

what this training should look like (Mandanich et al., 2011; Marsh, 2012; Messelt, 2004). 

Fortunately, the findings from this study actually revealed what this district is doing to 

train their teachers. The school administrators felt training was a challenge but they also 

shared numerous ways they are making progress in this area. For example they believe it 

takes on- the-job training, modeling the process, following the protocols, organizing 

focus teams, using teachers as leaders, and matching veteran teachers with new 

teachersAlthough some of the findings related to the literature review, the survey findings
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also included some refreshing insights o f DDDM that provide a Framework for 

Feedback. One participant stated that he was a “numbers person”; therefore he found his 

“work with DDDM to be easier than his colleagues”. This could explain why some 

teachers are more at ease with DDDM than other teachers. Maybe having a strong math 

background makes the process less threatening for some educators. Another participant 

stated that “teachers tend to have the mindset that numbers cannot predict human 

behavior”. This is more of a traditional way of thinking about education. Teachers’ 

overwhelming need to protect the relationship aspect could possibly inhibit their ability to 

keep an open mind about using a statistical approach to guide their teaching practices.

Another finding that was not found in the literature review but provides some 

much needed insight about DDDM, is that several school administrators acknowledged 

that DDDM provides the opportunity for them to be good stewards of resources. With the 

pervasiveness of DDDM within this districts’ educational organization, all decisions are 

based on the data which provides evidence to support financial expenditures. The school 

administrators pointed out DDDM helps them focus their school improvement plans, 

which really drives the professional learning plans and the purchases of school supplies 

and programs.

The literature review discussed the various DDDM models that exist. The 

Leadership and Learning Center has a six step plan they use with their DDDM training 

(Besser et al., 2010). Mandanich also has a six step plan used for training (Mandanich et 

al., 2006). None of the models discussed in the literature review included a step for 

monitoring and feedback for the teacher from the school administrator. The idea of the 

school administrator monitoring the DDDM process and providing feedback to the
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teachers would provide some much needed guidance and support for the teachers 

involved in the DDDM process.

Contradictions between the findings in this study and the literature did not exist. 

Although there was a contradiction within the survey results that focused on training 

strategies. Several people noted that it is good to match new teachers with veteran 

teachers to expedite learning the DDDM process. On the contrary, one person suggested 

that DDDM is a “challenge” for veteran teachers but a “norm” for newer teachers. While 

another participant stated “newer teachers fear the use of data until they learn it really is 

not a daunting task”. This follows suit with the assumption that experience qualifies as 

knowledge in all areas. The possibility needs to be considered that although new teachers 

are more comfortable with technology and have book knowledge of the DDDM process, 

the new teachers lack experience to apply the process to their teaching practices. Whereas 

the veteran teachers have teaching experience but lack the comfort level with technology 

to be successful in using DDDM. Therefore, the pairing of veteran teachers with new 

teachers might be mutually beneficial because the veteran teacher is better at the DDDM 

process, but because both the veteran teacher and new teacher can learn from each other.

Conclusions

While the results of this study supported the literature review on DDDM, the 

findings also provided support for the success of DDDM from the perspective of the 

school administrators. The findings support the fact that DDDM is a total shift in 

pedagogy and is a culture change. The DDDM shifts from the traditional way of planning 

for the whole group to more individualized planning based on evidence from the data.
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When this DDDM process is implemented with fidelity, the findings from this study 

suggest that it is a process that can have a positive influence on student achievement.

The theoretical framework for this study was the Theory of Planned Behavior. 

This theory states that a person’s intentions to carry out a planned behavior are directly 

affected by attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control. Their intentions 

are also affected by behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and control believes. Having a 

set plan in place increases the chances of the planned behavior being carried out. In the 

findings from this study, monitoring the teachers while they engage in the DDDM 

process by the school administrator emerged as a Framework for Feedback into DDDM 

research. The school administrators mentioned that there was a lack o f monitoring in 

place for the DDDM process. This matched the theoretical framework because although 

the school administrators recognized the need for monitoring, there was no plan in place 

for what this should look like. The conclusion that can be drawn from this particular 

finding is that the monitoring by school administrators would not only benefit the 

teachers by gaining feedback from the leader but could also have a positive effect on the 

whole DDDM process. The monitoring piece would be a beneficial step to help teachers 

carry out the planned behavior which is DDDM.

DDDM is a continuous cycle of assessing, analyzing, and planning. The 

overwhelming amount of data and the lack of training of the teachers negatively affects 

the continuous cycle o f DDDM. Therefore schools are reactive to this process instead of 

being proactive with the process. The findings from this study suggest that the school 

administrators are spending their time trying to learn the process themselves in addition 

to making sure the teachers are trained. They are barely able to keep up with the DDDM
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process. With more time and experience using the DDDM process, the school 

administrators will have the opportunity to become more proactive with training the 

teachers, allotting time for the teachers to collaborate, and using the DDDM process. In 

other words, the efficacy on the part of the school administrator to use DDDM will 

become more valued and successful.

Implications

The direct relationship between most new education initiatives and increased 

student achievement is murky at best. The history of education reform is varied in scope 

and practice and has had very little if any impact on increasing student achievement. The 

accountability focus of NCLB continues to evolve with the advancement of technology 

and educational research. From AYP to CCRPI, DDDM provides a step by step 

continuous cycle for schools to use data to make key adjustments in their teaching 

practices and strategies to address the deficits and enhance their strengths.

The district included in this research study is one o f the largest Title 1 districts in 

the state of Georgia. Although they serve one of the most vulnerable populations in 

Georgia, they have continued to experience success with student achievement. DDDM is 

the constant of their norm for operations in their schools. Therefore the findings of this 

study would imply that DDDM has the ability to increase student achievement. DDDM 

when recognized as a total shift in pedagogy, coupled with the knowledge of how to 

analyze the available data and time to engage in the process, implies a successful process 

to increase student achievement for all districts. The shift in pedagogy implies that the 

culture of education will shift from the traditional intuitive based decision making to 

decisions being based on both evidence gleamed from the data and intuition. Making
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intuitive decisions supported by data will combine these two ends of the spectrum to 

result in stronger decisions benefitting students and teachers. This accomplished 

evolution of decision making will indirectly lead to increased student achievement and 

fulfill the goals of all stakeholders.

Recommendations for Future Research 

This study was a qualitative study conducted in only one successful school district 

to help gather information from school administrators on their perceptions of the efficacy 

of DDDM on student achievement. Although the findings from this study supported 

previous quantitative and qualitative research, the researcher recommends the study be 

duplicated in an affluent district comparable in size with more than 40,000 students but 

with less than 10% of the students considered socio-economically disadvantaged. This 

type of school district might not have the same sense of urgency with student 

achievement and the DDDM process as a Title 1 district. In order for this study to have 

more of an impact on the DDDM, it is necessary to broaden the study to include a large 

affluent school district.

In order to gain better insight into the DDDM process and its impact on student 

achievement, the researcher recommends conducting a longitudinal case study to 

investigate the experience of both school administrators and teachers by conducting one- 

on-one interviews along with focus groups and document reviews over the course of 

several years. This could provide much needed information to districts on how to best 

implement DDDM, and enhance the DDDM process over the course of several years.

This would allow for the development of plans that might help districts be proactive in 

the implementation of DDDM instead of being reactive.



84

One of the challenges with DDDM is the overwhelming amount o f data. It would 

be beneficial to the educational progress of DDDM to conduct a research study into the 

various data systems being used across the state o f Georgia. Investigating the cost 

analysis of these data systems would be very interesting as the financial investments in 

education continues to sky rocket without much gain in student achievement. One third of 

the participants from this study felt that the “reliability of the data”, the “timeliness of the 

data” and “obtaining good data” were all barriers for DDDM.

The findings for this study briefly touched on the DDDM training for teachers 

being used in this particular district. Very little research has been done on how the 

colleges are addressing training for DDDM within their teacher certification programs. 

The researcher recommends conducting a qualitative study with college administrators 

and professors to collect information on how various colleges are addressing the need for 

DDDM training within their education certification programs. This study could be 

conducted across public universities in Georgia or open it to universities across the 

United States.

Summary

Much research exists about school administrators, educational leadership, and the 

impact of these leaders and their leadership styles on student achievement. This particular 

research study aimed at investigating the efficacy of DDDM from the school 

administrators’ perspective. The focus of the study was to survey the school 

administrators from the elementary and middle school level about their experiences and 

insights into the DDDM process. The survey was conducted online with open ended 

questions to attempt to have a better understanding of a comprehensive model of DDDM.
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The study was conducted in a large Title 1 school district in Georgia that has been 

successful in serving a very vulnerable student population. This achievement scores in 

this district consistently exceed the state average.

The findings from the study mirrored much of the literature review on DDDM 

from Chapter 2, but the findings also provided some refreshing insights into DDDM 

which were considered a Framework for Feedback. The findings were coded and 

analyzed to develop themes through a reiterative constant comparison process. So both 

deductive thematic analysis and inductive thematic analysis were adhered to for the 

analysis o f the participants’ responses to the survey. There were three main themes that 

came out of the coding process, and the responses provided answers to the two research 

questions for this study.

A review of the findings revealed that DDDM is a continuous cycle and has 

become the standard for operations in this district. They use data management systems 

along with evidenced based decision making to form a comprehensive model of DDDM. 

This model of DDDM is a shift in pedagogy for not only the teachers but also the school 

administrators. Although numerous challenges exist from lack of time to lack of training, 

the school administrators have provided leadership to help the organization shift to using 

DDDM. The Framework for Feedback theme gleamed from the responses included that 

monitoring is a key piece that is missing from the overall process, DDDM might come 

easier for math minded people, DDDM is norm for new teachers but veteran teachers 

tend to struggle with the process, and relationships with students is still part of the 

triangulation of the data.
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Given the continued pursuit o f how to increase student achievement, the findings 

in this study support the idea that DDDM can become the norm for all schools. While it is 

a culture change from the traditional method of planning for the whole to using data to 

plan for the individual student, it has proven to be a viable process to increase student 

achievement. The millions of dollars that have been spent to develop data management 

systems such as the SLDS, might finally pay off for students if more school districts will 

invest the time to learn the DDDM process. The efficacy of using DDDM from the 

school administrators’ perspective in this study suggests that DDDM is well worth the 

time and effort it takes to shift the pedagogy. From their perspective, there is no choice, 

DDDM is vital to the goals of increasing student achievement in the 21st century.
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Institutional Review Board 
Jbr Research Involving Human Subjects

22-May-2014
Ms. Paula Pinkerton
M ercer University
3001 M ercer University Drive
Atlanta, GA 30341

RE: THE EFFICACY OF DATA-DRIVEN DECISION MAKING MODELS ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
(H1403137)

Dear Ms. Pinkerton:

I am in receipt of a modification subm itted 20-May-2014, to  th e  above protocol (H1403137). On 
22-May-2014,1 reviewed and approved th e  Addendum  on behalf of M ercer University's Institutional 
Review Board for Human Subjects Research in accordance with Federal Regulations 46.110 and 
46.111(a) category(ies) 7 for expedited review.

C hanges A pproved :
Modification to  change m ethodology from  interviewing 15-18 school adm inistrators to  conducting an 
online survey of approxim ately 85 elem entary  and  middle school principals and assistan t principals 
using open-ended questions. The school district will be changed from  Clarke County to  Henry County.

NOTE: The approval date of this modification does not change the annual renewal date of your 
protocol.

It has been a pleasure to  work with you and m uch success with your project!! If you need any fu rther 
assistance, please feel free to  contact our office.

M ercer University IRB & Office of Research Compliance 
Phone (478) 301-4101 
Fax (478) 301-2329
ORC Research(5>Mercer.Edu

Respectfully,

Ava Chambliss-Richardson, M.Ed., CIP, CIM
Associate Director of Human Research Protection Program s (HRPP)
M em ber
Intuitional Review Board

M«rcer university has adopted, and agrees to conduct its clinical researcn studies m accordance wttti. tr*e 
International Conference on Harmonization’s (ICH) Guidelines for Good CHrMcal Practice.

1508 College Street •  Macon. Georgia 31207-0003 
(478) 301-4101 •  FAX (478) 301-2329


