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The Relationship Between the Theory of Transformational Leadership and Data Use in 

Schools: An Exploratory Study 

Elisabeth Goodnow, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2011 

Supervisor: Jeff Wayman 

Nationwide reform efforts strive to improve schooling through a range of 

approaches including improving the quality of campus leadership, restructuring 

organizational design, and revamping instruction. National and state education policies 

reflect the reforms addressed in educational research literature and drive state, district, 

and campus based improvement initiatives.  For example, the more recent influence of 

the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 

accountability system has led to a significant increase in the use of data to drive 

instructional decision-making. Campus leadership is key to both the successful 

implementation of data initiatives (Wayman and Stringfield, 2006) as well as 

comprehensive reform efforts (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005).  The literature provides a wide 

array of leadership theories that offer promise in understanding more effective 

approaches to leading school improvement efforts; however, much of this literature 

remains conceptual and vague (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins 2008). Data use has gained 



ix 

increasing attention in the literature as well, but the research lacks a strong conceptual 

framework for leadership.  The purpose of this paper is to view data use through the lens 

of Leithwood‘s model of Transformational Leadership in order to explore the linkages 

between the leadership theory and data use practices and to offer a framework that 

situates data use as a tool to increase all students‘ academic performance and build a 

democratic and socially just learning organization. The linkages between 

Transformational Leadership and data use are presented as both bodies of literature are 

reviewed. The study was guided by the following questions:  1) What are the levels of 

Transformational Leadership Behaviors exhibited at each campus? 2) What are the data 

use practices being implemented on each campus? 3) What is the relationship between 

Transformational Leadership and data use? 

Two schools served as the sites for the research which drew on both quantitative 

and qualitative data sources to address the research questions. Results and findings show 

evidence of Transformational Leadership Behaviors that linked closely with the data use 

practices. The final discussion offers a preliminary conceptual framework delineating the 

intersection between the theory of Transformational Leadership and data use in schools. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

Urban public schools in the United States are experiencing a profound and 

disconcerting crisis. Historically, this nation has faced the challenge to educate all 

children equally within a fundamentally inequitable system. This paradox reflects the 

inherent dichotomy of a nation founded on the notion of justice for all, but guaranteed to 

a few-  those identified demographically as White, male, and landowners. The national 

public school system evolved over time carrying this contradiction.  Early reform efforts 

in the urban public schools carried this conceptual conflict, apparent in the in the goals of 

the first inner city public schools which were anchored in student demographic data and 

measured in student achievement indicators (Tyack, 1974).  A brief review of the history 

demonstrates how data use and reform policy have both promoted and hindered 

educational justice in the nation. 

Urban schools in the late 1800‘s aimed toward assimilating and managing young 

inner city immigrants while developing their industrial skills and raising their earning 

potential (Tyack, 1974).  Student demographic data was thus employed primarily as a 

basis for decisions pertaining to curricular opportunites as urban immigrant students were 

funneled to vocational schools.  The practice of data use to influence educational policy 

grew as the high absenteeism rates for the industrial school gaves rise to the first policies 

establishing compulsory attendance.  The inception of compulsory attendance policies in 

high school led to the measurement of the dropout phenomena and prompted a new array 

of policy reforms.  School reform efforts strove to differentiate instruction based on 
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student demographics, abilities, and interest and the two-tiered curricular system became 

embedded in the framework of the comprehensive high school. The advent of intelligence 

testing further solidified the two-tiered structure and dictated which tier a student would 

follow, college preparedness or vocational education (Tyack, 1974).   

Throughout the twentieth century, educational leaders and policy makers have 

called on student demographic data, academic achievement indicators, absenteeism, 

dropout rates, and intelligence tests, to advance a variety of reform efforts.  Despite a 

century of educational reform efforts, indicators continue to show that our urban schools 

are failing to prepare students for high school graduation and college readiness 

(Schlechty, 2002; Tyack, 1974).   

Problem 

While student data exposes educational injustice, some claim the use of student 

data to drive policy augments social inequities. For example, central to the current 

discussion regarding school reform is the policy issue of accountability as articulated in 

the No Child Left Behind Act, a national policy inherently anchored in student data 

(NCLB). Schools and districts are currently subject to stiff federal sanctions if they fail to 

meet the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) indicators such as student academic 

performance and graduation rates (USDofEd, 2002). Educational leaders and scholars are 

continuing to examine an array of school improvement efforts in an attempt to identify 

effective practices that address the crisis including such approaches as organizational 

restructuring, curriculum alignment to state and national standards, and the 
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implementation of instructional and curricular programs. Some research suggests that 

comprehensive reform initiatives that reach multiple aspects of the campus structure 

including leadership, culture, and teacher capacity are the most effective in realizing 

improvement in student achievement indicators (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & 

Wahlstrom, 2004; Marzano, Gaddy, & Dean, 2000; Quint, 2008).  The literature further 

emphasizes the key role that campus leaders play in the successful implementation of 

reform (Hallinger, 2003a; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 

2003).  

Campus leaders grapple with the complex challenge to implement reform efforts, 

increase student achievement to meet AYP measures, and serve the needs of their 

individual students and the community (Goldring & Schuermann, 2009).  In order to 

address this challenge, campus leaders use student achievement data to inform their 

instructional, operational, and programmatic decisions (Knapp, Swinnerton, Copland, & 

Monpas, 2006; Schmoker, 2008). Spurred in part by NCLB‘s emphasis of student 

achievement data as an indicator of school quality, the practice of data driven decision 

making has gained remarkable momentum and is considered by some to be the key factor 

in the effort to improve school performance (Copland, 2003; Lachat & Smith, 2005). The 

use of student data has become a reform initiative in and of itself.  

Recent research that examines the role of the campus principal in the 

implementation of data use initiatives suggests that leadership is paramount (Copland, 

2003; Knapp, et al., 2006; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006a). Likewise, current school 



4 
 

effectiveness and reform literature examines a wide range of leadership approaches that 

contribute to the improvement of school effectiveness and student achievement 

(Hallinger, 2003a; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Harris & Spillane, 2008; Jackson, 2000; 

Leithwood, et al., 2004). This body of research has given rise to an array of leadership 

theories that suggest that campus leadership is a critical factor in realizing school reform 

yet most leadership theories remain, as Leithwood and Jantzi note (2006), ―speculative in 

nature‖ (p. 202).   

Data use research emphasizes the role of the principal in leading effective student 

data practices and delineates specific leadership and faculty behaviors (Knapp, et al., 

2006; Wayman, Cho, & Johnston, 2007). Leadership theory, as explored in school 

improvement literature, continues to delve in abstractions, while data use research 

focuses primarily on leadership behavior. This invites further inquiry regarding the 

intersection of leadership theory and data use.   

Significance 

Bridging the theoretical constructs of leadership theory with the daily practice of 

data use in the context of educational policy provides a conceptual lens for data use 

research.  The theory of Transformational Leadership, first put for by Burns (1979), 

offers promise as theoretical scaffolding.  Kenneth Leithwood‘s work builds on the 

theory.  Leithwood‘s research stands out in the literature in that his model provides a 

well-defined and extensively examined set of school leadership practices that are linked 

to school improvement indicators (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005). Leithwood and his 
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colleagues (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999) measure the effect of ―Transformational 

Leadership Behaviors‖ (TLBs) that are particular to schools. The model focuses on broad 

campus leadership functions, however, rather than the specific data use practices that are 

common in the emerging body of data use literature.  

The goal of this dissertation is to explore the relationship of Transformational 

Leadership to data use in order to explore how to build on Leithwood‘s model to include 

specific data use practices and thus establish a new theoretical framework for data use 

research.  

Research Questions 

The study examines the following research questions: 

1. What are the levels of Transformational Leadership Behaviors exhibited at 

each campus? 

2. What are the data use practices currently being implemented on each 

campus? 

3. What is the relationship between Transformational Leadership Behaviors 

and data use? 

The researcher employed a case study research design and used both quantitative 

and qualitative data to address each research question.  Two relatively large schools 

served as each case. Two surveys, one assessing the levels of transformational leadership 

behaviors exhibited by the campus principals, and one assessing current data use 

practices, were administered to each of the faculties.  Additionally, focus groups and 
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interviews were conducted with campus principals and faculty members. The quantitative 

and qualitative data results were analyzed to address each research question-giving rise to 

a more vigorous understanding of how the theory of Transformational Leadership and the 

practice of data use relate.  
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature 

This chapter reviews the literature relative to Transformational Leadership (TL) 

and data use in schools.  First, the review presents the theoretical rudiments of Burns‘s 

theory of TL. The evolution of the theory of TL is then examined with specific attention 

to Bass and Avolio‘s theoretical and empirical contributions. Next, the review analyzes 

Leithwood‘s model of Transformational Leadership, which applies the theory to school 

settings and examines the effects of specific school leadership practices or organizational 

and student outcomes in the context of national education policy.  The review focuses on 

how studies employing Leithwood‘s model account for the use of information, data, and 

decision making as a leadership practice. Next, the policy context that frames current 

school leadership research and data use initiatives is presented in light of the theory. In 

addition, the chapter reviews the body of research examining data use delineating the 

linkages between Leithwood‘s Transformational Leadership model and effective data use 

practices while referencing the earlier works of Bass and Avolio reinforce the theoretical 

constructs of the model.  This review illuminates how Leithwood‘s theory can be used to 

examine a more extensive set of specific data use practices, thus building on his work, 

while also providing a new conceptual framework for data use research. The chapter 

concludes by presenting both the Conceptual Framework and the definition of terms that 

emerge from the literature review and guide the research methodology.  
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Conceptual Evolution of the Theory of Transformational Leadership 

Burns‘s (1979) theory of TL is founded on the notion that conditions of injustice 

spark the need for social change (Burns, 1979). The current disparity of performance 

between poor urban high school students and their more economically advantaged peers 

is a social injustice that, as Burns‘s theory postulates, gives rise to transforming leaders 

who are compelled to action (Burns, 1979). Engaging the conceptual framework of TL to 

examine reform policy and implementation focuses educational scholars‘ attention both 

on the processes employed by leaders to implement reform policy as well as the effect of 

the practices on school and student outcomes.  

In his seminal work, Leadership, (1979) Burns lays out a theory of leadership 

styles that are juxtaposed:  Transactional and Transformational.  Transactional 

Leadership is typified by behaviors that are often considered managerial and based on 

notions of ―bargaining.‖  Transactional leaders focus on the implementation of policies 

and the operational aspects of the organization and use extrinsic rewards to motivate 

followers to act.  In other words, leadership entails acts of transaction. Burns (1979) 

maintains ―These transactions consist of mutual support and mutual promises, 

expectations, obligations, rewards,‖ (p. 298).  Leaders motivate followers to act based on 

the contractual agreement of exchange.  Followers will act in order to gain the promised 

reward.  Transactional Leadership flourishes, for Burns, in bureaucratic systems which 

clearly define roles and rewards (Burns, 1979). The motivation for the follower is 
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extrinsic.  Transactional Leadership has evolved into more current leadership models 

such as contingent reward or management by expectation (Bass, 1990; Stewart, 2006). 

TL, conversely, is characterized by behaviors that are geared toward relational 

aspects of the organization.  Transformational leaders intrinsically motivate followers to 

function as a collective to achieve a common aim (Burns, 1979). For Burns, it is critical 

that the shared goal is inherently an ethical aim for social change and justice, anchored in 

the moral commitment to bring about social reform (Burns, 1979). For Burns the means 

do not justify the ends; transforming leaders are ―burdened‖ with an ethical imperative to 

act morally (p. 202).  

The ultimate result of transforming leadership is a relationship between leader and 

follower that is not only based on power, but on mutual needs, aspirations, and values.  

This relationship elevates the followers to leaders in their own right and leaders into 

moral agents.  Thus, transforming leadership becomes moral in that it raises the level of 

human conduct and ethical aspirations of both the leader and the led.  Burns emphasizes 

that transforming leadership is responsive to the needs of the followers.  He writes, 

―Moral leadership emerges from, and always returns to, the fundamental wants and 

needs, aspirations, and values of the followers.  I mean the kind of leadership that can 

produce social change that will satisfy followers‘ authentic needs‖ (p. 4).   Burns‘s 

conception of Transformation Leadership is based on the reciprocal relationship between 

the leader and follower who share the commitment to realize a common ethical purpose.   
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Bass and Avolio (2004) build on the earlier work of Burns to advance a more 

developed  understanding of Transformational and Transactional leadership arguing that 

effective leaders displays characteristics of both leadership styles (Avolio & Bass, 2004; 

Bass, 1990, 1995). TL is geared at attaining second order while Transactional Leadership 

targets first order effects. As Avolio and Bass (2004) state: 

The first order of change—change of degree—can be handled adequately by the 

current emphasis on leadership as an exchange process, a transactional relationship in 

which individuals' needs are met if their performance measures up to their contracts with 

their leader. But a higher order of change calls for something distinctly different; it is 

represented in the perspective shifts often associated with transformational leadership. 

Transformational leadership can be thought of as a higher-order exchange process: not a 

simple transaction, but rather a fundamental shift in orientation, with both long and short 

term implications for development and performance. (p. 20) 

For Bass and Avolio, Transformational and Transactional approaches are required 

to maximize organizational potential (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Bass, 1990). 

Extensive research suggests that Transactional Leadership is most effective when 

augmented by TL practices (Hallinger, 2003a; Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008; 

Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Yukl, 1999). Bass and Avolio see the leadership styles as 

complimentary rather than dichotomous and have gone so far as to develop 

measurements for this augmentation effect (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Stewart, 2006). 
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Leithwood and Colleagues’ Model of Transformational Leadership 

This model of TL provides a set of leadership practices that are linked to the key 

elements of Burns‘s theory and builds on the work of Bass and Avolio. Specifically, 

Leithwood and Jantzi focus on leadership practices that are specific to schools 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005a) so it offers a compelling framework for examining data use 

practices and leadership. The model centers on four categories of leadership practices: 1) 

Setting Directions, 2) Developing People, 3) Redesigning the Organization, and 4) 

Managing Instructional Programs (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005a). In broad terms, the first 

three categories encompass the fundamental principles of TL. The fourth category 

accounts for Transactional Leadership approaches, added as a response to criticisms 

regarding the model‘s initial emphasis on solely TL practices (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2005a). These three TL categories describe a set of ―school specific‖ TL Behaviors 

(TLB‘s) while the fourth category encompasses more managerial dimensions of school 

leadership (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005a). Because the discussion is focused on TL, I focus 

here on the first three categories of the model in considering how data use practices link 

to the theory. The following section introduces the three categories of the model 

accounted for in this study and discusses the dimensions that comprise each category.  

Categories of Leithwood’s model. Leithwood and Jantzi (2005b) caution that the 

dimensions are ―no where detailed enough to be ‗prescriptions‘‖ (p. 38). School context 

greatly influences appropriate strategies for implementation of TL practices. In addition, 

Leithwood and Jantzi present from six to nine dimensions of TLBs in their work 
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(Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005a, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). For 

the purposes of this paper, the nine dimensions of the model outlined in the 2006 study 

will be examined.  

Setting Directions. Leithwood and colleagues‘ first TLB category, Setting 

Directions, encompasses the leadership practices that entail articulating a common vision, 

setting group goals, and setting expectations for high performance. In doing so, the 

authors note three dimensions: shared vision, collaborative goal-setting, and collaborative 

priority-setting. The notion builds upon the understanding that followers are more likely 

to act when unified by a compelling purpose that meets both organizational and personal 

goals (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005b). The authors note: ―A critical aspect of 

transformational leadership is helping staff to develop shared understanding about the 

school and its activities as well as the goals that undergird a sense of purpose of vision,‖ 

(p. 38).  

An array of processes that promote shared vision and collaborative priority setting 

have been studied relative to the notion of transformative leadership. While the processes 

vary according to school context, there are important commonalities (Leithwood, Begley 

& Cous, 1994). For example, transformational leaders who address the need to ―clarify 

and prioritize a set of shared goals‖ and who involve a wide range of faculty and staff 

members enhance school improvement efforts (p. 144). Transformative leaders clearly 

communicate purposeful goals and priorities that faculty members embrace as personally 

meaningful (Leithwood et al., 1994). The processes for determining the goals, priorities, 
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and plans contribute to the school conditions that promote effective school improvement 

efforts (Leithwood et al., 1994). The literature suggests that collaborative processes that 

are inclusive, balance district and campus needs, and are based on shared values are more 

effective in improving school conditions (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006, Leithwood et al., 

1994). Furthermore, these transformative processes account for potential conflicts and 

include methods, as Leithwood et al. (1994) state to ―block competing priorities and 

systemically orient new staff to the goals for school improvement‖ (p. 143). Finally, the 

authors suggest that processes which distribute authority and power while developing the 

shared vision, goals, plans, and expectations are more effective relative to higher order 

change efforts (Leithwood et al. 1994, Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990).  

Developing People. Addressing both the intellectual and emotional capacity of 

the teachers, Transformational Leadership entails the purposeful development of the 

faculty and staff‘s capacity to reach the intended, stated, and shared goals through the 

second category of the model, Developing People (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005b). 

Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) delineated the dimensions of this category as providing 

intellectual stimulation, offering individualized support, and modeling desirable 

professional practices and values. The personal attention of the principal to the teacher 

regarding his/her growth and development increases motivation, efficacy, and 

commitment to improve instructional practices (Leithwood and Jantzi, 2006). The authors 

indicate that campus principals who are ―actively involved‖ in staff development 

activities are more effective at fostering teachers‘ capacity (Leithwood et al., 1994, p. 
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147). For example, the principal might be engaged in leading ―workshops to staff in areas 

of their expertise, assisting teachers in their own classrooms, attending inservice with 

staff, and sharing information….‖ (p. 147). TLBs related to the second category are 

geared toward empowering teachers‘ ability to problem-solve and attend to the individual 

teacher‘s personal needs (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005b).  

To continue, transforming principals attend to a teachers‘ stage of professional 

development in delivering individualized intellectual stimulation and support (Leithwood 

& Jantzi, 2005b). The principal‘s direct involvement in providing intellectual stimulation 

and individualized support also provides opportunities for modeling the desired practices. 

Furthermore, the literature emphasizes that the principal likewise promotes collaborative 

opportunities for capacity building by promoting ―collective‖ capacity (Leithwood et al., 

1994). Transformative practices empower teachers to provide intellectual stimulation in a 

collegial climate (Leithwood et al., 1994). For example, teachers are encouraged to try 

new instructional techniques in their classrooms, reflect on their practice, and share 

experiences (Leithwood et al., 1994). These practices are enhanced through the structures 

and systems embedded in the organizational design, highlighted specifically in the third 

category discussed below.  

Redesigning the Organization. The model accounts for leadership practices that 

are geared toward attaining second order change effects through the establishment of 

organizational routines, systems, and structures that enhance collaborative culture and 

collective learning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005b; Leithwood and Jantzi, 1990). Leithwood 
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and Jantzi (2006) present the dimensions of Redesigning The Organization as developing 

a collaborative school culture, creating structures to foster participation in school 

decisions, and creating productive community relationships. The leader promotes 

organizational systems and structures that allow for the ―ongoing refinement‖ of 

administrative operations in order to foster continuous improvement efforts. For example, 

Leithwood et al. (1994) note effective leaders build collaborative structures that 1) 

provide teachers the frequent and routine time and opportunities to share specific 

teaching techniques, 2) provide teachers with ongoing classroom observations and 

feedback, and 3) incorporate collaborative planning and evaluation time for instructional 

lessons (Leithwood et al., 1994).  

Additionally, the authors suggest that the use of symbols and rituals is an effective 

strategy employed to foster a collaborative culture (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005b; 

Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990). For example, publicly ―celebrating successes‖ at staff 

meetings or ―writing personal notes‖ to teachers relative to attaining short and long terms 

goals toward the improvement efforts meetings are cited by Leithwood et al. (1994) as 

―rituals‖ and ―symbols‖ that build collaborative culture (p. 149). Furthermore, broadly 

delegating power and authority throughout a range of stakeholders while developing their 

leadership capacity enhances the transformation of the school into a learning organization 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005b; Leithwood et al, 1994). 

Leithwood et al. (1994) indicate that transformational leadership is an effective 

approach for schools facing significant challenges. The effects of the TLBs are most 
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significantly related to the improvement of school conditions and organizational 

outcomes, thereby indirectly effecting student achievement. The discussion above 

explored more specific and detailed leadership practices associated with the three 

categories of TLBs presented in the model. It is worthwhile to note that leaders who 

effectively promote collaborative cultures, the essence of Redesigning the Organization, 

implement transformational strategies that can vary widely and can serve what 

Leithwood et al. term ―multiple purposes,‖ (147).  

Guiding Framework for Leithwood’s studies on Transformational Leadership 

Early studies engaging the model present the effect of TL practices on either 

organizational or student outcomes (Leithwood, Tomlinson, & Genge, 1996).  In a series 

of studies implemented from the 1990s to 2006, Leithwood and colleagues examine the 

effect of TL on the outcomes of organizational conditions and student achievement 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood, et al., 2004; 

Leithwood, Steinbach, & Jantzi, 2002).  These studies focus on the effect of leadership 

behaviors.  Leithwood et al. (1996) offer the following framework for viewing the 

research, as represented in Figure 1 (Leithwood, et al., 1996).
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Figure 1: A Framework for Guiding the Review of Research on Transformational 

School Leadership 

The framework depicts the influences of the external environment on the 

principal‘s leadership behavior, and how the leadership practices in turn influence the 

school and student outcomes.  

In order to measure the leadership effects, Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) examine 

the relationship between TLBs on Organizational and Student Outcomes (Leithwood & 

Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood, et al., 1999). Antecedents to leadership are not emphasized in 

early studies, which focus instead on the effect of leadership practices (Leithwood & 

Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood, et al., 1999).  

Early research showed that TLBs are positively correlated to organizational 

outcomes that are indirectly linked to student learning while the direct effect of 

transformational leadership on student outcomes is weak (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). 

Later studies built on these findings (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005a) and consider the 

mediating leadership practices that most affect the school conditions directly related to 

student learning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Leithwood, et al., 

2004). Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) note: ―Because the largest proportion of school 

leadership effects on students are mediated by school conditions, a significant challenge 

for leadership research is to identify those alterable conditions likely to have direct 

effects on students and to inquire about the nature and strength of the relationship 

between them and leadership,‖ (p. 455). The consideration of the intersection between 

TLBs and data use practices is one step in addressing the challenge.  
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As demonstrated later, these data use practices align with the general categories of 

Leithwood‘s model. As of yet, however, a full model of leadership data use practices, 

which affect school and classroom conditions, has yet to be considered in both bodies of 

research. Leithwood‘s model, however, provides a compelling framework for such a 

study.  TLB‘s are illustrated to influence critical components of the organizational 

structures that link to the instructional factors most closely related to classroom practice 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008).  

Leithwood and colleagues have elaborated on the use of student data in research 

that accounts for the external influence of educational policy on leadership practices 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood, et al., 2004; Leithwood, et al., 2002). Leithwood 

and Jantzi (2006) consider the context of educational reform policy as ―large scale efforts 

initiated by those in government to improve local schooling,‖ (p. 202).  Campus 

leadership plays a key role in the effective implementation of reform policy since campus 

leadership has a direct effect on school conditions, (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; 

Leithwood, et al., 2004). As Letihwood et al. (2004) write, 

The chance of any reform improving student learning is remote unless district and 

school leadership agree with its purposes and appreciate what is required to make 

it work.  Local leadership must also, for example, be able to help their colleagues 

understand how the externally-initiated reform might be integrated into local 

improvement efforts, provide the necessary supports for those whose practices 
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must change and win the cooperation and support of parents and others in the 

local community. (p. 2)  

Leithwood et al. (2004) note that the collaborative use of ―data-informed decision 

making,‖ in regards to planning for the implementation of school improvement efforts, is 

a key component of effective leadership (Leithwood, et al., 2004). This parallels findings 

in data use research which examines the collaborative use of data to inform instructional 

decisions (Copland, 2003; Knapp, et al., 2006; Supovitz & Klein, 2003). Leithwood‘s 

model, however, has yet to address the specific data use practices illuminated in the data 

use literature and has not fully explored data use leadership practices as transformational.  

Leithwood et al. (2002) broadly view the collaborative use of information relative 

to strategic planning for improvement as an organizational outcome (Leithwood, et al., 

2002). For example, teacher commitment to the implementation of accountability policy 

reform initiatives are examined in relation to the model, indicating that TL has a positive 

correlation to teacher motivation and commitment to implement improvement strategies 

mandated by policy (Leithwood, et al., 2002). Accountability policy in and of itself, 

however, has a negative correlative effect on changing teacher motivation and practice 

(Leithwood, et al., 2002). 

As demonstrated above, Leithwood and colleagues take into account the 

leadership practice of data use relative to the implementation of reform policy; however, 

the specific leadership practices considered in the studies cast a broad net regarding how 

leaders use data to affect school conditions.  Leithwood et al. (2004) acknowledge this 
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limitation encouraging future research relative to the implementation of school reform 

policies and data use.  

These efforts will be increasingly productive as research provides us with a more 

robust understanding of how successful leaders make sense of and productively respond 

to both external policy initiatives and local needs and priorities. Such efforts will also 

benefit considerably from a fine-grained understanding than we currently have of 

successful leadership practices; and much richer appreciation of how those practices seep 

into the fabric of the education system, improving its overall quality and substantially 

adding value to our students‘ learning, (p. 9). 

Leithwood et al (2004) invite the extension of the research in light of current 

reform policies. A full examination of the categories of Leithwood‘s model in terms of 

the effective data use practices offers promise in revealing the finer grains of leadership 

behaviors that increase school effectiveness.  Before aligning Leithwood‘s model to data 

use research, however, this review discusses the complexities of policy context relative to 

school leadership and data use.  

Policy context. Current national reform policy has spurred an increase in the use 

of student data in decision making (Schmoker, 2008). This discussion of federal 

accountability policy explores the role of student data on school improvement efforts and 

leadership practices. The literature addressing school reform policy suggests that efforts 

to improve schools are measured by either inputs or outputs. National policy has grappled 
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for decades to implement school improvement reform initiatives from both ends 

(Petrovich & Wells, 2005).  

In Savage Inequalities, Jonathan Kozol (1991) displayed the dismal conditions of 

schools in urban centers revealing the gross disparities among the resources allocated to 

students (Kozol, 1991). The educational reform policies implemented in the 1960s and 

which continued for at least two decades were aimed at achieving equity by targeting the 

system‘s inputs and were designed to attain a more equitable distribution of economic 

resources, educational opportunities and educational access (Petrovich & Wells, 2005).  

These policies had some positive effects in attaining more financial equity for the 

nation‘s schools (Corcoran, Evans, Godwin, Murray, & Schwab, 2004).  More recently, 

education policy goals have shifted.  Policies have been crafted which emphasize quality 

as opposed to equity and are reflective of the ideological shift clearly exhibited in the 

Bush administration‘s enactment of NCLB (Petrovich & Wells, 2005). Petrovich states, 

―While the strict provisions of NCLB may seem at odds with conservatives‘ beliefs in 

less government regulation, these provisions devolve its implementation to the states. 

Furthermore, by eliminating underperforming schools, NCLB  promotes the ‗survival of 

the fittest‘ schools, a concept that is at the core of the free-market approach to education 

reform‖ (p. 9). National education policy has thus shifted focus on educational outputs 

rather than inputs.  

Data use practices, therefore, are a central component of leadership behavior. 

Data, then, becomes a central indicator to a campus‘s survival. Examining how 
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leadership behaviors affect data use on a campus, as well as how data use practices can 

influence leadership behaviors and organizational health can inform a variety of policy 

agents at the federal, state, and local levels.  Indeed, research relative to leadership and 

data use can inform key actors in the field of policy implementation (Kingdon, 2003).  

The stated goal of NCLB is to ensure that all students, despite their situation, 

experience an equitable high quality education (Fusarelli, 2004). There is growing debate 

and concern expressed in the literature regarding the deleterious effect that the 

implementation of accountability systems as mandated in NCLB is having on the 

intended goal (Petrovich & Wells, 2005).  NCLB mandates that students attain an 

increasingly higher level of mastery on high stakes standardized tests, holding districts 

and schools accountable for inadequate gains (Fusarelli, 2004).  As a result, critics point 

to an overemphasis on testing data to drive instructional decision making, leading to such 

troubling consequences as  narrowing the curriculum so that teachers ―teach to the test,‖ 

and punitive leadership practices which sanction teachers whose students are failing to 

perform on state or district standardized tests (Elmore & Fuhrman, 2001; Kozol, 2005; 

Stiggins, 2002). Implementing effective data use initiatives is critical in order to 

circumvent these potential deleterious consequences of accountability policy.  Kozol 

(2005) illuminates the persistent inequities that plague urban schools and which are now 

exacerbated by the punitive sanctions of high stakes testing that underlie NCLB.  For 

example, Kozol (2005) notes that the inner city students are the most vulnerable to the 

over-emphasis of high stakes testing in that the intense pressure felt by teachers and 
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principals to increase student achievement on tests by a certain percentage each year 

drives instructional practices that significantly narrow the curriculum (Kozol, 2005).  

NCLB  promotes data driven decisions relative to teaching and learning by 

requiring schools who accept federal funding to adhere to the following:  1) state 

accountability systems which require disaggregation of student achievement data based 

on standardized tests, and 2) implementation of research-based instructional program 

(Fusarelli, 2004). Accountability policies increase data use in schools (Stiggins, 2002) but 

the policy alone does not motivate teachers to use data to change classroom practices and 

improve instruction (Leithwood, et al., 2002).  TL practices motivate teachers 

intrinsically to implement change. 

Research suggests that the relationship between TL and teacher motivation is 

linked (Hallinger, 2003a; Leithwood, et al., 2002). Effective data use practices have also 

been illustrated to influence teachers‘ motivation and develop sense of self-efficacy 

(Wayman & Stringfield, 2006a). Campus leaders who articulate a clear vision and 

cultivate a sense of shared commitment are more effective in implementing school 

improvement efforts (Leithwood, et al., 2008; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008).  The goal of 

NCLB is an equitable aim, but the punitive instruments of the policy, which relies on 

student achievement indicators, fail to motivate teachers to change. The policy thus rests 

in the transactional context of reward and punishment. 

Clearly, the work of Bass, Avolio, and Leithwood, as discussed above, considers 

the import of both transactional and TL practices. Indeed even Burns acknowledges that 
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the dichotomy between Transformational and Transactional is bridged when he writes 

that movements for change and reform are both transforming and transactional: 

―transforming in spirit and posture, transactional in process and results‖ (Burns, 1979, p. 

200). Educational reform policy, as seen in NCLB and AYP, certainly reflects this 

complexity by demanding leaders to create the conditions needed to meet educational 

equity with the policy forces of reward and punishment.  While both approaches are 

necessary, researchers consistently contend that TL is more effective than Transactional 

Leadership alone and better suited for the challenges of the 21
st
 century (Avolio, et al., 

1999; Engels, Hotton, Devos, Bouckenooghe, & Aelterman, 2008; Leithwood, et al., 

2008; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). 

The challenges facing secondary campus leaders reflect this dilemma, which 

demands that campus leaders address the transactional context of educational reform 

policy while enacting transforming practices.  For example, in order to earn federal 

funding, campus leaders must meet the stated transactional objectives set by NCLB 

policy- objectives which are nevertheless ostensibly just and transformational in nature.  

While the stated goal of NCLB is that all children achieve at the same equitable academic 

standard, the policy is based on a transactional exchange of reward or punishment as the 

motivational impetus (Fusarelli, 2004).  Principals are held accountable for campus 

performance, and the campus is either rewarded or sanctioned accordingly (Fusarelli, 

2004).  
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Campus leaders, then, operate in this transactional policy framework which has 

sparked an increase in the use of student data. Research suggests, however, that TL 

practices are more effective for realizing school reform efforts (Friedman, 2004; 

Leithwood, et al., 2008; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood, et al., 2004). Viewing the 

use of student data through the conceptual lens of Leithwood‘s model, frames data use as 

a TL practice.   

Links Between Transformational Leadership and Data Use 

The discussion below links the research examining effective data use practices 

with the Leithwood‘s three categories of TL. By reviewing the body of data use literature 

through the theoretical lens offered by Leithwood‘s model, data use practices can be 

linked to the specific TLB‘s considered in the theory.   Data use practices are thus framed 

as leadership behaviors that are transformational in nature.  Furthermore, the discussion 

builds on  Leithwood‘s articulation of TLB‘s by extending the model to include the 

pervasive leadership practice of student data use, which has been fostered by NCLB 

policy. The review of the literature includes discussion of the empirical research that 

informed Leithwood‘s more school specific model.  Accounting for some of the earlier 

research serves to tie the more recent model back to the philosophical underpinnings of 

the theory.  

Links between setting direction and data use. As discussed above, Setting 

Directions includes such leadership dimensions as creating a shared vision. For 

Leithwood, it is essential that the leader involve all members of the learning community 



26 
 

in the process of building the vision and articulating goals (Leithwood, Begley, & Cous, 

1994). This element of shared vision-building is also a strong current in the data use 

research literature. In order for schools and districts to engage in effective data use to 

inform instructional and programmatic decisions, stakeholders must embrace the vision 

and the common goals which underlie the work of data use (Copland, 2003; Knapp, et al., 

2006; Supovitz & Klein, 2003; Wayman, et al., 2007). Further, it has been suggested that 

engaging stakeholders in the process of building shared vision is thought to ensure that 

the work of using data to guide, inform and improve instructional practices with the aim 

of improving all students‘ academic performance increases successful implementation of 

effective data use initiatives (Wayman, et al., 2007).  

Inclusive participation in developing a shared vision entails clearly defining both 

the goals of the organization as well as the concepts that undergird the work. Wayman et 

al. (2007) emphasize the importance of developing a shared vision as an integral 

component to establishing a systemic, district-wide reform relative to data use. A ―data-

informed district‖ that has engaged in an inclusive visioning process enables the members 

of the organization to share understanding and meanings relative to fundamental concepts 

such as teaching and learning, how to use data to improve teaching and learning, and how 

that work aligns with the district vision of data use (Wayman, et al., 2007). In order to 

galvanize the organization around a clear purpose, stakeholders must share the same 

understanding of the practices that propel the work. Relative to data use, this requires 

leadership to engage the stakeholders in collaborative dialogue to explore fundamental 
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elements of the work of the district or school. Wayman et al. (2007, p. 41) describe this 

process as ―calibration,‖ saying, ―Similar to how a mechanic might calibrate the 

numerous working parts of an engine to create synchronous efficiency, so must district 

personnel and entities commit to a calibration process to define education and how data 

support education.‖ 

The literature suggests that leaders, teachers, and stakeholders hold widely 

different understanding of such key concepts as teaching and learning, and assessment 

(Black & Wiliam, 1998; Chappuis & Chappuis, 2008, Ingram et al., 2004). For example, 

the literature suggests that there are a wide array of definitions of types of assessments 

and how to use the measurements to inform instructional decisions. Indeed, teachers and 

administrators are often confused regarding the fundamental instructional concepts of 

―summative‖ and ―formative‖ assessment (Perie, Marion, & Gong, 2007). The process of 

―calibration‖ around such key issues affords the leader opportunities for the campus 

community to approach a shared understanding of such concepts while articulating the 

shared aim and purpose of the organization.  

Additionally, in their examination of data use and leadership, Knapp et al (2006) 

establish the importance of the core beliefs and attitudes that effective leaders employ as 

strong and informed users of data. Referencing the work of both Fullan and Sergiovanni, 

the authors examine the ―moral dimensions of leadership‖ relative to such notions as the 

―ultimate purpose of schooling, principles of equity, and the justification for leadership 

strategies of all kinds,‖ (Knapp, et al., 2006, p. 12). In arguing that effective educational 
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leaders inherently embrace the value of ―inquiry‖ and data use, the authors postulate that 

leaders operate from assumptions relative to ―implicit‖ assumptions about ―good teaching 

and learning‖ as well as ―theories of change,‖ (Knapp, et al., 2006, p. 12). The process of 

―visioning‖ and ―calibration‖ described above can surface these assumptions, core values, 

beliefs, and ―theories of action‖ that drive a leader‘s decision-making and lead to 

dialogue geared toward the public articulation of the shared vision critical to 

Transformational Leadership. This process clearly aligns to the strong undercurrent of 

moral leadership apparent in the work of Bass and Avolio who state that ―Inspirational 

leaders articulate, in simple ways, shared goals and mutual understanding of what is right 

and important. They provide visions of what is possible and how to attain them. They 

enhance meaning and promote positive expectations about what needs to be done‖ 

(Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 28). 

Visioning, as seen in Copland‘s (2003) work, examines a comprehensive reform 

effort that implemented concepts fundamental to Transformational Leadership and 

initiated structures and practices requiring teachers to work collaboratively to analyze 

data in a well defined ―Cycle of Inquiry‖ (Copland, 2003). In the Copland (2003) study, 

the vision included both the ultimate goal, to close the achievement gap, but also the 

process, to analyze data collaboratively in shared decision-making. Not only does the 

organizational goal embrace the key element of an ethical dimension, but also the 

understanding of the concepts and processes used to meet the goal is thereby shared 

across the faculty. Most importantly, the literature suggests that the development of a 
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strong shared vision might increase the likelihood that the data use reform is sustained 

beyond the tenure of the current leadership, a critical component to effective school 

improvement efforts (Copland, 2003; Wayman et al., 2007). 

Other dimensions of Setting Directions include collaborative goal and priority 

planning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). In the model, the process of developing goals, 

priorities, and plans is an inclusive act in which all members of the campus community 

are involved and given voice. Research on effective data use suggests that clearly 

defining goals and articulating plans of action are essential components of successful data 

or evidence use practices (Copland, 2003; Honig & Coburn, 2008; Supovitz & Klein, 

2003). Effective data use practices may incorporate the use of student test data to set 

campus-wide improvement goals (Knapp et al, 2006). While developing school 

improvement plans based on test scores is commonly the function of district and campus 

leadership, the literature suggests that implementing more collaborative processes in 

planning and goal setting is more effective. Additionally, incorporating a more diverse 

range of data, such as student demographics, formative assessments and teacher 

perceptions, allows the establishment of goals that are not only more accurate and 

attainable but also more easily monitored (Knapp et al., 2006; Wayman & Stringfield, 

2006).  

Supovitz and Klein (2003) present the way that data are used in the development 

of campus-wide goals and improvement plans. The study indicates that campus leaders 

used results from state-wide standardized tests to set improvement goals; however, the 



30 
 

authors point out that several of the campus leaders made an intentional effort to seek out 

teachers‘ input so as to further develop and articulate not just the campus goals, but 

individual student goals as well. This is consistent with other data use literature indicating 

that administrators who engage in collaborative efforts with teachers to articulate a 

common vision, share understanding of the concepts of teaching and learning; and 

explore and define the use of assessments and data are engaging more effective data use 

practices (Copland, 2003; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006; Wayman, Brewer, & Stringfield, 

2009). These leaders also struggled with the limitations imposed by one set of data, 

finding that including teacher input and multiple data sources led to more effective 

learning goals for the campus as well as the students.  

Links between developing people and data use. The second broad category of 

Leithwood and colleagues‘ model is Developing People. As discussed, this category 

includes dimensions of providing intellectual stimulation, offering individualized support, 

and modeling desirable professional practices and values. (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). 

The model operates from the framework that teachers and staff are intrinsically motivated 

to implement instructional practices not only because of their shared commitment to 

attaining the collective goal, but also because of the leaders‘ supportive capacity building. 

Transformational leaders engage in activities that are geared to nurturing and cultivating 

the followers rather than managing the implementation of instructional programs. As 

Hallinger comments, ―the principal‘s efforts become apparent in the school conditions 

that produce changes in people rather than in promoting specific instructional practices‖ 
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(Hallinger, 2003, p. 339). For Avolio and Bass, this category encompasses the notion that 

followers are encouraged to question their own assumptions and beliefs as well as the 

leader‘s (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The literature examining the best practices of campus-

wide data use initiatives reveals examples of leadership that fall in this category 

(Copland, 2003; Knapp, et al., 2006; Lachat & Smith, 2005; Wayman & Stringfield, 

2006; Wayman, Brewer, & Stringfield, 2009). 

For example, the concept of a Cycle of Inquiry is a recurring theme in the 

literature examining effective data use, and can be considered as a practice that reflects 

the ―intellectual stimulation‖ component of Transformational Leadership. The Cycle of 

Inquiry is described in the literature as a powerful method to engage the school campus in 

formal collaborative ongoing examination of data (Copland, 2003; Knapp, et al., 2006; 

Supovitz & Klein, 2003). Teachers meet regularly to examine student individual and 

group data, pose questions, share instructional strategies, and plan interventions (Black & 

Wiliam, 1998; Wayman, et al., 2007). Leaders who effectively implement data use 

initiatives through a Cycle of Inquiry create the conditions that spark intellectual 

stimulation and the teachers‘ intrinsic motivation to use data effectively to improve 

classroom instruction. The Cycle of Inquiry promotes the reflective examination of 

instructional practices emphasized in the model of Transformational Leadership 

discussed above. In addition, the collaborative nature of the Cycle of Inquiry which 

regularly brings teachers together to discuss and examine teaching and learning relative 



32 
 

to student data promotes the collective capacity building presented in the category 

Developing People.  

Data use initiatives can promote the development of professional learning 

communities and communities of practice, which reflect this dimension of the leadership 

model. As teachers develop expertise in data use and assume leadership roles with their 

peers in the collaborative process, their sense of efficacy increases; the practice 

empowers teachers as they realize their actions affect and influence change. For example, 

in the Wayman and Stringfield (2006) study of schools that were successfully 

implementing campus wide data use initiatives, administrators and teachers reported ―an 

increased sense of professionalism‖ and a ―feeling of pride‖ (Wayman & Stringfield, 

2006, p. 562). This finding suggests that the targeted and intentional implementation of a 

data use initiative that is coupled with practices of collaborative inquiry speaks to the key 

dimension of ―intellectual stimulation‖ in the Transformational Leadership model: 

Teachers are stimulated to higher levels of professional practice, empowered by their new 

skills, and therefore intrinsically motivated to persist in implementation and increase their 

leadership influence. Leithwood et al. (2005) note that intellectual and collaborative 

stimulation provides teachers with the learning opportunities to develop a repertoire of 

instructional strategies (Leithwood et al., 2005). Key to the development is the notion of 

reflective practice which is fostered through collaborative dialogue with colleagues 

(Leithwood et al., 2005). Teachers become skilled at determining which strategies to 

implement given different classroom conditions as they share information with each 
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other. The ability to effectively use data enhances their effective implementation of their 

instructional repertoire.  

It is important to note that accurate data must be easily accessible for the teacher; 

otherwise, data use can be viewed as a barrier to improve practice rather than an impetus 

(Brunner et al., 2005; Wayman, et al., 2007; Wayman, Cho, & Shaw, 2009; Wayman, 

Stringfield, & Yakimowski, 2004). Rather than providing ―intellectual stimulation,‖ the 

research suggests that cumbersome access frustrates teachers. Data use is then viewed as 

an extra additive duty rather than a stimulus for improved practice (Copland, 2003, 

Wayman, et al., 2007). It is essential that the structures that promote a teacher‘s ability to 

easily access a wide range of accurate data, collaborate in data analysis, and share in 

instructional decision-making are established if data use is going to foster ―intellectual 

stimulation,‖ build teacher capacity, and be an effective tool in transforming schools into 

cultures of inquiry. This crucial component will be explored more fully in the discussion 

of the third category of Transformational Leadership.  

Individualized support is also a key element of the second category. Described by 

Avolio and Bass (2004) as ―Individualized Consideration,‖ this leadership behavior 

prioritizes the needs of the followers to supportively build capacity and ―develop their 

full potential‖ (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 29). Data use research indicates that 

collaborative data analysis must be considered a safe practice for teachers, what Wayman 

and Stringfield (2006) call ―non-threatening triangulation‖. This non-punitive approach 

individually supports teachers and thereby encourages them to ask questions that are 
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generated from multiple data sources. This climate of safety and personalization is 

increased in that ―teacher judgment‖ is included as a critical data point.  

Furthermore, the literature is clear that professional development both in the 

understanding of data use as well as in the technical skills required to access data is 

critical for teachers to be effective in data analysis (Knapp, et al., 2006; Perie, Marion, & 

Gong, 2007; Wayman, et al., 2007). Professional development assumes a wide variety of 

manifestations in relation to data use. Research indicates that teachers first need extensive 

professional development in understanding the nature and valid uses of measurements 

and assessments (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Perie, et al., 2007). Teachers also need training 

in the technical demands of the systems (Perie, et al., 2007; Wayman et al., 2004). 

Finally, teachers will need training in methods of collaboration and inquiry and support in 

assuming their new roles as leaders (Copland, 2003). Extensive and targeted professional 

development in data use is an example of the ―individual support‖ that is emphasized in 

the Transformational Leadership model.  

Lastly, a key component of the second category of the Transformational 

Leadership model is modeling. In this component, the authors supposed that leaders serve 

by example, engaging themselves in the expected professional practices (Avolio & Bass, 

2004; Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). Leaders must engage in building their 

own capacity as data-informed decision makers as well as in practices inherent to 

collaborative leadership and inquiry. Relative to data use, this suggests that campus 

leadership engages in data-informed decision making collaboratively with the teachers, 
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modeling the practice while simultaneously building the teachers‘ leadership capacity 

through a shared process (Copland, 2003; Knapp, et al., 2006, Ronka, et al., 2008). 

Wayman and Stringfield (2006), in their study of three schools implementing faculty-

wide data initiatives, suggest that the role of the principal was critical to the effort. This 

notion of leadership expertise and modeling is also discussed in Copland‘s (2003) study. 

He concludes that campus leaders are the ―catalyst‖ for change citing one principal who 

stated, ―There‘s no substitute for the principal of a school showing that this is what 

matters…,‖ (Copland, 2003, p. 388).  

Leithwood and his colleagues maintain that the modeling aspect of 

Transformational Leadership results in increased teacher efficacy and is a key component 

for effectively implementing school improvement efforts (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 

2008). Avolio and Bass likewise assert that Transformational Leaders ―set examples‖ 

while providing ―coaching and mentoring‖ (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The literature relative 

to data use supports this observation (Knapp, et al., 2006; Supovitz & Klein, 2003; 

Wayman & Stringfield, 2006).  

Apparent in the literature regarding leadership and data use is a note of caution, 

however. While effective data use initiatives are tied to strong leadership, the model of 

―heroic‖ leadership renders the initiative vulnerable to failure when the reins of 

leadership change hands (Copland, 2003; Wayman, et al., 2007; Wayman, Conoly, 

Gasko, & Stringfield, 2008). The final category of Transformational Leadership 
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described below addresses this vulnerability and is critical to the sustainability of an 

effective data use school improvement initiative. 

Links between redesigning the organization and data use.  The third category, 

Redesigning the Organization, emphasizes the building of a collaborative culture through 

establishing structures that support ongoing collaboration and shared decision-making. 

Having developed a common vision and priorities through Setting Directions and having 

provided individual and modeling practice through Developing People, the 

transformational leader focuses on cementing the structures and practices critical to 

sustaining continuous improvement practices of the learning community. By laying a 

solid foundation through the establishment of structures and practices of a learning 

organization, the culture of the organization shifts and the organization transforms. The 

third category presents the structural conditions that must be established and maintained 

in order to foster and promote ―collective problem solving.‖ Consequently, the barriers to 

ongoing improvement efforts through collaborative practices are removed (Leithwood, 

Begley, & Cous, 1994). Avolio and Bass call this the ―cascading effect,‖ (Avolio & Bass, 

2004, p. 29). The combined influence of the factors of Transformational Leadership 

result in the development of the followers own leadership capabilities and the ability of 

followers to be creative and ―tackle and solve problems on their own…‖ (Avolio & Bass, 

2004). Leithwood and colleagues categorize dimensions of this category as systems, 

capacity, and learning community 
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Research relative to data use also finds that effective data use initiatives are 

supported through the establishment of organizational structures that promote shared 

inquiry. For instance, an overarching theme is that effective implementation of a data 

initiative is contingent on the collaborative interrogation, inquiry, and analysis of data 

that leads to instructional changes and interventions (Copland, 2003; Knapp, et al., 2006; 

Wayman & Stringfield, 2006). Time should be provided for educators to engage 

collectively in school-wide conversations regarding the analysis data, exploration of 

instructional interventions, and incorporate changes in practice (Copland, 2003; Honig & 

Coburn, 2008; Knapp, et al., 2006; Wayman, Brewer, & Stringfield, 2009; Wayman, et 

al., 2007;). Furthermore, time for collaboration must be formalized and ongoing, 

incorporated as part of the work day for teachers and leaders (Wayman, Brewer, & 

Stringfield, 2009; Wayman, et al., 2007). 

In order to promote the linkage between data use and instructional improvement 

efforts, data- informed dialogue must be guided by language and procedures that cultivate 

productive inquiry, analysis, and action. The common understanding of teaching and 

learning articulated in the visioning phase of data use initiatives can serve as the basis for 

protocols and thus mirror elements of this third category. Furthermore, in order for data 

analysis to be most effective, the purposefulness of different types of data to inform 

instructional decisions must be clearly defined and incorporated into protocol structures 

(Black & Wiliam, 1998; Perie, et al., 2007). Finally, non-threatening procedures that 

systemically propel the level of inquiry must be established. Teachers and staff must feel 
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safe to examine the data and not fear reprisal for what it might show (Copland, 2003; 

Wayman & Stringfield, 2006). Data use initiatives and efforts that fail to implement safe 

time and safe-havens for inquiry may be truncated and thereby fail to realize the 

organizational shift necessary in effective Transformational Leadership.  

The literature offers examples of teachers who are inundated with data and 

resistant to data-use initiatives (Copland, 2003; Valli & Buese, 2007; Wayman, et al., 

2007). Ongoing professional development must be embedded as a structural norm so that 

teachers are continuously developing their expertise regarding assessments, data, and 

data-use (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Copland, 2003). In addition, ongoing training and 

support must be provided either internally or externally so that teachers and campus 

leaders are efficient, skilled, and knowledgeable in the use of the data-system (Honig & 

Coburn, 2008; Perie, et al., 2007; Wayman, Stringfield, & Yakimowski, 2004). 

Finally, one of the most fundamental structural issues relative to data-use is the 

technical system that is employed by the campus and/or district. Wayman et al. (2004) 

offer some of the following features of a sound data-system: user-friendliness; drill-down 

capacity; information access; and data accuracy (Wayman, Stringfield, & Yakimowski, 

2004). Most significantly, research indicates that inaccurate data and cumbersome 

systems can hamper effective data use (Copland, 2003). Implementing an effective data 

use technology system and providing teachers with easy access and accurate data serves 

an example of a structural change that empowers teachers to independently solve 

problems. Wayman and Stringfield (2006) suggest that providing effective technology 
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systems supports the systemic use of effective campus wide data use. While many of 

these practices have been discussed above in as components of Setting Directions and 

Developing People, the third category, Redesigning the Organization, encompasses the 

notion of fundamental shifts in norms and practices that are reflective of the cultural 

transformation that solidifies the school improvement practices and efforts.  

Preliminary Framework for Transformational Leadership and Data Use 

The analysis of the Leithwood‘s model of TL offers a promising linkage between 

leadership theory and data use research. The model of TL is enhanced by the intersection 

of Leithwood‘s TLB‘s to specific data use practices. Concurrently, data use research is 

enriched by the complementary leadership theory framing the data use practices. Figure 2 

illustrates the conceptual framework emerging from the discussion. The three dimensions 

of TL Behaviors comprise the initial level of the framework. Specific leadership 

behaviors as examined by Leithwood and colleagues align with the three initial 

categories. These specific dimensions correspond to the data use practices that are 

predominant in current literature.  
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Figure 2: Concepts Fundamental to Transformational Leadership 

 

Figure 2 presents the specific data use practices framed by the concepts 

fundamental to Transformational Leadership. The Setting Directions Category outlines 

three dimensions of leadership behaviors, Shared Vision, Collaborative Goal Setting and, 

Collaborative Priority Setting. These dimensions align to the three data use practices, 

Visioning, Goal Setting, and Planning as well as specific behaviors associated with 

effective data use leadership practices. The Developing People Category demarcates the 

second dimension of Transformational Leadership Behaviors, Intellectual Stimulation, 

Developing People, and Modeling. These behaviors parallel elements of effective data 

use practices reflected in the Cycle of Inquiry, Professional Development, and Principal 

Commitment. The third category, Redesigning the Organization, encompasses the 

dimensions of Building Systems, Creating Capacity, and Transforming the Organization, 

and is congruent with the data use practices of providing the systemic support of data use, 

such as time and protocols for collaboration, ensuring ongoing training to sustain data use 

practices, and ultimately the development of a data informed culture on a campus.  

Conclusion 

The rudiments of the intersection between TL and data use as displayed in Figure 

2 offer a compelling framework worthy of further exploration. The framework provokes 

important questions regarding how data use might enhance the level of specificity of the 

leadership dimensions examined in TL literature and offers a theoretical framework for 

bettering viewing effective data use relative to leadership for school improvement.  
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Linking Transformational Leadership and data use serves both bodies of research. First, 

the data use literature is in need of theoretical representation of practices and attitudes 

that guide effective data use. This is particularly important for practice – with the passage 

of No Child Left Behind, leaders were suddenly thrust into the position of not only using 

data, but in leading faculties for data use. Consequently, the development of the data use 

literature has been largely empirical. Viewing the problem through theoretical, applicable 

lenses such as Transformational Leadership holds promise for improving practice.  

Second, linking these two bodies improves the knowledge base about TL. While 

this area has been studied in terms of concrete leadership behaviors, it has not thoroughly 

been studied as it applies to the problems of using data. Thus, the work adds an important 

piece into the TL puzzle. This dissertation aims to explore leadership behaviors of 

principals and the data use practices being implemented on their campuses to delve into 

intersection and use the empirical data to shape and develop the framework.  

Definition of Terms 

Transformational Leadership.  In educational literature, a transformative leader 

has been defined as one who ―focuses on developing the organization‘s capacity to 

innovate‖ (Hallinger, 2003, p. 330).  In this study, transformational leadership can be 

defined as an observable and measureable behavior that is geared toward inspirational or 

charismatic leadership which galvanizes the followers‘ commitment to achieve a 

common goal and establish the synergistic or organic processes and structures inherent to 

the continuation of transformative organizational behavior.   
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Transactional Leadership. Transaction Leadership that is geared toward a just 

and ethical cause is considered by leadership theorists as a complementary component of 

transformational leadership (Bass, 1990). For Burns, transformational leaders often 

employ transactional practices (Burns, 1979). Furthermore, Leithwood characterizes 

transactional leadership behaviors as the managerial aspects of school leadership.  

Leadership behaviors that are solely focused on managerial practices without the 

underlying understanding and shared commitment to a common vision is transactional 

leadership that is aimed at maintaining the status quo.  For the purposes of this study, 

transactional leadership is understood as behaviors that are contingent on external 

motivation, or transaction, as the essence of the relationship between leaders and 

followers. 

Effective data use. The literature offers a wide range of perspectives relative to 

the scope of data used by campus and districts leadership as well as by teachers.  Most 

common in the literature is the notion that data includes student academic achievement 

results. Additionally, data use that incorporates student demographics is predominant in 

the literature as well as school or district-wide common formative assessments (Honig & 

Coburn, 2008; Knapp, et al., 2006).  Finally, the input of the teacher, what Wayman and 

Stringfield term ―teacher judgment‖ is also considered in the majority of data-use studies 

considered here (Wayman & Stringfield, 2006b).   

Data, as understood in the context just described, is used in a wide variety of ways 

by educational leaders, teachers, policy makers, and the community (Knapp, Swinnerton, 
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Copland, & Monpas, 2006; Wayman, Cho, & Johnston, 2007; Honig & Coburn, 2008). In 

general, the research suggests that data is used to inform decisions on many levels 

relative to instructional practices, program evaluation, student achievement and growth.  

Additionally, data is used to assist leaders and teachers in developing an understanding of 

individual students and their circumstances as well as identifying variables that mitigate a 

cohort of students‘ academic performance. Collaboration, professional development, user 

friendly technology, non threatening triangulation of data, and formative assessments are 

indicators of effective data use practices.  
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Chapter Three: Methods 

―Research, like diplomacy, is the art of the possible.‖ (Patton, p. 12) 

A multiple case study expands the context of the study over an array of campuses 

and, as Miles and Huberman (1994) state, ―adds confidence to findings‖ (p. 29).  In order 

to explore the relationship between Transformational Leadership (TL) and data use, this 

study employed a multiple case study research design which drew on both quantitative 

and qualitative data. Furthermore, a multiple case study is an appropriate research design 

for the purposes of description, exploration, theory building, and theory testing (Yin, 

2008). Since this dissertation seeks to explore the relationship between the theory of TL 

and student data use in schools, a multiple case study research was fitting.  This chapter 

first presents a restatement of the purpose of the study and lists the research questions.  

The methodological framework and systematic research design is then delineated.  A 

description of each case is provided and data sources are identified.  Finally, procedures 

for data analysis relative to the research questions will be discussed. 

Statement of Purpose 

Theories of leadership are prevalent in the literature examining school 

improvement efforts (Hallinger, 2003b; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005). While a host of 

studies provide extensive conceptual analysis regarding the effectiveness of practice 

exercised by a campus leader in the face of daunting challenges, much of this work 

concludes with vague and undefined specifics (Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999).  
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Concurrently, the research examining data use practices and leaders is growing (Knapp, 

et al., 2006; Wayman, Brewer, & Stringfield, 2009) ;however, an in-depth conceptual 

leadership framework for data use that speaks to the issues taxing today‘s principals has 

not been fully explored.  This dissertation serves the reciprocal purpose of tying 

Leithwood‘s TL model to specific data use practices that are highly prevalent in schools, 

while bolstering the theoretical scaffolding of data use research.   Specifically, this study 

will seek to respond to the following research questions: 

1. What are the levels of Transformational Leadership Behaviors exhibited at 

each campus? 

2. What are the data use practices currently being implemented on each 

campus? 

3. What is the relationship between Transformational Leadership Behaviors 

and data use? 

Methodological Framework: Pragmatism as a World View  

While the debate between research paradigms is clearly heard in the literature, a 

growing number of social science and educational researchers are putting forth a 

compelling argument to employ a more pragmatic research design (Gorad & Taylor, 

2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  Pure positivists adopt the deductive empirical 

approach to research; conversely, pure relativists adopt a highly inductive and grounded 

approach (Creswell, 1998; Gorad & Taylor, 2007). The pragmatic approach draws on 

both traditions by adopting a more centered epistemological stance and resting on the 
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notion of cause, effect, and practical outcomes (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 

Meaning and understanding is traced to the practical effect and experience of the concept.  

Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) state:   

―In short, when judging ideas, we should consider their empirical and practical 

consequences. Peirce, James, and Dewey were all interested in examining practical 

consequences and empirical findings to help in understanding the import of philosophical 

positions and, importantly, to help in deciding which action to take next as one attempts 

to better understand real-world phenomena,‖ (p. 17).   

Falling between a purely post positivist stance and a constructivist perspective, a 

pragmatic research approach is a structured, rational, and systematic analysis of data 

which uses both quantitative and qualitative measures to make sense of the world 

(Creswell & Clark, 2007; Gorad & Taylor, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  In 

dealing with the important questions regarding educational leadership and data use 

practices, a pragmatic approach accounts both for the theoretical and the practical.   

In addition, pragmatism is inherently value attuned taking what Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie (2004) call ―an explicitly value ordered approach to research‖ (Creswell & 

Clark, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Given the fundamental value of justice that 

undergirds the theory of TL as examined in this dissertation, the pragmatic paradigm 

served to guide the analysis.   
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Research Design 

In order to explore how TL and data use are related, a multiple case study 

research design was employed. Multiple case studies are useful tools for the exploration 

of theory (Yin, 2008),  Because of the complexities of the concepts, quantitative and 

qualitative sources provided the data that measures the leadership styles dominant on the 

campuses and the data use practices that are being implemented.  

Mixed methods studies are often aligned with a pragmatic world view in that the 

problem and questions of the study are prioritized and the methods are chosen to inform 

the research (Creswell & Clark, 2007).  The problem articulated in this dissertation 

involves investigating the complexities of leadership and the use of student data to 

improve schools, thus surfacing the wide range of compelling concepts including the 

relationships between the principal and the teachers, the policy contexts framing the work 

of the staff, and the dilemmas of democracy justice and consciousness that confront 

social justice educators (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).   As Leithwood and Duke 

(1999) suggest, ―the most complex and important aspects of leadership are to be found in 

the nature of relationships themselves,‖ (pp. 66–67).  The multiple case study and mixed 

methods research design employed in this dissertation affords the opportunity for TL and 

data use to be explored in depth while attending to these complexities, thus providing 

more confidence in the results. Tightly structuring the research adds rigor to the research 

(Gorad & Taylor, 2007; Yin, 2008).  Figure 3 is a concept map of the research design. 
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Figure 3: Purpose and Concept for Mixed Method Design 

Purpose: 

To explore the linkage between 

Transformational Leadership and 

data use practices 

 

Research Questions: 

1. What is the current dominant leadership style that is being practiced at each 

campus? 

2. What are the data use practices currently being implemented on each campus? 

3. What is the relationship between leadership styles and data use? 

 

 

 

Methodology 

 Mixed Methods Convergence Research Design 

 Multiple Case Study Analysis 

 2 large “major suburban” campuses 

 Quantitative Data Sources: Survey Results 

 Qualitative data sources: Focus Groups, Interviews, and 
Observations 

 

 

Conceptual Context 

Transformational Leadership 

Behaviors and effective data use 

practices 
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The Setting 

The schools which served as the cases for this study are situated in a relatively 

large school district in the Southwestern United States juxtaposed to a highly diverse 

urban school district. The district, which for the purposes of this study will be called 

Rapid Change School District (RCSD), was long considered ―suburban‖ district; however 

the rapid growth increase of student population, 14% in the last five years, has 

dramatically altered this characterization. As the metro area of the region expands, the 

shape of the community has become more ethnically and economically diverse. The 

district is now considered ―major suburban‖ with a student population of 43,000, and is 

facing a different set of social complexities arising more in urban inequities. Figure 4 

displays projected trend data for the district based on US census information, as well as 

data derived from relevant state and local agencies.  
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Figure 4: Student Background Data 

 

The district presents an intriguing setting for this study as district and campus 

leaders are grappling with the external policy influences as well as internal growth factors 

and incorporated data use as a foundation for strategic planning. Additionally, the district 

has a history of embracing system wide leadership and organizational practices geared to 

continuous school improvement.  

School selection process. The current study incorporated data that was collected 

for a larger research project, The Data-Informed District, spearheaded by Jeff Wayman. 

The three year study looks specifically at data use practices in three school districts and 

examines ways each district can improve its use of data.  Because The RCSD serves a 

higher number of students and reflects more ethnic and economic diversity than the other 

two districts included in the larger study, the current study focused only on the RCSD.   

For the purposes of this study, the leadership behaviors and data use practices of 

one elementary and one middle school principal were purposefully chosen to be 

considered for case analysis.  As Leithwood et al. (2004) assert, ―Being the principal of a 

large secondary school…really does require quite different capacities than being the 

principal of a small elementary school,‖ (p.8).  Choosing a large secondary school along 

with an elementary school as cases for the study provided a broader view of the issues 

facing campus leaders and implementation of data use initiatives. The leadership 

capabilities differed on each campus as well as the methods of data informed decision 

making.  Furthermore, the demographics of each school were the most reflective of the 
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district ethnic make-up and thus provided opportunities for studying campuses dealing 

with issues of change. This method of purposeful sampling is used in qualitative research 

as a means to ―select cases that show different perspectives of the problem….‖ (Creswell, 

1998). Table 1 illustrates the demographic make-up of the district and each school.  
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Table 1: District and School Demographics 

Qualitative Data Sources   

Focus groups and interviews involving the principals, key administrators and 

instructional leadership, and teachers served as the data sources for each case. The 

sections below describe the process for qualitative data collection in detail.  

Focus groups. Two focus groups were conducted on each campus, four in total. 

One focus group was comprised of the campus administrators and campus leaders who 

directly led data use initiatives, as identified by the principals. The other focus group was 

comprised of a representative group of 4-5 faculty members.  The principals, from a 

randomly generated list of 7-9 teachers, chose which faculty members would participate 

in the focus groups.  

Questions guiding the focus group dialogue explored the types of data used on 

each campus, how data was used on the campus, data use systems, and teachers‘ 

perceptions regarding data use as a tool for improving practice.  In addition, the questions 

 African 

American 

Hispanic Asian White Other 

District 9% 30% 11% 47% 3% 

ES 20% 31% 8% 41% --- 

MS 11% 28% 7% 53% 1% 



54 
 

focused the discussion on specific leadership practices relative to data use, such as 

visioning, planning, supporting teachers‘ use of data, and implementing collaborative 

structures relative to data use, (see Appendix A).  Focus groups were recorded with 

permission by the participants.  

Interviews.  Interviews were conducted with the principals at each campus. A 

semi-structured interview protocol developed from the concepts which scaffold the 

theoretical framework of TL and effective data use, as well as initial emerging themes 

from preliminary data analysis of the focus groups. This interview protocol (see 

Appendix B) targeted the group dialogue on the implementation of specific data use 

structures, systems, and initiatives. Additionally, interview questions probed into how 

leadership practices related to the use of data on each of the campuses. Interviews with 

the principals were recorded.  Interviews were recorded with permission by the 

participants.  

Observations. At each campus, observations were conducted of the principal 

leading a small group of teachers through data use meetings.  Notes were taken during the 

meetings, with attention to what Patton (1990) describes as ―being strategic‖ in ―timing‖ 

so as not to influence the interaction being observed while capturing the events.  

Extensive field notes were written after each observation  which provided rich descriptive 

data for consideration. The meetings that were observed were designated by the principal.  

Quantitative Data Sources. Surveys are widely considered to be an appropriate 

measure of behavior (Patton, 1990) and thereby provide an additional data source for 
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consideration. Two surveys, one exploring the perception of teachers regarding TL 

behaviors, and the second exploring teachers‘ perceptions of data use, were administered. 

In each case, the principals first informed the faculties of the intent and purpose of each 

survey through email correspondence.  Each faculty member then received a follow-up 

email from the researcher, with further explanation of the purpose, assurances of 

anonymity, and the link to the survey questions. 

Measures   

Transformational Leadership Behavior Survey. In the extensive work studying 

the nature and effects of Leithwood‘s model of TL in schools, a core set of survey items 

have been developed and administered to measure the level of perceived TLB‘s by 

Leithwood and his colleagues.  The TLB survey administered to the faculties included 43 

items, drawn from Leithwood‘s work, developed over the last 20 years, and corroborated 

through personal communication (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2005a). For the purposes of this study, the survey items specific to the measurement of 

the level of TLB‘s, as conceptualized in Leithwood‘s model, were chosen.   

The responses provided descriptive quantitative data relative to the teachers‘ 

perception of the principal‘s leadership style at each site. The 43 items on the survey 

measured the degree TLB‘s on a frequency scale for the nine dimensions of TL.  The 

rating scale was, 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Somewhat Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Agree, 

and 4 =Strongly Agree. The TL Categories included Setting Directions, Developing 

People, and Redesigning The Organization.  The dimensions of each TL category were 
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also measured by the survey.  Each category is comprised of 3 dimensions of leadership 

behaviors. For the purposes of this study, dimension scales were aggregated by 

corresponding items, as were category scales. The scales and dimensions comprising the 

TL survey are described below. 

Setting directions. The Setting Directions scale score was comprised of 11 

survey items assessing the level to which teachers agreed that the principal articulated a 

clear vision, facilitated collaborative goal setting and conveyed high expectations.  The 

Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of the scale was .957. The scale of Visioning consisted of 

four items which included questions regarding the level of leadership behaviors, 

promoting an understanding of common purpose, mission, and norms.  The The 

Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of the scale was .915. The scale of Goal Setting consisted of 

the four items probing teachers to consider collaborative processes for developing 

campus and individual goals, planning, and adjusting.  The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability 

of the scale was .895. Three items made up the Expectations scale, asking teachers to 

assess how well expectations were communicated.  The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of 

the scale was .868. 

Developing People. 16 items made up this TLB cateogory to explore teachers‘ 

views regarding the degree to which the principal sparked inquiry and intrinsic interest in 

instructional improvement efforts, provided supportive interactions, and modeled desired 

practices and values.  The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of the Developing People scale 

was .963. Intellectual Stimulation was comprised of seven items investigating the 
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teachers‘ perceptions of leadership practices promoting innovation and deep thinking, 

with Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of .922. Individualized Support consisted of four items 

and questioned how the teachers viewed the principal‘s efforts to assist, and carried a 

Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of .894. Symbolizing Professional Practices and Values was 

made up of five items to assess the level to which the principal was seen to model 

behaviors and beliefs.  The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability was .911 

Redesigning the organization.  The scale for this TLB category consisted of 16 

items measuring the teachers‘ perceptions of the leadership behaviors linked to 

promoting a positive and collaborative school culture, fostering shared decision making, 

and reaching out to the community. The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability score was .958. The 

Strengthening Culture scale was made up of six items with a Cronbach‘s alpha reliability 

of .900 and queried the teachers on the level of symbolic and relational behaviors 

exercised by the principal.  Developing Structures was comprised of six items to measure 

the level of distributed leadership behaviors implemented by the principal and carried an 

alpha reliability of .929.  Building Community Relationships was comprised of four items 

asking teachers to measure to what extent the principal engaged parents and the 

community as partners.  The alpha reliability score was .929.  

Survey of educator data use. This survey (Wayman et al. 2010) assesses data use 

practices on campuses. The survey is comprised of 67 items which asses the level of data 

use for a range of factors.  For the purpose of this study five scales were considered:  

a) Data’s Effectiveness for Pedagogy 
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b) Principal Leadership  

c) Support for Data Use  

d) District Vision  

e) Attitudes Towards Data  

The Data’s Effectiveness for Pedagogy scale was made up of five items that inquired 

about the way in which data use informed and enhanced instructional practices. The 

Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of this scale was .926.  

Principal Leadership for Data Use scale was comprised of five items which 

probed the teachers‘ perceptions regarding the ways that the principals and assistant 

principals engaged in leadership practices for data use, promoted teacher use of data, and 

advanced teacher data use. The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of this scale was .830. 

The Support for Data Use was made up of six items related to professional 

development for data use, support structures for data use, and individual supports from 

key individuals. The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of this scale was .873. 

The District Vision scale consisted of two items inquiring as to district leadership 

efforts framing the purpose for data use. The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of this scale 

was .838.  

The Attitudes Towards Data scale was comprised of four items that asked teachers 

about their feelings and perceptions about data in terms of how data use helped them 

improve instruction.  The Cronbach‘s alpha reliability of this scale was .822. 
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Analysis 

As Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) state, ―a tenet of mixed methods research is 

that researchers should mindfully create designs that effectively answer their research 

questions…‖ (p. 20). The data sources described above were analyzed in order to answer 

the questions guiding this study.  While mixed methods can be used in order to confirm 

the results of both data sources, qualitative results corroborate the quantitative results or 

vice versa, the concept of triangulation has been more fully developed as an integration 

of the results (Gorad & Taylor, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The notion of 

triangulation to augment and enhance results requires that the data, both quantitative and 

qualitative, align with the inquiry and provide accurate information (Creswell & Clark, 

2007; Gorad & Taylor, 2007).  

Gorad and Taylor (2007) use the metaphor of land surveying to illustrate the 

concept of triangulation in pointing out that the position of two differing points can be 

used to identify the position of a third point. Gorad and Taylor (2007) extend the 

metaphor to describe perspectives of views of phenomena:  

 Alternatively, we can imagine the metaphor in terms of perspectives. Each 

isolated view of C may produce a two-dimensional picture (such as a circle or a 

rectangle), but when put together with ‗binocular‘ (triangulated) vision they produce a 

three-dimensional image (such as a cylinder, with the ‗circle‘ as its face and the 

‗rectangle‘ as its side) (p. 45).  
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In order to effectively explore how the model of TL and data use are related, the 

quantitative data and the qualitative data were triangulated so that the results presented 

were complementary, and thus provided what Gorad and Taylor call a ―more well 

rounded theory of the phenomena being investigated‖ (p. 45).   Employing a structured 

and systemic process to the inquiry increased the accuracy of the data and facilitated data 

integration. The mixed method research designs also allowed for some grounded 

creativity in analysis (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Maxwell, 2005). The pragmatic 

principal to collect and examine data in the way that best answers the research questions 

drove  the decisions regarding data sources and analysis (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 

2004).  

This dissertation followed the following process and thus aligned to what 

Creswell (2007) names as the ―Triangulation Design: Convergence Model‖ (p. 63). The 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected concurrently, and the data was analyzed 

separately.  The results were first considered in isolation, and then compared and 

contrasted, or converged.  The interpretation and analysis of the data was based on the 

convergence of results. Figure 5 displays Creswell‘s Triangulation Design: Convergence 

Model and serves as an illustration of the methodological steps I followed.  
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Figure 5: Based on Creswell’s Triangulation Design: Convergent Model, (Creswell, 

2007) 

 

Each research question was answered using this overall design. Given the 

categorical nature of the alignment of  Leithwood‘s mode of TL with effective data use 

practices (see FIGURE 2), the data was analyzed through this categorical lens to address 

each research questions.  

The comparison and contrast of results from the qualitative data analysis and the 

analysis of the survey data addressed each research question.  The level of TL on each 

campus was characterized by the convergence of the qualitative and quantitative 

statistical analysis.  The data use practices implemented on each campus was likewise 

characterized by the convergence of the qualitative and quantitative data. The relationship 

of TL and data use on each campus emerges in the analysis of the level of each category 

considered in the framework.  

  The results for each case was considered and interpreted independently, but 

cross case analysis enabled a more rigorous generalization to the theory and provided a 

more robust understanding of the relationship between TL and data use put forward by 

this dissertation (Yin, 2008).   
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Quantitative Data Analysis  

Results of the Leithwood‘s TLB survey provided scale scores for each of the 

target leaders (the principals) on each of the 3 leadership categories and 9 leadership 

dimensions measured: 1) Setting Directions, made up of the dimensions Visioning, Goal 

Setting and Priority Planning, and Communicating Expectations 2) Developing People, 

made up of Intellectual Stimulation, Individualized Support, and Symbolizing 

Professional Practices and Values, and 3) Redesigning the Organization, made up of the 

dimensions Strengthening Culture, Developing Structures for Collaborative Decision 

Making, and Building Positive Relationships with the Community.  The means and 

standard deviation for each dimension and category were calculated for each campus. 

The results of these descriptive statistics were used to address research questions 1 and 3; 

determining the level of TLB‘s on each campus, and exploring the relationship between 

TLBs and data use practices.  

Results of the data use survey provided scale scores for the each of the data use 

factors assessed in the survey: Data’s Effectiveness on Pedagogy, Principal Leadership, 

Support for Data, Attitudes toward Data, and District Vision. The means and standard 

deviation for each scale were calculated for each campus.  The results of these descriptive 

statistics were used to address research questions 2 and 3: assessing the data use practices 

that were being implemented on each campus, and exploring the relationship between 

TLBs and data use.  
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Correlation tests were performed on the scales of the TLB survey and the scales 

of the Educator’s Use of Data Survey to examine the relationship between the 

dimensions of Leithwood‘s TLB model and the factors contributing to data use on 

campuses.  The correlation results informed the overall analysis addressing research 

question 3: how do the TLB and data use practices relate?  

Qualitative Data Analysis  

While the research design is relatively tight, qualitative research is, by nature, 

iterative.  The results of the focus groups provided fodder for the semi-structured 

interviews of the principals. Two focus groups were held on each campus: one comprised 

of campus leadership and the second of teachers.  A semi-structured protocol, that was 

based on data use and leadership practices, was used to prompt conversation. The focus 

group exchanges were recorded and transcribed. Focus group responses were first coded 

with a priori start codes generated from the TLB‘s and data use practices presented in the 

framework.  This first level of coding addressed the general concepts offered in the 

preliminary framework while accounting for emerging themes named by the participants 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994).  (Day, Harris, & Hadfield, 2001). Principal interview 

protocols were generated from the initial themes that emerged from the focus group data 

analysis, and were designed to unearth more detailed and concrete examples of leadership 

behaviors and data use practices from the principals‘ perspective.  These interview 

responses were also taped and transcribed. 
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A two level coding scheme was employed for the analysis of the qualitative data 

to attend to the factors presented in the conceptual framework as well as emerging 

conceptual themes conveyed by the participants. This method allows for both  a prior 

coding scheme as well as an inductive approach in which codes emerge from the data and 

to combine both and ―etic‖ and ―emic‖ scheme (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  After this 

iteration, patterns noted were analyzed.  The process of pattern coding provided a means 

for identifying themes and clustering the text (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

Following the processes laid out by Miles and Huberman (1994) a priori coding 

coupled with the codes emerging from the data gave rise to predominant pattern codes. 

Analysis of pattern codes extended across cases.  A priori codes and invivo codes were 

examined and clustered through processes including frequency counts (the number of 

times the code appeared) and density analysis (the number of relationships the codes 

established). Networks of codes were then generated to reveal relationships and patterns. 

Codes were combined based on frequency and density analysis to create families (clusters 

of interrelated codes).  This pattern coding enabled consistency for the final stages of 

cross case analysis discussed below (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

In order to interpret the invivo themes emerging from the qualitative analysis, I 

drew on the work of Day & Harris (2001) and Berlak & Berlak  (1983) who offer the 

theoretical lens of ―dilemma language‖ and ―tensions‖ to explore qualitative data relative 

to instruction, curriculum, and leadership. The interpretative lens is well suited for 

exploring and understanding relationships of leadership and data use relative to 
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instructional improvement efforts and aligns with the pragmatic world view (Berlak & 

Berlak, 1983).  

The language of dilemmas and tensions provides an avenue for interpreting 

behavior which accounts for the consciousness and contextual influences apparent in the 

challenging work school improvement relative to TL and data use.  The ethical 

imperative for justice that underlies TL can be viewed as contradictory to the policy 

context that spurs current data use practice.  For the authors, striking the balance between 

consciousness and context is described as ―transformational… [or]…instances when the 

alternative and contending claims of the society and culture at least for some moments 

are synthesized and thereby overcome‖ (Berlak & Berlak, 1983, p. 273). 

A ―conceptually clustered matrix,‖ as presented by Miles and Huberman (1994) 

guided the final stages of the data analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The matrix was 

based on the a prior start codes arising from Leithwood‘s model of TL and the concepts 

central to data use considered in this study. Additionally, second level emergent concepts 

viewed through the lens of dilemma and tensions were added to the matrix.  Mismatches 

emerging from the data were interpreted through the dilemma and tension frame provided 

by Berlak & Berlak (1983) to inform an overall portrayal of the levels of TL on each 

campus and data use implementation. These concepts drove the ordering of the matrix 

and served to address each of the research questions (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
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Convergence of the Data Analysis  

Following the structure offered by Creswell and Clark (2007) qualitative and 

quantitative was analyzed separately, and then converged, to provide a rich description of 

the leadership behaviors and data use practices on each campus. Descriptive survey 

results and correlation results were considered in unison with the qualitative analysis to 

provide a characterization of the levels of TLB‘s exercised by the principals on each 

campus as well as the data use practices implemented at each site.  

This convergence was analyzed through the lens of the overarching conceptual 

framework and the emerging themes in order to address the research questions. The 

examination of the data, viewed through the alignment of leadership behaviors and data 

use practices presented in the preliminary framework presented in the conclusion of 

Chapter 2, afforded a rich description for each case and for cross case analysis, and 

further served to address each research question accordingly. Emerging themes were 

accounted for through multiple iterations of coding and viewed through the practical lens 

of tensions and dilemmas. As the data was converged to address leadership and data use 

through the framework, the data provided insights to the relationship between TLB‘s and 

data use practice.  

The convergence of the quantitative and qualitative results is described through 

the frames of TLB and data use presented in the following chapter.  As Creswell and 

Clark (2007) note, ―researchers can make comparison by examining the similarities of the 

quantitative and qualitative data results in the discussion section of a study,‖ (p.140).  
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Limitations of the Study 

As a multiple case study based in qualitative research methodology, this study is 

limited in that that it is specific to the cases examined ((Mertens, 2010; Miles & 

Huberman, 1994).  The scope of the results for the research is thus restricted.  The 

qualitative data analysis is, furthermore, a subjective process, and vulnerable to 

researcher bias (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  As a case study examining only two sites in one 

district, the generalizability of the results and conclusions are narrow. In addition, focus 

group and interview data was bounded by time and access constraints, and is thus 

relatively thin.  Only two focus groups at each school were conducted, and the principals 

were the only participants interviewed. Observations were conducted at the discretion of 

the principal. The credibility, transferability, and dependability of the study are noted 

below:  

Credibility  

Time and contact with the principals was sustained over several months.  Informal 

member checks, as recommended by Mertens (2010) were conducted. In addition, peer 

debriefing with researchers in the field who were knowledgeable about both the sites as 

well as the data, were conducted throughout the process (Mertens, 2010). Qualitative data 

was triangulated through the multiple perspectives drawn on by the different data 

sources: interviews, focus groups, and observations.  Descriptive and inferential 

statistical data also served as another source of triangulation and is considered to increase 

the credibility of case study research (Maxwell, 2005; Miles & Huberman, 1994). The 
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small sample size, however, in the response rates, specifically regarding the number of 

teachers who participated in both studies is a considerable threat to the significance of the 

results, if considered alone.  

Transferability  

Studying two different school sites provided additional layering of narrative, and 

thus offered a more rich description for study (Mertens, 2010; Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

The study strived to what Mertens (2010) describes as ―extensive and careful description 

of the time, place, context, and culture‖ of each study site, as well as details regarding 

participant perceptions at both schools.  

Dependability  

The study followed the criteria suggested by Yin (1994) to guide the research. 

The overall case study protocol increases elements of reliability (Mertens, 2010; Miles & 

Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2008). A structured research design, conforming to the 

conventions of these research traditions, added to the integrity of the results.  
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Chapter Four: Results  

Introduction  

In this chapter, I present the results and findings from the convergence of the data 

analysis presented in Chapter Three.  The data is discussed through the context of the 

Transformational Leadership Behaviors (TLB‘s) that comprise Leithwood‘s model 

relative to the notions recurrent in the data use literature. Each section addresses one of 

the three categories, Setting Directions, Developing People, and Redesigning The 

Organization, and is further subdivided by the related leadership dimensions.  These 

descriptions of the principals‘ leadership behaviors and each campus‘ data use are framed 

through the proposed intersection between the model of TL and the effective data use 

practices offered in Chapter 2 (see Figure 2) and inform each research questions.   

Results from the TLB survey are considered with attention to interview, focus 

group, and observation data to provide an understanding of each principal‘s level of 

practice with regard to each of Leithwood‘s Transformational Leadership (TL) categories 

and serve to inform the first research question exploring the leadership behaviors of the 

principals. The results of the Survey of Educator Data Use along with the relevant themes 

emerging from the qualitative data serve to provide a description of the implementation 

of campus wide data use on each campus and together inform the second research 

question. The results of both surveys are discussed with attention to emerging themes 

across both cases, and inform an understanding of how the leadership practices and data 
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use on each campus relate, thus addressing the last research question.   Survey response 

rates are displayed in Table 2, below. 

Table 2: Study Participation, By Surveys, and School 

 TLB Survey Educator Use of Data Survey 

   n % n % 

Elementary School 36 (62) 2

2 

(38) 

Middle School 51 (67)          (40) (53) 

Note. Percent of total participants in each given in parentheses. 

In addition, each section closes with a summary of the results and delineates how 

the converged findings shed light on each research question. The research questions 

guiding the study are listed below: 

1. What are the levels of Transformational Leadership Behaviors exhibited at 

each campus? 

2. What are the data use practices currently being implemented on each 

campus? 

3. What is the relationship between Transformational Leadership Behaviors 

and data use? 

The section below addresses relevant leadership and data use practices aligned 

through the three TLB categories: Setting Directions, Goal Setting, and Redesigning the 

Organization. The discussion of the results and findings provide insight regarding the 

leadership and data use for each case, as well as helping to develop a better understanding 

of how this results compare and contrast across cases, thus shedding more light on how 

TL and data use intersect.  
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Setting Directions 

Setting Directions is made up of three dimensions: Visioning, Goal Setting and 

Priority Planning, and Communicating High Expectations.  The findings and results are 

for each subsection are presented below. In general, the principals exhibited a range of 

practices that could be considered as transformational and that associate with data use, 

with some clear gaps in the data, as illuminated below.  

Visioning  

Principals engage in behaviors that articulate the vision and mission of the school 

and district to teachers.  Transformational Data Leadership encompasses practices that 

employ data to advance the visioning process and to develop a data informed 

organization. My review of literature (see Chapter 2) suggests the following practices 

characterize such a leader: 

a) Uses data to engage campus in conversations regarding mission statement 

and vision. 

b) Ties the district vision/mission to campus purpose through data based 

visioning processes. 

c) Employs array of data sources to engage the campus in conversations 

surfacing values and to develop shared beliefs. 

The results and findings are discussed in terms of these dimensions and suggest 

that the principals engaged their campuses in activities that articulated common goals and 

plans, but that were not guided by any common vision or visioning process.  
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Uses data to engage campus in conversations regarding mission statement 

and vision. The data suggests that efforts were being made at both campuses to develop a 

common language around teaching, learning, and data.  However these efforts had nor 

resulted in consistency or understanding at either school about the mission and vision for 

education that is advanced in the literature.    

Many teachers at the Elementary School (ES) were either unable to articulate a 

campus vision or resorted to a personal vision. For example, when asked about the 

campus vision, a teacher at the ES stated, ―I think every teacher has their own…. There‘s 

a vision out there.‖ The vision is ―out there‖ but is not shared by the ES campus teachers. 

The ES principal and campus leaders rummaged to define the district and campus vision 

as they answered the question. Ultimately, they defined the campus and district vision as 

a ―curriculum continuum,‖ or document which describes best instructional practices, that 

was developed by district with input from teachers and other educators. In citing the 

continuum as an example of shared district vision, she said, ―We have the teaching and 

learning continuum. What should not be going on, what should be most of the time, what 

should be all of the time.‖ The ES assistant principal added, ―It is a nice, big poster, legal 

size….‖ 

In their interviews, there was also no mention from anyone about any part of a 

shared visioning process.  It is unlikely that one has occurred, given that the teachers 

were unable to articulate a clear, commonly-held vision and the ES principal invoked a 

district-directed structure as the campus vision.  
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While the interviews revealed a lack of clarity about campus vision at the ES, 

teachers also did not express concern about this in their interviews. Survey data suggests 

a level of comfort in how their principal conveyed campus purpose and vision: the mean 

for the Visioning scale was 3.21 in the ES (see Table 3). The scale score for Visioning 

indicates that the teachers perceive the ES principal as conveying a purpose and vision 

for the campus. Additionally, the results of the Survey of Educator Data Use, displayed 

in Table 4, show that the teachers at the ES generally agree that the principal effectively 

leads the campus in using data, Principal Leadership for Data Use, M=3.29. The 

teachers, in general, agree that the principal is guiding the campus through data use 

practices. Table 5 displays the results of the correlation test indicating that the scales of 

Visioning and Principal Leadership for Data Use are positively correlated, r=.459, 

although the alpha value does not meet the criteria for significance, p=.064. Teachers at 

the ES appear to view the principal as an effective data use who provides the campus 

with a sense of purpose, if not a clear understanding of a campus vision.  

 

 

 

Table 3: TLB Survey Results, Setting Directions 

 

 ES MS 

 Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Setting Directions 3.25 .611 3.65 .502 
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Visioning 3.21 .631 3.68 .534 

Goal Setting 3.17 .654 3.53 .570 

Expectations 3.41 .642 3.75 .498 

           Notes. ES: n=36; MS: n=51 

The MS principal had been more intentional in attempting to establish a vision. 

This was evidenced in the higher score for the Visioning scale at the MS (M=3.68) and in 

interview data analysis. For instance, an MS teacher stated that in the principal‘s first 

year, he had to ―get the train back on the track‖ to get the campus ―going in the same 

direction.‖  And the MS principal stated, ―common language is so important because 

everyone comes with their own baggage.‖  Despite these efforts, a lack of clarity was 

evident at both the teacher and administrative levels. One teacher referred to a district 

―curriculum audit‖ to provide an example of the district vision.  Another was unable to 

articulate a campus vision but stated, ―I think we‘re trying to get there.‖  The principal 

speculated that the teachers would be confused if asked to describe the campus vision.  

He stated, ―I don‘t know if the teachers could articulate and know exactly what that 

[vision] means … No one knows what it means to Elaborate or what is a Warm-up? Ask 

three different people, get three different answers… We need to start bringing together a 

common language.‖ The assistant principal commented as well that there were issues 

with shared understanding but added, that they were ―coming up with a common 

language so we‘re all on the same platform and understand what it is we‘re doing.‖ While 
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aware of the dissonance and need for a common vision, the principal did not offer any 

concrete plans to address these problems.  

Ties the district vision/mission to campus purpose through data based 

visioning processes. The principals of both school did not mention a district wide 

visioning process although the MS principal offered, ―It has been really hammered into 

us, ‗failure is not an option.‘‖ In both schools, there was little to suggest that campus 

leaders had intentionally tied the district vision/mission to their own campus purpose. 

One reason for this was a large amount of confusion as to what district and vision 

missions for education were.  

Survey data indicated that teachers in these schools thought the district had some 

vision in mind as indicated by the results of the Survey of Educator Data Use scale (see 

Table 4) with District Vision means of 3.41 in the ES and 3.31 in the MS.   
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Table 4: 

 

However, interview data indicated they thought vision and mission were isolated 

at the district level and not clear at the building level.  For instance, an ES teacher stated, 

―The district does vision and mission statements, but they‘re hard to decipher.  The one 

vision that I‘ve always taken away is ‗education, whatever it takes.‖ The MS teachers 

were unable to provide clear statements relative to either the district or campus vision.  

One MS teacher said, ―I know a lot of mottos…but….‖ Another MS teacher said,  

We had a curriculum audit a few years ago and what came out of it was that we 

were 36 schools in search of a district….It‘s very hard to get everybody going in 

the same direction. Our current superintendent has probably done the best job of 

any we‘ve had trying to get us going in the same direction- focused on the 

achievement gap. And I think everyone‘s going in that direction but taking many 

different paths to get there. We have no template.  

Means of Data Use Survey Scales, by School 

 Attitudes  

Toward Data 

Data‘s 

Effectiveness  

for Pedagogy 

District Vision Principal 

Leadership 

Support for 

Data Use 

 Means St. 

D. 

Means St. 

D. 

Means St. D Means St. D Means St. 

D. ES 3.24 .599 3.46 .621 3.41 .811 3.29 .522 3.12 .617 

MS 3.00 .432 3.25 .544 3.31 .695 3.33 .456 2.89 .501 

Notes. ES. n=22. MS. n= 40 
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Neither principal made comments to indicate that they were aware of the 

confusion, or mentioned attempts to alleviate it. As a consequence, teachers were unclear 

how data works to support their efforts in the classroom to meet the district and campus 

mission. ―The other stuff is ephemeral and theoretical. We‘re suppose to try and make 

that concrete, and there‘s a disconnect for us. Just like with data.‖  

Employs an array of data sources to engage the campus in conversations 

surfacing values and to develop shared beliefs regarding teacher, learning, and data 

use. While both principals emphasized the importance of using an array of data sources 

to inform decisions regarding student placement and interventions, neither principal 

provided evidence of processes or structures that would generate dialogue around beliefs 

teaching, learning and data use.  

Teachers at the ES were clear that the campus goal for the year was to increase 

student test scores in order to attain an Exemplary rating, stating that the goal was ―to get 

the kids to pass.‖ The teachers were encouraged to disaggregate the data to account for 

overall student achievement gap. One teacher noted that decisions regarding staffing were 

made on disaggregated student achievement results reflecting the district and campus 

goal to attain the highest accountability rating: ―That‘s a total of 8 children that affected 

who is assigned to our campus. That‘s data that works on a large group, but jamming 

stuff into our bucket.‖ The teachers were aware of the campus goal and expressed their 

discomfort that test results drove decision-making but they made no reference indicating 
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that they were encouraged to discuss their beliefs and attitudes regarding student learning 

and testing. 

Similarly, the principal and teachers at the MS made no reference to structured 

dialogue regarding beliefs and attitudes of student learning and assessment.  While the 

principal clearly expressed his beliefs emphasizing the importance of relationship in 

instruction, ―You don‘t ever want that barrier between the principal and the education of 

the students‖ the teachers perceived that his focus was on narrowing the achievement.  

One teacher expressed that she was ―clear‖ on his expectations to address the 

achievement gap and another pointed out that the campus was at least ―going in the same 

direction‖ for the first time. There was no mention of the principal facilitating structured 

conversation geared toward unpacking beliefs, attitudes, and values.  

In the interviews, it was apparent that both of the principals highly valued 

individual students‘ circumstances and issues of equity and were therefore keenly aware 

of their own beliefs.  For example, the ES principal stated that she is considering 

conducting a ―community walk‖ at the beginning of next year so teachers would have 

―more data‖ and a better picture of their students‘ lives.  She was hoping to ―challenge 

those assumptions‖ that teachers make about students carrying labels, such as Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP).  Her notion to engage the teachers in visiting students and 

families in the community can be viewed as the initial steps of developing deeply shared 

understanding of students‘ circumstance by calling on a variety of data sources although 

she made no mention of following up the walk with structured conversation.  The 
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principal at the MS also expressed deep beliefs and values regarding issues of justice and 

equity.  He stated:   

One of the most powerful ways I affect students [through data use] is just by 

advocating for the proper placement of students.  There are patterns in the way we 

tend to schedule kids sometimes, my job is to recognize the patterns and ask 

whether that‘s a good thing or not.  

While it is apparent that both principals consider using multiple data sources to 

expand their teachers‘ views and understanding of students and in advocating for the 

underserved, they are not fully implementing campus wide activities to surface their 

faculties‘ beliefs and values regarding issues of teaching, learning, and data use.  

Teachers, therefore, are unclear as to the overall vision and purpose of the school and 

confused as to the underlying reasons that data use was being stressed on the campus.  

Each principal expressed a commitment and belief towards notions of social justice and 

equity and commented in ways that multiple data sources supported reaching those aims, 

but did not engage their teachers in conversations designed to surface and align the 

faculty‘s attitudes.  The teachers are not fully embracing data use as a vehicle for 

advancing the campus vision and are not engaging in reflective conversations regarding 

their beliefs toward teaching, learning, and data use.   

Goal Setting. Principals implement specific campus wide activities in order to 

ensure that the teachers participate in goal setting and planning for the school.  The 

Transformational Data Leadership framework put forth in Chapter 2 proposes that the 
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principals share data openly with the faculty and facilitate data analysis in order to 

develop campus goals and plans. The literature review offered in Chapter 2 suggests that 

the following specific leadership behaviors characterize this type of leadership: 

 Engages campus in goal setting processes and uses student data to 

articulate goals 

 Ties the goals of the campus to department and teacher goals which are 

defined and measured through data use: 

 Uses data points to articulate goals that are attainable and achievable 

 Supports and develops data informed processes that provide for 

collaborative goals setting, planning, and monitoring of progress 

The results are considered in terms of each of these dimensions and indicate that 

each principal is intentionally implementing data use as a means to set goals and to plan 

campus priorities that are mostly collaborative in nature.  

Engages campus in goal setting processes and uses student data to articulate 

goals. The data indicates this leadership behavior is somewhat apparent on both 

campuses. Interview data reveals that the ES principal engaged the teachers in a 

professional development activity at the beginning of the year to disaggregate student 

achievement data and set the goal to achieve an Exemplary accountability rating. She 

stated, ―We did  [campus wide data analysis] as a whole group, in August.‖  The teachers 

interviewed articulated the goal as well and one teacher even cited the number of students 

who needed to pass in each subgroup. The teachers also expressed some frustration over 
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this detailed campus focus on using student data to improve an accountability rating, 

implying the goal was to ―get the kids to pass‖ and not about ―best practices.‖  

A campus wide goal setting activity was less evident at the MS.  The principal 

commented that he analyzes the previous years‘ data and then distributes the information. 

―I look at aggregate data for the school; I spend a lot of time pouring over that.  And then 

[…I am] disseminating to the right people, and the right staff members….‖ At the MS, 

teachers did not refer to a campus wide goal setting process, but at least one teacher did 

indicate that she was involved in a district level ―data dig‖ to plan campus planning. 

Both principals incorporate student data to develop campus goals for the Campus 

Improvement Plan (CIP) and involve a few teacher leaders in the process.  The ES 

assistant principal commented, ―We use all that data…to see what things we need to give 

to the staff as far as training, resources, and that in turn goes to the district to create our 

Campus Improvement Plan.‖One MS teacher stated, ―We spent 2.5 days going through 

[the data] and looking at excel spreadsheets and going over everything and talking about 

the data. It was very tedious, but it was very good. We had good conversations as a result 

of it.‖ As a whole, teachers at each campus are aware of the data driven processes, which 

develop the CIPs, but are not fully engaged in the campus goal setting processes. Even 

though not all the teachers are engaged in designing the CIP, the descriptive results from 

the TLB survey suggest that the in general, the teachers perceive the principals as leaders 

who engage in the campus in goal setting activities, M=3.17 (ES) and M=3.53 (MS). 
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Ties goals of the campus to department and teacher goals which are defined 

and measured through data use. The data reveals that both principals are more 

purposeful in how they exercise leadership practices that employ student data to develop 

campus and grade level and/or department goals that support district goals.  This is 

reflected in the teacher interview data. The teachers on both campuses discussed 

processes for goal setting and on-going monitoring of progress relative to their classroom 

and team goals.  

At the ES, goals are collaboratively set at the beginning of the year and are 

examined throughout the year. The ES principal stated, ―In talking with teachers, ‗this is 

where we say we want to be, and this is what we said we have to do to get there‘ and so 

you revisit that….‖ The ES instructional coach added, ―They typically meet at least twice 

a week as a team to plan for instruction and talk about students. But we‘ve been working 

on what the end result is supposed to be and planning instruction around that.‖  

The MS principal and teachers described a similar process for planning 

instruction and data use. Teachers meet regularly to analyze data and monitor student 

progress around a goal. ―We‘re on a data committee here at the school, and we get 

together with the principal and other grade level core subject teachers and we look at 

mostly at TAKS, common assessments, and benchmark [data].‖  The teachers work 

together to monitor student progress, plan, and adjust their instruction.  

Use data points to articulate goals that are challenging and achievable. While 

both principals and teachers at the campuses clearly articulated campus goals, The ES 
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principal discussed in detail a ―Data Dig‖ process that she implemented at the beginning 

of the year.  For example, she purposefully presented data so that teachers could see 

―how achievable‖ and ―how doable‖ the targets were by drilling down to identify the 

actual number of students needed to improve to attain the goal.  

The MS principal gave clear examples of how he used data to convey clear goals 

to the teachers regarding a sub-group of students who had been typically underserved on 

the campus.  Interestingly, he did not include the teachers in the decision-making process 

to change the students‘ schedules, but he did clearly articulate the goal to increase 

achievement as both challenging and achievable. He described the circumstance he 

encountered his first days on the campus,  

One TAKS test, zero percent of our LEP students passed.  I mean none of our 

LEP students passed.  Our scores were abhorrent.  And I looked around and [saw that] 

our LEP students [were] just shot-gunned all across the schedule.  There was no rhyme or 

reason.  No support. 

As a result, he directed the counselors to change the students‘ schedules over the 

winter break.  He explained, ―It was a data-driven change.‖ Teacher at the MS were first 

―mad‖ but he clearly conveyed the message that the LEP student achievement would 

dramatically increase that year. The challenging goal was clearly attainable.  He 

continued, ―We exited a ton of them [the students] and they all passed that reading test.‖ 

A MS teacher described the principal‘s efforts to articulate attainable goals in terms of 



84 
 

data, ―He trying to get us to a certain place, and that‘s part of the plan for him- looking at 

the data and adjusting based on what we see.‖  

Supports and develops data informed processes that provide for 

collaborative goals setting, planning, and monitoring of progress. Data analysis 

indicates that both campuses are engaged in on going collaborative processes geared 

toward data analysis to examine progress. The teachers, instructional coaches, and 

campus leaders of both schools provided examples of ongoing collaborative meetings in 

which small groups of teachers and/or administrators call on data to discuss progress 

toward goals and to implement appropriate changes and interventions as needed.  

For example, analysis of the interview data revealed that ES campus instructional 

leaders and teachers collaborate in ongoing conversations regarding student achievement 

data. The principal commented, ―We have that group that can try to come up with five or 

six different strategies that might work. We try to set a goal.  It‘s on the teachers‘ 

shoulders….‖ The teachers are charged with recommending the instructional changes in 

order to attain the goal and made reference to the support of the instructional coaches and 

instructional campus leaders.  In the interviews, however, the teachers did not specifically 

reference the direct support of the principal in the process.  While, the teachers at the ES 

agree that the principal engages in collaborative goal setting and priority planning as 

indicated by the TLB Goal Setting scale (M=3.17) this leadership dimension received the 

lowest scale score of the Setting Directions Category, (see Table 3).  
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Evidence of this leadership practice is more evident at the MS.  For example, the 

MS principal expressed the benefit of working with small groups of teachers relative to 

goal setting and priority planning, ―You learn so much more and you can correct and you 

can point in the right direction and make sure you are getting what you want, as the 

principal, out of that data meeting.‖ Most teachers at the MS viewed their principal as 

highly engaged in goal setting and priority planning activities as indicated in the higher 

TLB Goal Setting scale, M=3.53 and interview data.  

Expectations. As presented in Chapter 2, the research tells us that leaders who 

exercise transformational practices are clearly expressing their expectations to the 

campus faculty and staff.  Relative to data use, transformational data leaders can be 

posited to practice the following: Conveys the expectation that teachers use data to 

monitor progress toward goal attainment through communications, hiring practices, and 

behaviors.  

Conveys the expectation that teachers use data to monitor progress toward 

goal attainment through communications, hiring practices, and behaviors. The data 

revealed that both principals were particularly strong in this category and both were 

reflective on how effectively they communicated expectations. The teachers generally 

agreed that their principals were strong in this TLB, as indicated in both the qualitative 

and quantitative data results.  

Evidence suggests that the principals were intentional in the messages they 

conveyed to teachers regarding teaching, learning, and data use.  For example, the ES 
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principal described how expectations regarding instruction are communicated in 

professional development, ―As we present things through professional development, with 

the expectations of instructional practices, then we want those things happening in the 

classroom; its‘ that carry through.‖  The instructional leaders at the ES emphasized the 

expectation that teachers are implementing these teaching and learning practices ―through 

teacher discussion and…when we‘re talking with teachers about classroom instruction 

and when we walk through classrooms and see good practices or things that are not so 

good, that teacher feedback.‖   

Evidence further suggests that teachers at the ES are expected to use data to 

inform their instruction and they are held ―accountable‖ for it. The ES teachers agreed or 

strongly agreed (M=3.41) that the principal clearly conveyed expectations, as measured 

by the TLB Expectations Scale score.  In addition, the teachers at ES agreed that the 

leadership for data use was strong as indicated by the results of the Survey of Educator 

Data Use scale, Principal Leadership (M = 3.29). The TLB dimension of Expectations 

seems to have some relationship to how the teachers view the way data informs their 

instructional practice. Table 5 displays the results of the correlation tests between the 

Setting Directions scales and the Survey of Educator Data Use scales and show that there 

is a positive correlation between the TLB scale of Expectations and Data’s Effectiveness 

for Pedagogy, although the p value does not meet the alpha level for significance, 

(p=.064).  The correlation result, however, for the scales Expectations and Principal 

Leadership does not indicate a relationship, r=.258 (n=17), p=.318.  
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Table 5: Correlations for TLB Setting Directions Dimensions and Data Use Survey 

Scale, ES 

 

Correlations for TLB Setting Directions Dimensions and Data Use Survey Scale, ES 

 

Data's 

Effectiveness for 

Pedagogy 

Principal 

Leadership 

Support for Data 

Use District Vision Data Attitudes 

Visioning Pearson Correlation .233 .459 .464 .382 .375 

Sig. (2-tailed) .368 .064 .061 .130 .139 

Goal Setting Pearson Correlation .210 .385 .389 .285 .377 

Sig. (2-tailed) .419 .126 .123 .267 .136 

Expectations Pearson Correlation .446 .258 .316 .161 .332 

Sig. (2-tailed) .073 .318 .216 .538 .193 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Results imply that the MS principal is likewise engaged in leadership behaviors practices 

which communicate his expectations regarding teaching, learning, professional practices 

and data use. One indication of the principal‘s intentional effort to communicate clearly is 

apparent in his description of the list of norms he distributed when he first arrived at the 

campus. ―I gave them a list of things and said this is the way I think we should treat each 
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other. I want you to read that and I want you to understand it… to discuss it. I want you 

to tell me if you think we need to change anything.‖ The principal both conveyed his 

expectations and invited teacher discussion and feedback. 

Teacher comments suggest that the principal is straightforward and clear in his 

expectation that teachers use data to inform instruction and monitor student progress. As 

one teacher stated, ―We are expected to monitor our students and adjust out instruction 

based on data.‖ Another said, ―I‘m aware of what the principal wants. He was pretty clear 

in his interview process about what he wants, the achievement gap [narrowed].‖ Survey 

data similarly points to the strength of this dimension.  Results, from the TLB survey and 

the Survey of Educator Data Use indicate that the teachers believe that the principal 

communicates his expectations and leads the campus in data use, Expectations (M =3.75) 

and Principal Leadership for Data Use (M =3.33). Table 6 shows, however, that there is 

no significant correlation, between the scales, r=.270 (n=26), p=.183. Similar to the ES 

results, however, the correlation between Expectations and Effectiveness for Pedagogy is 

relatively stronger (r=.376) and carries a higher confidence level that the scales correlate 

(p=.058).  

Table 6: Correlations for TLB Setting Directions Dimensions and Data Use Survey Scale, 

MS 

Correlations for TLB Setting Directions and Data Use Survey Scales, MS 

 Visioning Goal Setting Expectations 

Data's Effectiveness for Pedagogy Pearson 
Correlation 

.152 .278 .376 
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Interestingly, the data revealed that both principals purposefully reflect on how well 

his/her expectations are understood by the faculty.  The ES principal expressed how she 

wrestled with this issue, ―And its hard because you think you‘ve communicated [what] to 

do.‖  MS principal indicated that he is aware if his expectations are being understood, ―In 

some places they‘ve gotten a lot better and more faithful to [using data], and in other 

places there‘s still some confusion about my expectations.‖ The data suggests that both 

Sig. (2-tailed) .458 .170 .058 

Principal Leadership Pearson 
Correlation 

.192 .318 .270 

Sig. (2-tailed) .346 .113 .183 

Support for Data Use Pearson 
Correlation 

.330 .098 .110 

Sig. (2-tailed) .100 .633 .592 

District Vision Pearson 
Correlation 

-.030 -.179 -.071 

Sig. (2-tailed) .884 .383 .730 

Data Attitudes Pearson 
Correlation 

.135 .249 .262 

Sig. (2-tailed) .512 .220 .196 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Note. n=26 
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principals are intentional in communicating expectations and reflective in how well those 

expectations are being understood.  

Setting Directions Results Summary. The analysis of the survey results, 

interview data, and observation notes presented above inform Research Question #1 

which sets out to determine the level of Transformational Leadership practiced on each 

campus. Relative to Setting Directions, the principals can both be considered as 

predominantly Transformational Leaders although analysis of interview data reveals that 

the dimension of Vision is misunderstood. The survey, interview, and observation data 

analyzed through the lens of the TLB framework speaks to Research Question #2. The 

campus leaders and teachers are working together to use data to develop goals, prioritize 

interventions and instruction, and monitor progress yet both are lacking a clearly 

articulated vision for data use that is rooted in shared beliefs, attitudes, and dispositions 

regarding the benefit of data use to advance the campus mission. Finally, the analysis 

provides insight as to how the TLB category, Setting Directions, relates to data use.  The 

principals employ data to develop goals and to plan.  Additionally, the principals have 

high expectations that the teachers will use data to inform instructional decisions. Each 

principal, moreover, reflects on how well his/her message is being understood by the 

teachers.  This purposeful and reflective practice, that is central to TL, intersects with 

how the teachers embrace data to improve their pedagogy.  
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Developing People 

Leithwood‘s model of TL depicts the second category of Developing People, as 

behaviors which promote the teachers‘ intrinsic desire to act in support of the vision and 

improvement efforts. The category is comprised of the following three dimensions: 

Intellectual Stimulation, Individualized Support, and Symbolizing Professional Practices 

and Values. The results of the data analysis regarding this Category of TLB are presented 

below and reveal that the principals are fairly engaged in behaviors that spark teachers‘ 

intellectual curiosity. Individual Support, especially in regard to data use varied at each 

campus, in the eyes of the teachers.  The middle schools was considered to display higher 

levels of Conveying Expectations and was shown to interact frequently with small groups 

of teachers around data use. The section presents a description of the principals‘ 

leadership styles as emerging from the converged results and findings to inform research 

question one.  The examination of the results and the emerging themes revealed in the 

section portray the data use on each campus and speaks to research question two.  The 

section closes with a summary of results, which elucidates how the results and findings 

enhance understanding of the interrelatedness between this DL category and data use, 

thereby addressing the third research question.  

Intellectual stimulation. Intellectual Stimulation can be viewed as leadership 

practices which encourage teachers to develop their own practices and take risks.  As 

presented in the literature review, Intellectual Stimulation in regards to to data use can be 

understood specifically by the following leadership behaviors: 
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Encouraging risk taking and innovation; using data to inform curricular decisions 

in a non-punitive manner: 

 Using data to challenge the status quo with teachers 

 Using data to facilitate ―deep thinking‖ relative to instructional practices 

 Using data to inform professional development plans for teachers 

The next section discusses the findings and results in light of these leadership 

activities and indicates that the principals were engaged in some levels of behaviors that 

encouraged and sparked data use that was non-punitive and pushed the teachers to think 

differently about their work in light of data analysis.  The results show that student data 

informed the professional development plans for the teachers, but not necessarily through 

a collaborative process. 

Encouraging risk-taking and innovation- using data to inform curricular 

decisions in a non-punitive manner. The data suggests that both principals engage their 

teachers by encouraging innovative new practices and facilitating their teachers‘ use of 

data to inform their curricular decisions.  Both principals emphasize that the process of 

using student data to assess pedagogical effectiveness is not inherently punitive. In 

general, the data revealed that the teachers at the ES and MS reflect the principals‘ 

efforts. 

As suggested by the evidence, both principals strive to encourage the teachers to 

use student data in a way that best fosters innovative instruction. For example, the ES 

principal stated, ―I don‘t dictate what data they are supposed to be looking at and what 
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data should drive planning.‖ She continued, ―I want the teachers to think they can take 

risks. I want the teachers to think out of the box.‖ The ES principal promotes the teachers 

ownership of data use. Similarly, the data reveals that the MS principal encourages 

teachers to analyze data in a way that is appropriate to their discipline and curriculum. In 

describing the processes he implemented for data analysis and curriculum planning on the 

campus, he indicated that he was flexible. He recounted the following encounter: When 

teachers were struggling to apply the process to their content he supported their 

modifications, ―I said, ‗Okay…..change that…. Make it work for you….‘‖  He stated that 

he provides a ―framework‖ for data analysis and curriculum planning, but lets the 

teachers ―hammer out the details.‖  

Additionally, there is evidence to suggest that the principals stress that data use is 

non-punitive, a critical component of transformational leadership. The ES principal stated 

that she emphasizes to teachers that they‘re ―going to get feedback, but it‘s not going to 

be punitive.‖  While the data suggests that ES teachers generally perceive the principal as 

engaging in leadership practices that are geared toward promoting sparking their 

intellectual curiosity as measured by the TLB scale Intellectual Stimulation displayed in 

Table 7 (M=3.15), one apparently disgruntled teacher indicated that data use was used to 

―scrutinize what [they‘re] doing.‖  She added, ―It‘s like we all suck.‖ The data suggests, 

however, that this sentiment was more directed toward district initiatives rather than 

toward the principal.  

Table 7: TLB Survey Results, Developing People 
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TLB Survey Results, Developing People 

 ES MS 

 Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Developing People 3.10 .676 3.60 .434 

Intellectual Stimulation 3.15 .640 3.59 .480 

Individualized Support 2.97 .819 3.47 .578 

Symbolizing Prof. Pract. 3.15 .700 3.71 .400 

Notes. ES. n=36. MS. n=51 

 

 

Evidence emerging from the MS data analysis also points towards the principals‘ 

conscious efforts to encourage the teachers to examine student data and try new 

instructional practices without fear of sanctions. In discussing his interactions with 

teachers regarding student achievement scores, he said, ―I‘m not criticizing. I really want 

to know why.‖ He elaborated, ―It becomes this thing that we‘re not looking to a certain 

blame, it‘s what‘s the problem? How are we going to fix it?‖ The MS teachers agreed 

that the principal emphasizes problem-solving over sanctions as evidenced in both the 

qualitative and quantitative results. ―The Principal is more concerned with ‗what are we 
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going to do about it?‘‖ The scale score for Intellectual Stimulation of the TLB survey at 

the MS mirrors this consensus (M=3.59).  

Using data to challenge the status quo with teachers.  Building upon the non-

punitive use of student data to encourage innovation is the leadership practice of 

―challenging the status quo‖ to create conditions for the TLB of Intellectual Stimulation. 

The data suggests that both principals are employing leadership practices relative to data 

use that change common instructional practices.  At the ES, the principal‘s expressed 

desire to ―get teachers to take risks‖ and ―provide feedback‖ whether good or bad may 

have led to the disgruntled teacher‘s statement presented above who stated, ―Now we‘re 

scrutinized for what we‘re doing and what had always been considered right.‖ The data 

provides evidence, however, that other ES teachers embrace data analysis to push their 

instructional methods to new levels. ―At first I thought it was one more thing to do and I 

was not enthusiastic. Once I saw the use and how effective it was in guiding my math 

teaching, I wholly believe….‖  

At the MS, the data indicates that the principal employs data to challenge the 

status quo with teachers. The principal stated, ―We want the staff to learn how to use that 

kind of data as well. We need to get people to realize that just because your kids are 

sitting pretty at 95% [passing rate] doesn‘t mean they‘re college ready. So, we need to 

look deeper and at other goals.‖  

Quantitative results further suggest that teachers on each campus perceive the 

value of using data to improve instructional practices, especially at the ES. Table 4 
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presents the Data Effectiveness for Pedagogy scale for each school, M= 3.46 (ES) and 

M= 3.25 (MS). The Intellectual Stimulation scale score for the ES and the MS is also 

relatively high, especially at the MS  (M=3.15 and M=3.59, respectively). Table 8 shows 

that the correlation results for the TLB dimensions of Developing People and the Survey 

of Educator Data Use scales in the ES and Table 9 shows the correlation results for these 

scales in the MS. The results suggest that dimension Intellectual Stimulation and Data’s 

Effectiveness for Pedagogy are positively correlated the ES, r = .482(17), p =.05, but not 

at the MS, r= .187(26), p=.360.  

Table 8: 
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Correlation Results for TLB Developing People and Data Use Survey Scales, ES 

 Intellectual 
Stimulation 

Individualized 
Support 

Symbolizing 
Professional 

Prac. and Values 

Data's Effectiveness for Pedagogy Pearson 
Correlation 

.482* .530* .321 

Sig. (2-tailed) .050 .029 .210 

Principal Leadership Pearson 
Correlation 

.581* .465 .369 

Sig. (2-tailed) .015 .060 .145 

Support for Data Use Pearson 
Correlation 

.613** .482 .279 

Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .050 .278 

District Vision Pearson 
Correlation 

.456 .217 .406 

Sig. (2-tailed) .066 .402 .106 

Data Attitudes Pearson 
Correlation 

.491* .379 .342 

Sig. (2-tailed) .045 .134 .179 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Note. n=17 
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Table 9 

Correlation Results for TLB Developing People and Data Use Survey Scales, MS 

 Intellectual 
Stimulation 

Individualized 
Support 

Symbolizing 
Professional 

Prac. and Values 

Data's Effectiveness for Pedagogy Pearson 
Correlation 

.187 .163 .260 

Sig. (2-tailed) .360 .426 .200 

Principal Leadership Pearson 
Correlation 

.164 .250 .210 

Sig. (2-tailed) .424 .219 .304 

Support for Data Use Pearson 
Correlation 

-.026 .037 .050 

Sig. (2-tailed) .898 .858 .807 

District Vision Pearson 
Correlation 

-.191 -.159 -.319 

Sig. (2-tailed) .349 .439 .112 
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Data Attitudes Pearson 
Correlation 

.036 .017 .183 

Sig. (2-tailed) .862 .936 .372 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Note. n=26 

 

Using data to facilitate “deep thinking” relative to instructional practices. 

Evidence suggests that both principals are purposeful in their practice to use data to 

promote reflective thinking for the teachers regarding instruction. For example, the ES 

principal and the Academic Dean referred to the need to deepen conversations, pushing 

the teachers to move from a student-oriented frame to pedagogical one. ―The 

conversations need to grow‖ from what the teacher might say, as noted by the dean, ―‘I 

just can‘t get them [the students] to do anything‘‖ to ―‗what can I do differently as a 

teacher.‘ The instructional leadership team at the ES is working to move teacher the 

dialogue from student issues and deepen analysis around the instruction.  The interview 

and survey data analysis suggests that calling on multiple sources of data assists 

instructional leaders in the shifting teacher attention. Correlation results indicate that 

there is a positive correlation between Principal Leadership for Data Use and Intellectual 

Stimulation at the ES, r=.581, p=.015. 

The emphasis of the principal to foster deep and innovative consideration of how 

data relates to instruction is apparent in the interview data as well. For instance, teachers 
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at the ES indicated that they used data to consider the effectiveness of their instruction 

and to make critical connections for themselves.  One example of a teacher who thinks 

deeply and innovatively about student achievement data came from the art teacher, who 

examines reading and math TAKS scores to plan art instruction. ―The data I use primarily 

is TAKS data to see who is where in terms of literacy, which is an interest of mine….‖ 

The evidence pointing to teachers outside of the content area to willingly attend to 

literacy and math rates is an example of how data use can build on teachers‘ interest to 

broaden and expand instructional opportunities. Promoting data use to spark ―deep 

thinking‖ can be viewed as an example of a transformational data use leadership practice.  

Evidence of this dimension relative to data use is also apparent at the MS. The 

MS principal stated that he often poses the following question to teachers when meeting 

about data and instruction ―How are you going to do that differently?‖ Interview and 

observation data analysis revealed that teachers at the MS are challenged to consider the 

effectiveness of their instruction in light of student assessment data.  For example, a 

teacher stated that the data analysis processes provokes them to start ―thinking about how 

we‘re going to implement [instructional] change or re-teach.‖  

Observation data at both schools is suggestive of how the leaders might use data 

to probe and question teachers regarding pedagogical practices, promoting ―deep 

thinking,‖ collaboration, and the sharing of ideas and teaching strategies.  At the ES 

grade level data meeting, teachers shared successful new problem-solving strategies for a 

student who was struggling in math in response to the principal‘s questions.  At the MS 
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level, the principal probed Social Studies teachers during a departmental data team 

meeting to elaborate on instructional methods she was using to teach an objective 

because her students had done exceptionally better than others on an assessment had.  

The team‘s initial dialogue focused on the assessment question and the students‘ 

comprehension deficits.  The principal then interceded, and pointedly noted the 

difference in scores. He then asked the teacher with the highest scores to share her 

method for teaching the concept.  As she shared, the team realized the she was 

implementing a unique strategy that was highly engaging to the students.   By directing 

the focus from the scores to the instruction, the teachers were able to ―think deeply‖ 

regarding their own pedagogy.  Again, the descriptive data displayed in Table 7 reflects 

the qualitative evidence that both principals engage the teachers in activities that promote 

Intellectual Stimulation, M= 3.15 (ES) and M = 3.59 (ES).   

Using data to inform professional development plans for teachers. Data 

analysis indicates that the principals on both campuses used data to inform the 

Professional Development and that each principal considers the individual needs of 

teachers in crafting professional development opportunities. Interestingly, both principals 

noted that they study the data independently or with a leadership team, make initial 

decisions, and then share that information with the teachers for feedback.  

For example, the ES principal commented that she examines student data, and 

then crafts the professional development plans. ―We dig into that data over the summer,‖ 

and then ―plan our professional development around that….‖ In addition, the ES principal 
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noted that student data helps determine the kinds of instructional professional 

development is needed to build the pedagogical capacity of the teachers.  

To continue, the MS principal indicated that he uses data to focus professional 

development activities for his teachers who are often confronted with an array of district 

initiatives that may distract from the needs of the MS campus.  After studying student and 

campus data, he presented the professional development plan to the teacher and stated, 

―This is what we‘re doing. All this other stuff that s getting thrown at you [mandated 

professional development], don‘t care about that.‖ Table 7 displays the means for the 

TLB of Intellectual Stimulation for both campuses, M=3.15 (ES) and M= 3.59 (MS) 

indicating that the teachers agree that the principals develop their instructional capacity 

through professional development.   

Individualized Support. As presented in the literature review, transformational 

leaders engage in practices that support individual teachers in professional development 

that builds capacity so that the teachers‘ goals and the campus‘ goals are furthered. 

Effective data practices are also enhanced through efforts to support teachers‘ employing 

data to inform instruction. The following behaviors emerge from the research as TLB‘s 

that incorporate data use: 

 Employing a coaching model relative to data use 

 Having an open door policy and inviting teachers to provide feedback 

based on data analyses and encouraging teachers to use data 

 Providing professional development for data use as necessary 
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The results are presented in light of the dimensions and practices delineated above 

and suggest that while the principals both employed a coaching model on the campuses, 

it was not necessarily a successful endeavor in and of itself.  There was evidence that the 

principals were intentional in inviting feedback, but that there was no campus wide 

professional development targeted to build teachers‘ capacity at either campus.  

Employing a coaching model relative to data use. The data revealed that each 

campus funded positions for instructional coaches to support teachers‘ use of data to 

guide instruction, but the results suggest that the effort is not perceived by the teachers as 

highly valuable. At the ES, the principal pointed to examples of ―that coaching model 

type of thing‖. Findings suggest that a formal coaching model had been instituted at the 

ES through a district initiative through the addition of the position, Academic Dean, 

whose responsibility included working closely with the teachers.  In a Focus Group 

Interview with ES administration, it is evident that the Academic Dean had aspired to 

develop a trusting relationship with the teachers, a key component of coaching.  She 

stated, ―The part I‘m working on, being new to the campus, is developing relationship 

with people so that when I want to have powerful conversations using data to guide 

anything, we‘ll have that trusting relationship first.‖  

In comparison, however, the data reveals that ES teachers perceive the work of 

the Academic Dean as evaluative and burdensome rather than supportive. ―This year, it‘s 

too much. I come in with information, and they dump resources and more resources on 

me. I don‘t have time to look through 3 of these, much less 10. You have to figure it out 
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from all these choices. [someone says yeah] I‘d rather not have that. I can focus better on 

resources I need than being inundated.‖ Results from the TLB survey reflect the teachers‘ 

perceptions regarding support. Table 7 displays the means for Individual Support at the 

ES, M = 2.97, the lowest of all the dimensions and shows that teachers at the ES 

generally agree that they are supported in using data the scale, Support for Data Use is 

the lowest means for the Survey of Educator Data Use in the ES, M= 3.12 (Table 8). 

Results from the correlation tests for Developing People, Table 8, show a positive 

(though not quite significant) relationship between Individual Support and Support for 

Data Use, r = .482 (n = 17), p = .05.  

The qualitative data suggests that there is a mismatch between the MS principal 

perception and teacher perception relative to supporting teachers through a coaching 

model at the MS. In the attempt to build relationship and extend his support of teachers in 

building capacity with data use, the MS principal instituted the role of Data Leaders.  He 

commented:  

So the positions are structured this way. Even the data leaders, I chose them for a 

particular reason. It had nothing to do with data, those actually are the people who never 

talk to me. They show up, they do their job, they go home. And I‘d never see them, 

except when I‘ go out of my way, so I made this the time that they would get to know me 

throughout the year, and I would get to know them and build that relationship. 
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The principal indicated that ―the goal‖ of the data leaders was to ―work with 

them‖ and develop skills in working with data. In coaching the Data Leaders, the 

principal hoped that effective data use would ―spread to others.‖  

The findings revealed, however, that the teachers did not see the role as a 

supportive initiative to build relationship and develop data use capacity, ―I feel like it‘s 

tedious and adding more work, and I don‘t want to do it. We dread being the data 

leaders!‘‖  Another teacher explained the issues regarding the data leader‘s charge as 

follows: ―So the expectation when you sit on the data committee is to go back and work 

with your grade level to look at the data and create common assessments and 

benchmarks…..I know it‘s doable, we just don‘t personally have access and training….‖ 

The data leaders expressed that they really had no idea why they were chosen to serve in 

the role.   

As seen at the ES, Instructional Coaches are also assigned to the MS, but roles 

and positions are murky and complicated.  The MS principal stated,  

So, I have curriculum specialists and coaches, and I have instructional coaches. 

And I‘m not always sure who‘s working for whom, or what their roles are sometimes. 

That affects data because I have trouble with the fidelity of the benchmark, my 

instructional coaches know it, but they don‘t want to go say it to the curriculum people 

because that‘s not their deal. 
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The teachers noted that there are several district and campus coaches and 

specialists who assist with data use as exemplified in the following exchange between 

teachers:  

Teacher 1: The district science coach helps us, but she‘s not on the campus. 

Teacher 2: That‘s ―Sally Joe,‖ she‘s actually the English department chair, she‘s 

the literacy coach, the district coach. But she‘s at this campus. She doesn‘t handle 

the data themselves, but she helps us with what to do with the results of the data. 

Teacher 3: I would add Special Education teachers. They‘re always bringing data 

to us [on the Special ed team].  

Teacher 4: ELL does that too. 

Teacher 2: Yeah, our team has ELL too. 

While the teachers at the MS struggle to explain the purpose and value of the Data 

Leaders, they are able to identify individuals who facilitate data use.  Generally, they 

agree that the principal actively supports their efforts.  For instance, a teacher 

commented, ―I‘ve been on this campus through 3 principals, and he‘s [the principal] the 

first one who‘s made any sense of it.‖ Furthermore, results from the TLB survey point to 

the perception that the principal is supportive with a high scale score for Individualized 

Support (M=3.47). The Support for Data Use scale, however, is comparatively low 

(M=2.89). Table 9 presents the results from the correlation test showing that there is no 

significant relationship for these two scales at the MS. In summary, the qualitative and 
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quantitative data indicates that the MS teachers view the principal as supporting their 

individual efforts, despite the confusion regarding the Data Leaders and instructional 

coaches.   

Having an open door policy and inviting teachers to provide feedback based 

on data analysis; encouraging teachers to use data. The findings suggest that both 

principals invite feedback from the teachers and work closely with small groups of 

teachers. At the ES, the principal clearly stated her desire to welcome teachers‘ feedback, 

―I have an open door. I want to share. I want to guide and take along the way. It‘s not my 

way or the highway.‖ Teachers at the ES did not provide specific examples of this 

practice, but they did note that the data analysis processes ―had been refined‖ as a result 

of their input.  In addition, observation data revealed that the principal works closely with 

teachers in data analysis and encourages teacher critique.  

While interview and observation data at the ES revealed that the principal engages 

in small group data meetings with the teachers, this practice was most apparent in the 

MS. In describing his work with small groups, the principal stated, ―You get much more 

feedback as far as what their concerns are. You read their expressions; you can read 

where they‘re having trouble and their struggles.‖ The teachers echoed this, ―[the 

principal] will say, ‗well, let‘s talk about this and how it works.‘ He wants to know how 

we‘re doing things, what‘s the growth. He‘s very serious about that.‖ The TLB survey 

results reflects the finding that the MS principal is more involved in directly supporting 

the teachers.  Table 7 shows the means for Individualized Support of both schools 
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M=3.47 (MS) and M=2.97(ES), and further supports the analysis that this dimension is 

more prevalent at the MS.  

Providing professional development for data use. While both principals 

engaged the teachers in campus wide professional development at the beginning of the 

year, there is little evidence that targeted professional development for data use is offered 

at either campus. The principals shared the sentiment that campus wide professional 

development for data use fails to differentiate for individual campus and student needs.  

The ES principal noted that she didn‘t think a ―one size fits all professional development‖ 

would be effective for ―data‖. The MS principal said ―there‘s not a cookie cutter you can 

do… that‘s not going to fit everybody.‖  Each principal indicated that they provide 

resources for the teacher and deliver the professional development on data use in small 

groups with instructional leaders. 

Interestingly, the teachers expressed frustration regarding the quality of the 

training for data use.  At the ES, one teacher commented, ―This year it‘s too much.  I 

come in with information, and they dump resources and more resources on me. I don‘t 

have time to look through three of these much less ten. You have to figure it out from all 

these choices.‖ At the MS, a teacher stated, ―You‘re not really trained in how to do it 

unless you do an action research paper or something….‖ The lack of consistent campus 

wide training on the campuses is perceived by teachers at both campuses and has resulted 

in discontent for some.  
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The results from the surveys indicate that Individualized Support is the lowest 

scale score for the TLB survey at both the ES and MS (M=2.97 and M=3.47 respectively) 

and that Supports for Data Use, is low at  both schools (M=3.12 and M=2.89, 

respectively).  The means for the Attitudes Towards Data scale is also one of the lowest 

on each campus, most notably at the MS, M=3.24, (ES) and M=3.00 (MS). Results from 

the correlation tests, displayed in Tables 8 and 9 suggest that no significant correlation 

exists between the scales of Individualized Support and Supports for Data Use or 

Individualized Support and Attitudes Towards Data at either campus. Even though 

professional development and support for data use is weak and inconsistent on both 

campuses, the teachers respond positively to the kind of principal leadership found at the 

MS, where the leader is actively engaged in sustaining effective data use practices.   

Symbolizing professional practices and values. As the final dimension rounding 

out the Developing People category, this leadership practice encompasses how the 

principal models behaviors he/she values. The review of the literature suggests that 

Transformational Leaders would use data to build the capacity of their faculties in the 

following ways: 

 Working side-by-side with teachers in data analysis for decision making 

 Responding constructively regarding data use practices 

 Demonstrating a willingness to think differently or change practices based 

on collaborative data analysis 
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The following section presents the results and findings in light of these leadership 

behaviors and illuminates how each principal interacts with their faculties.  The evidence 

points to examples of the MS principal working closely with teachers, and responding to 

their suggestions and feedback in terms of data analysis processes.  Instances of the ES 

principal‘s level of practices for this dimension were not as preponderant.  

Working side by side with teachers in data analysis for decision-making. 

Observation, interview, and focus group data revealed that the both principals meet 

regularly with teachers to facilitate data analysis and plan for instruction. While both 

principals indicated that they model professional practices and values, the data suggests 

that the teachers at the MS view the principal as highly engaged in working with small 

groups of teachers around data. The TLB survey results support this evidence.  Table 7 

displays the results for the TLB scale, Symbolizing Professional Practices and illustrates 

the difference in means of the two campuses.  At the ES, the teachers somewhat agree 

that the principal implements this practice (M=3.15) while at the MS, the teachers 

strongly agree that the principal models professional practices (M =3.71).  

The ES principal, as revealed through the principal and campus leaders‘ 

interviews as well as observation data, meets regularly with the teachers to discuss 

student achievement data and plan for interventions.  The teachers, however, did not 

make specific reference to her interactions. Observation of data meetings at the ES 

reveals that the principal shares district data documents with teachers that she has 

modified and refined to suit the needs of the campus. The means for the scale for 
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Principal Leadership for Data Use, Table 4, is 3.29 (ES) suggesting that the teachers 

mostly agree that the principal is actively leading data use on the campus.  

At the MS, the principal, the campus leadership team, and the teachers all 

provided examples of his ongoing side-by-side interactions with the teachers to analyze 

data and instruction. In discussing how he meets with small groups of teachers to model 

data use, he stated, ―You‘re actually teaching what you want and showing the value of 

what you want and that‘s very important to my leadership style.‖  He continued, ―You 

actually got to get in and with the teachers, and sit down, do it with them, talk with 

them….‖ In general, the MS teachers perceive the principal as highly engaged in data 

use, modeling the practice with them, and they expressed enthusiasm and regard for his 

work with data. ―[The principal] is very good about looking at data, and getting us data. 

He‘s very smart about the data. He tries to do a lot of what we would like to do. And 

sometimes we think he works too hard at it.‖ Although there was clear indication in the 

interviews that the MS principal purposefully modeled effective data use practices for the 

teachers, the scale for Principal Leadership for Data Use at the MS is only slightly 

higher than the ES (M = 3.33). The TLB survey results are a clear indication, however, 

that the efforts of the principal to lead by example are appreciated by the teachers who 

strongly agree (M=3.71) that the principal engages in behaviors that characterize this 

TLB dimension.  

Interestingly, both principals are building their own capacity to use data to inform 

decisions by working with the teachers.  Each principal expressed a lack of confidence 
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regarding their own data use abilities.  The ES principal stated that ―she never was a 

numbers person‖ until she began working with the teachers to use data.  The MS 

principal commented, ―I had to become a data person when I became a principal. I was 

never good. And that‘s part of the reason that I work so closely with them.  I‘m learning 

too,  whether they know it or not.‖  

Responding constructively regarding data use practices. Both principals 

emphasized that they hoped to use data to improve instruction rather than as critical 

evaluations.  Observation data revealed that in data meetings, the principals asked 

questions, encouraged teacher input, and facilitated conversations among the teachers in 

order to share best instructional practices.  The ES principal stated, in reference to 

developing teacher instructional capacity, that she worked in small groups with teachers, 

or ―one on one‖ and ―individually.‖  She offered the following example, ―I could be 

walking into a classroom and see something going on and then have a conversation…. Or 

jump into the instruction.‖  Her example serves as evidence of modeling professional 

instructional practices and providing constructive feedback for the teachers. The MS 

interview data likewise suggests that the principal is purposeful in pushing the teachers to 

think deeply about student data.  One teacher described the principal as ―serious‖ about 

data use while another noted that the principal will work hard to model how data is 

effectively considered, ―He‘ll pare it back for you [the data].‖   

Demonstrating a willingness to think differently or change practice based on 

collaborative data use analysis. The ES principal described her approach to leadership 
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as ―I‘m not a top down authoritative sort of person….‖  The data indicates that she strives 

to garner teacher feedback in order to improve.  For instance, she stated, ―It‘s not my way 

or the highway.‖  The teachers stated that meeting requirements had been ―refined‖ at the 

ES in response to their feedback.   

The MS principal likewise encouraged teacher feedback for improvement 

purposes, ―I expect the staff to be able to look me in the eye and say ‗this doesn‘t 

work….‖ He provided a specific example regarding data use. ―One of the things I learned 

in going through the data with small groups of teachers is about the unique challenges 

different curriculum have with their type of assessment.‖  At the MS, the teachers 

interviewed referred to the principal‘s flexibility noting that he supported their 

modifications to the data analysis process.  One teacher stated, ―People kind of changed it 

[the process] to do it their own way….‖  

Interviews with the principals and observations further illustrated that the 

principals are both highly aware of their own data use literacy and invite feedback in 

order to evolve as data users. This was especially true, however at the MS.  The principal 

described his role as follows: ―They give me their analysis and I take a look at their 

analysis and compare it to what I‘ve been thinking.‖ If there is ―incongruence,‖ he meets 

with the teachers to understand the issue.  He provided a clear example of how he has 

changed his thinking and understanding of data use: 

And the best illustration of that I have is that I‘m a history guy, that‘s what I did. I 

worked a lot with Special Education and Math. I hadn‘t spent a lot of time with the 
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Language Arts people until this year and I understand they‘ve got a much different take 

on what needs to be happening and how to assess their skills.   

The TLB survey results, Table 7, indicate that both principals engage in the 

leadership practice of modeling effective data use practices, but it is more clearly evident 

at the MS.  

Summary of Results for Developing People. In regards to Research Question 1, 

the ES principal displays many characteristics of a Transformational Leader who works 

to intellectually challenge and motivate teachers and provide support for innovation.  

Overall, the teachers agree that the principal is Transformational relative to this Category, 

as indicated by the Developing People scale score (M=3.10). The MS principal, however, 

is perceived by his teachers as highly transformational in this category as reflected by the 

high means for Developing People scale (M=3.60). The survey results mirror the analysis 

of the interview data.  

Research Question 2 is addressed through the survey results and findings from 

analysis of interview and observation data that reveals that the principals are leading the 

campuses in data use practices which are generally perceived by the teachers as valuable. 

Efforts at the ES are geared toward pushing teachers to think deeply about instructional 

practices, but support can at times be misconstrued as burdensome. The MS principal is 

highly engaged in working closely with teachers regarding data use, but some efforts to 

build data use expertise are misunderstood by the teachers and causing frustration.   
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Finally, the relationship between the Developing People category and data use is 

seen to be extensive in the findings and results and illuminates Research Question 3.  On 

each campus, using student data to inform instruction through deep and reflective 

thinking, in a non-punitive manner, contributed to the Intellectual Stimulation of the 

teachers and led to an increased and more intrinsically motivated use of data to inform 

instruction.  Principal Leadership and Symbolizing Professional Practices emerged as a 

critical intersection for the TLB‘s and data use, especially at the MS.  

Redesigning the Organization 

The third TLB category, Redesigning the Organization, is considered by 

Leithwood as the efforts of the principal to build and develop the structures and cultures 

of a learning organization.  The category encompasses the leadership dimensions of 

Strengthening Culture, Developing Structures for Collaborative Decision Making, and 

Building Positive Relationships with the Community.  I discuss the results regarding the 

relationship between these dimensions and data use in this section. The findings and 

results offer some intriguing intersections between how the principals use data to build 

and foster cultural norms on each campus. The survey results generally suggest that the 

teachers consider the principals to engage in practices that promote the campus culture.  

The findings suggest, however, that the Developing Structures dimension was much 

higher at the MS than at the ES.  The descriptions of the results examining the principals‘ 

TL behaviors and campus data use practices pointed to interesting evidence of higher 

levels of transactional leadership relative to data use. Little evidence emerged in the data 
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to suggest that the principals were intentionally and purposefully advancing collaborative 

data informed decision making processes with the community. The section concludes 

with a summary of the converged findings and results relative to the literature. 

Strengthening culture. As presented in the literature review above, the TLB 

dimension of Strengthening Culture ties to data use practices through the following 

specific leadership practices:  

 Using data to strengthen norms and values that are fundamental to daily 

practices and operations of the campus 

 Assisting staff to use data to act from a place of shared beliefs, norms, and 

values 

 Facilitating the organizational uses of data  

 Sharing power through collaborative data use decision making 

The next section presents the results in light of these components of Strengthening 

Culture and points to instances in which the principals were building and fostering 

campus culture through varies data use activities.   

Using data to strengthen norms and values that are fundamental to daily 

practices and operations of the campus. The data reveals that both principals 

emphasize the significance of positive relationships as a pillar of their campus culture.  

Interestingly, both principals expressed ways in which data use has enabled them to 

develop relationships with the students.  Additionally, the MS principal indicated that 

data analysis enables him to address issues of equity on the campus to strengthen that 
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organizational value. The data also suggests that the ES principal engages the campus in 

data analysis to celebrate gains and improvements in student achievement, a leadership 

practice that also strengthens the campus culture. 

As evidenced in the data, the principals consider positive relationships as a core to 

the campus culture.  For example, the ES principal stated, ―I think relationships and 

atmosphere can make or break a school.‖ Observation and interview data further suggests 

that the principal models a ―welcoming‖ attitude toward students, parents, and teachers.  

She elaborated, ―I feel like I‘m a real person.  What you see is what you get with me.  So 

I‘m there and I‘m interacting and welcoming the parents. And talking to the teachers 

about welcoming the parents in the classroom.‖ The emphasis on relationship was 

apparent in discussions with the administrative team as well. As one instructional leader 

commented, ― She [the principal] has such an amazing relationship with students, parents, 

and staff….‖  

At the ES, positive relationships foster communication among the staff, students, 

and parents.  Furthermore, the principal noted that data analysis is a tool for her to 

develop relationships with students, a value she strengthens in her interactions with 

teachers.  ―I feel like if I put my hands on it [student data] I can recognize the kids‘ 

names.  When the teachers bring the kid ‗names up I can say, ‗Oh I remember…. You 

know I remember that kid. He got this… ‗It just helps stick in my mind, personally.‖ The 

TLB scale, Strengthening Culture, and the Survey of Educator Data Use scale, Principal 
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Leadership, are positively and significantly correlated at the ES, as displayed in Table 10, 

and further suggests a point of intersection between TL and data use, (r=.623, p=.008).  

Table 10 

 
Strengthening 

Culture 
Developing 
Structures 

Community 
Relationship 
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The data suggests that relationships are likewise fundamental to the campus 

culture of the MS. The MS principal stated, ―And I talk a lot about relationships as the 

first step in teaching children.‖  Interestingly, he provided a strikingly similar example of 

how data enables him to get to know the students,  

You know, I‘ll be looking over a whole set of data and names stick in my head in 

categories…. Like I can tell you Mark right now on the top of my head is failing a couple 

Data's Effectiveness for Pedagogy Pearson 
Correlation 

.421 .397 .264 

Sig. (2-tailed) .093 .115 .306 

Principal Leadership Pearson 
Correlation 

.623** .595* .301 

Sig. (2-tailed) .008 .012 .241 

Support for Data Use Pearson 
Correlation 

.656** .652** .317 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .005 .214 

District Vision Pearson 
Correlation 

.509* .293 .279 

Sig. (2-tailed) .037 .254 .278 

Data Attitudes Pearson 
Correlation 

.524* .453 .287 

Sig. (2-tailed) .031 .068 .264 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Note. n=17 
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of classes and I know he‘s struggling in Math and I know he gives his teacher heck.  And 

I‘ll walk down the hall and say, ‗Mark, how‘s that math going?  I saw your grade.‘ And I 

try to do that because just that little interaction…. He knows that I know… and [I] am 

paying attention. 

While each principal valued data analysis as a method for getting to know 

students better, at least one teacher at each campus expressed skepticism regarding how 

the campus wide data analysis helps them get to know their own students and provide 

appropriate interventions. For example, at the ES, one teacher stated, ―It‘s just that they 

look at this kid as a ‗hot‘ [in need of interventions] because they failed. I have a kid who 

is extremely hot for me, but he passed. But he won‘t get any help because he passed.‖ At 

the MS, a teacher said, ―The principal feels that there‘s some benefit to our doing all the 

work [data analysis] because he thinks we‘ll get to know our kids as we dig through the 

data.  I think I‘ll get to know them anyway if someone hands me a report. I really do.‖  

While the principals specifically cited examples of how data helps them develop 

relationships, it was not clearly evident that the teachers shared this view. Two more 

examples of data use to strengthen culture are evident.  At the ES, the principal 

purposefully crafted the initial campus wide data analysis so that teachers would 

celebrate improvements.  

We started in August, we looked at all of our successes.  And how many point 

gains we had by each sub-population.  We just slapped it up on the screen. And I only put 
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the positives. We only did the gains, first. Just so they could see all the hard work they 

had done and all the progress they had made. 

Campus wide celebrations are considered in the research as a method for leaders 

to strengthen culture.  A second example of using data to strengthen culture emerged 

from the interview with the MS principal.  He made a unilateral decision to change 

students‘ schedules based on data analysis of the English Language Learners (ELL‘s) 

achievement scores.  His analysis exposed an equity issue which he was compelled to 

address by focusing resources on three teaching teams who were then responsible for 

serving the ELL students.  ―I looked at their scores….at how horrendous they were....‖ 

and he made the decision to ―focus all our resources‖ on ―three teams‖ who would be 

designated as the teams for serving ELL students. ―It was a data-driven change.‖ The 

principal went on to describe the ensuing interactions with the teachers, ―They didn‘t 

want to be held accountable.  They said, ‗its not fair.‘‖  … His response to the teachers 

was, ―‘This isn‘t what‘s fair to you this is about what‘s fair to the kids.‘‖ The principal 

clearly articulated the values and norms in his response to the teachers. He added, ―There 

are some things you just can‘t live with.‖  

The MS principal made this decision independently his first weeks on the campus 

(he started mid-year) based on his data analysis. The principal stated, ―It was a data-

driven change.‖ While the decision was not an example of collaborative decision making, 

and therefore not an exemplar of purely Transformational Leadership, the principal was 

motivated to correct an injustice, a fundamental element of Transformational Leadership.  
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Importantly, the principal did invite input and feedback from the teachers in order to 

monitor, adjust, and plan for scheduling the ELL students for the following school year 

demonstrating the collaborative nature of his leadership style.  

Assisting staff to use data to act from a place of shared beliefs, norms, and 

values. The data provided very little evidence that the principals intentionally engaged 

this leadership practice. Evidence of this behavior was apparent in only two instances.  

First, in implementing the schedule change presented in the section above, the MS 

principal demonstrated and assisted the staff to act from the belief that equity is valued on 

the campus. The ―data-driven‖ decision strengthened the culture of the school and 

resulted in increased test scores for the ELL students.  The principal stated, ―It was the 

change to embrace a lot of the ELL kids.  I think they liked us more. I really believe that. 

They tried harder….and they all passed that reading test.‖  

The ES principal indicated that she would like to cast a wider net in gathering 

data for her teachers when she referred to her idea to implement the community walk as a 

way to deepen the teachers‘ understanding of the students‘ cultural lives and challenge 

the assumptions some teachers make based on the students‘ demographics.  In discussing 

issues that she hopes to address in terms of campus culture, the principal commented, 

―I‘d like to see the teachers communicate more with parents….I still think we have 

people who make assumptions.  Assumptions about the home life.  Assumptions about if 

you‘re economically disadvantaged.‖     
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Facilitating organizational use of data.   Data use that runs throughout the 

organization as a deeply embedded habit of practice speaks to the notion that behaviors 

which are considered a norm, are deeply rooted in the daily operations of the school, and 

are embedded as a habit.  The data suggests that the principals at both schools are 

initiating efforts geared toward facilitating organizational use of data, but to  different 

levels of success and in different ways.  Furthermore, the data suggests that the district‘s 

unique teacher appraisal system advances the principal‘s efforts to build teacher data use 

capacities. Instances of each are described below.  

The ES principal strives to provide multiple data sources to the teachers in order 

to facilitate data use as an organizational norm. At the ES, the principal stated, ―I am of 

the opinion that the more we can put data in teacher‘s hands, and get them working with 

it and looking at it, [the more teachers are…] figuring out ‗what does that mean for their 

classroom, for each kiddo.‖ The interview data reveals, however, that simply providing 

the teachers with ―more data‖ does not necessarily lead to increased or effective data use.  

Data must be meaningful for the teachers. For example, several ES teachers indicated that 

reading assessment data conducted by district personelle was not helpful. One teacher 

noted, ―When I get the data back, I don‘t know what they mean. I have no idea and say 

‗I‘m not going to use that.‘  It‘s a waste of my time and paperwork. Someone might use 

it, but I‘m not.‖Another teacher agreed, ―It means nothing to me either….‖ 

 The ES teachers are using data, however, when it is meaningful to them.  They 

indicated that they use TAKS scores, diagnostic assessments, reading assessments, 
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personal monitoring, and classroom performance in their daily instructional decision-

making. In addition, the teachers commented they use data to group students by 

instructional levels, but that it is not solely determined on the basis of one test score. 

―Sometimes more goes into it than just their level. Maybe we know it‘s just fluency that 

is holding them back. They might benefit more from Read Naturally or a different 

program. It‘s more than just the number.‖ The principal‘s emphasis on providing an array 

of data for instructional decisions is promoting the organizational use of data, but only 

when the data provided is understood by the teachers.  That teachers value relevant data 

and are encouraged to use multiple sources of data to make instructional decisions is 

evidenced not only through the interview and observation analysis, but also by the results 

of the Survey of Educator Data Use scale , Data’s Effectiveness for Pedagogy (M=3.46).  

As the scale with the highest means (see Table 4), the teachers surveyed generally agree 

that data use enhances their pedagogical practices. Table 10 presents the correlation 

results for the Strengthening Culture TLB dimension and data use scales indicating that 

the there is a positive correlation between the leadership practice and data use on the 

campus. (r=.421), that is close to meeting the .05 alpha level (p=.093). 
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The MS principal facilitates organizational use of data through purposeful 

capacity building.  The creation of the Data Leader position, mentioned earlier, serves as 

an example.   The MS principal indicated that he hoped by building the capacity of a few 

teachers (the Data Leaders), the expertise would ―spread to others.‖ He described how he 

informed the teachers of their new role on campus.  ―So I said, ‗you are the data leaders 

and I‘m going to pay this token stipend to do that.‘‖  He continued to elaborate, ―It [data 

use] is everybody‘s job, but at some point we have to get over the aversion to it.‖ The 

teachers, however, expressed confusion about their role and were not clear on the reasons 

they were chosen.  They also considered the tasks associated with the role to be time-

consuming.  One teacher commented, ―We dread being the Data Leaders.‖ An excerpt 

from the teacher focus group illustrates the groups‘ sentiment, but also demonstrates that 

expertise relative to data analysis had been developed: 

Researcher: Do you guys like it [Data Leaders]? 

Teacher 1: No.  

Teacher 2: We weren‘t excited to be it again this year.  

Teacher 1: We were chosen to be on it. 

Researcher: But do you find that it‘s useful, even if it‘s kind of a drag? 

Teacher 2: Yes. It‘s helped me to figure it out. Definitely. I‘m better able to 

communicate it to the grade level.  
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Teacher 1: I just don‘t like the fact that I have to write all this stuff down, and 

then go and type it up again and send it to my team. It takes too much of my time, 

I could be planning. I want someone to do that for me and then tell me.    

Teacher 2: It comes back to the fact that it‘s very labor intensive. We get raw stuff 

and we have to make it relevant. 

The exchange suggests that the Data Leaders are developing their own capacity to 

understand student data, but how they are building the capacity of other teachers, and 

thus facilitating organization data use, is not evident.  

The data revealed another more apparent instance of capacity building. The MS 

principal and teachers both referred to the work of the Special Education teacher.  The 

Special Education teacher had received extensive training in data use, as a requirement of 

the position, and had been supported by the administration in her role and capacity.  The 

administrative team commented that ―this year she doesn‘t need us. She can go to the 

teachers and be confident in explaining what‘s going on [in the data].‖  The teachers also 

referred to the Special Education department as providing their teams with informative 

data. Notably, the position itself inherently required data use knowledge and skills; the 

Special Education teacher was not paid a stipend to use data.  

Finally, the teachers at both campuses described the district initiative to require 

teachers to analyze data as a component of the district evaluation system.  A MS teacher 

described the process as follows:  
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If you‘ve been in the district teaching for more than two years, we do an action 

research-style teacher assessment. You create a banner question, and then you 

collect quantitative and qualitative data for the year based on whatever your 

question is…. I had to collect all that data and disaggregate it and put it into a 

form that I presented to my peers at the end of the year. 

At least one ES teacher also referred to the district appraisal system as building capacity 

for data use by requiring teachers to use and consider student data for action research. 

Both the ES and MS faculties agree that the district has a clear purpose for data informed 

instruction as well as suggested by the results of the Survey of Educator Data Use for 

District Vision (M=3.41 and M=3.31, respectively). The district appraisal system furthers 

the efforts of the principals to build teacher capacity and serves as an example of the 

facilitation of organizational data use.  

Sharing power through collaborative decision making. The principals both 

indicated that they welcome and invite teacher feedback relative to decision making, 

however, the MS principal was clear that he purposefully provided direction for the 

teachers first and reserved decision making power for himself when it involved issues of 

student access and equity. The principals and teachers provided examples of teacher 

collaboration for data based instructional decisions. 

The ES principal emphasized that she did not view herself as a dictator, but rather 

as a facilitator who shared power.  ―I‘m not an authoritative, top down, every single thing 

has to come through me kind of person.‖  Data use provides the principal with a method 
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and tool for sharing information and power. At the ES, the principal made the concerted 

effort to ensure that teachers received data results at the same time she did, ―I think it has 

helped with the teachers to have a new format.  I provided access to all my grade level 

teachers to receive that [data]. So it doesn‘t go to me then I look at it and then send it to 

them. They get it at the same time, in the same email as I do.‖ The data suggests that the 

teachers use the data to make key instructional decisions regarding student placement and 

instructional interventions particularly regarding student placement and interventions. 

One teacher described the process, ―My whole team gets together.  We group the students 

by levels.‖ displays the results for the Strengthening Culture scale, and indicates that the 

teachers generally agree that the principal strives to develop a collaborative campus 

culture.   

The MS principal also described his leadership as trying to develop ―grassroots‖ 

decisions and fostering teacher decision making and problem solving.  The assistant 

principal reflected the principal‘s intention, ―The principal always says, ‗if I drop dead 

tomorrow, we‘re doing the staff and the students a disservice, if we don‘t establish the 

processes of how it‘s supposed to happen.‖  The principal described his efforts as 

follows: ―The idea is to make everyone interchangeable.‖  Building the capacity of the 

Data Leaders and working with the teachers in small groups to make instructional 

decisions are examples of ways in which the MS principal is sharing power. The teachers 

at the MS strongly agree that the principal is building a collaborative culture on the 

campus, as reflected in results for the Strengthening Culture scale displayed in Table 11 
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and noted in their comments regarding how he fosters open communication, models how 

data helps build relationships with students, and invites and responds to feedback. The 

collaboration around data use with the principal‘s leadership might be enhancing the 

teachers‘ instructional capacity as reflected in the Effectiveness for Pedagogy scale score, 

Table 4. In addition, Table 11 displays the positive correlation between the TLB 

dimension Strengthening Culture and Effectiveness for Pedagogy (r=.492, p=.011).  

Developing an organizational culture of data use is an example of how TL and data use 

intersect.  

Table 11 

TLB Survey Results, Redesigning The Organization 

 ES MS 

 Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Redesigning The Org. 3.11 .615 3.50 .458 

Strengthening Culture 3.16 .637 3.62 .425 

Developing Structures 2.87 .703 3.39 .570 

Community Relationship 3.40 .580 3.49 .536 

Notes. ES. n=36. MS. n=51 

 

Developing structures. The proposed framework presented in Chapter 2 outlines 

the intersection of TL and data use through delineating specific leadership practices.  As 
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noted in the literature review, leaders who are intentional in developing defined roles for 

teachers to serve in collaborative decision making teams or cadres enhances the evolution 

of a learning organization and is considered by Leithwood as a key element of TL. Data 

use literature also points to areas in which successful leaders develop data teams and 

defined protocols to guide data inquiry throughout the organization. Norms which guide 

the shared decision making processes and ensure campus leadership is considerate of and 

responsive to the teachers‘ decisions enhance the development of structures. The results 

for Developing Structures are presented through the following behaviors:  

 Creating teams that analyze an array of data sources to inform curricular 

and instructional decisions 

 Considering others‘ opinions, as a norm and protocol, for data informed 

decisions 

The findings and results point to several examples of the principals‘ efforts to 

build and develop teams; moreover, the data indicates that the MS principal was 

purposeful and intentional in his efforts to create data teams on the campus.  The 

principals promoted the norm of open communication as indicated by teachers on both 

campuses.  The principals responded to feedback from the teachers regarding data use 

processes enhancing the structural ability of the teams to influence decisions.  

Creating teams that analyze an array of data sources to inform curricular 

and instructional decisions. The MS principal created the Data Leader position on the 

campus in the attempt to build structures which support data use.  ―The number one thing 
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I stressed last year was the Data Leaders….I was told when I got here that there was tons 

of data running around on this campus. But it‘s all been compiled….‖ The MS principal 

purposefully built structures to support and facilitate teachers‘ use of data to 

collaboratively make data driven decisions. The effort to ―make everyone 

interchangeable‖ is an example of how the MS principal is creating structures to 

specifically work with data. Teachers, however, viewed the Data Leader position as an 

extra burden.  ―We do a lot of highlighting….‖  The teachers are charged with compiling 

the data for their team. MS data use is also supported by other collaborative structures.  

One MS teacher explained, ―We have horizontal and vertical teams. Both work with 

data….‖ While the Data Leaders indicated that they are struggling with the workload, 

generally, the teachers at the MS value the team processes as indicated by the score of the 

Developing Structures dimension displayed in Table 11 (M=3.39) the TL dimension.  

The ES also has teams that work with data, although there is little evidence that 

the new teams were developed specifically to work with data as was apparent at the MS. 

Instructional leaders at the campus indicated that they work with collaborative teams of 

teachers around data use.  The principal described the process to make data informed 

―committee‖ or ―group‖ decisions, ―Teachers can collect data for two weeks and can give 

a good picture if a student is making progress.  If a kid is making progress, we can 

continue it.  If we‘re hitting a roadblock, then we can come back in two more weeks to 

see if progress is being made or if we need to change something up.‖ The teachers also 

referred to the structured meetings, ―We meet on Thursdays during planning time.  This 
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forces people who weren‘t monitoring or using data to do more of it….‖  Another teacher 

described the effort to develop structured time for collaborative data use as follows, 

―There‘s more accountability for it. Going into meetings, talking about kids, they‘ll ask 

you for it. Where are you getting it? What are you doing?‖ References to ―forcing‖ and 

―monitoring‖ suggest that, in this instance, the teachers are extrinsically motivated to use 

data, which aligns with a transactional leadership practice rather than a TLB.  

Teachers also discussed ways in which they work together using data to place 

students, ―My whole team gets together. We group students by levels.‖ The teachers 

indicate as well that the structured team meetings are burdensome, ―Now there are more 

meetings than ever.  It just keeps increasing.‖ Interestingly, the quantitative data suggests 

that teachers at the ES view the decision making structures as the least evident dimension 

of TL on the campus (M=2.87). Table 10 presents the correlation results for the TLB 

dimensions comprising Redesigning the Organization and the scales from the Survey of 

Educator Data Use and shows that there is a significant positive correlation between the 

Developing Structures scale and the Principal Leadership scale (r=.595, p=.012) and 

Support for Data Use (r=.652, p=.005). Taken together, the results suggest that, in this 

dimension, data use correlates more closely to the type of leadership that is the most 

aligned with transactional practices.  

Considering others’ opinions, as a norm and protocol, regarding data 

informed decisions. The data suggests that both principals modified their practices based 

on feedback from teachers. Additionally, interview and observation data suggests that the 
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principals indicated that teacher judgment was honored as a data source on both 

campuses.  

At the ES, observation data reveals that the principal considered the different 

ways that the teachers were using benchmark data to inform instructional decisions, 

especially in determining types of interventions that the teachers were recommending for 

the students.  While the district scored benchmark incorporated all the learning objectives 

for the year, the teachers also scored the test based on only the objectives that had been 

taught thus far.  During the meeting, the teachers explained that they were most interested 

in assessing which students were still falling short of the standard based after the 

concepts and skills had been taught.  The principal encouraged the teachers to utilize the 

data that was meaningful to them and supported their recommendations.   

Interview data also suggests that the principal views that data use and classroom 

instruction may vary from class to class and provides opportunities for implement data 

use in ways they consider to be the most effective.  The teachers likewise indicated that 

they use benchmark data is ways that is most effective to inform their teaching. ―The data 

we use is specific to me doing my job the way we need to do it.‖ The principal expressed 

that teacher judgment is a valuable source of information. In discussing the data used to 

make instructional decisions the principal said they use ―multiple sources, and their 

professional understanding.‖ She further indicated that while teachers implement a 

common assessment, she provides latitude for classroom instruction: 
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As a grade level, they give one assessment so students are expected to perform the 

same way. Classroom instruction is different by class personality. Are they on the same 

page at the same time every day? Not necessarily. But that end result, that common 

assessment for them, helps guide their instruction and change their instruction. 

Data from the MS reveals that the principal honors and considers the opinions of 

teachers in using data to inform curricular and instructional decisions.  The principal was 

observed engaging a grade level department in deep conversations regarding common 

assessments.  The principal suggested that the teachers work together with his leadership, 

to examine other campuses who have effectively implemented common assessments and 

then start to develop their own for next year. He clearly communicated that the teachers 

would ―make the common assessments their own‖ uniquely suited to the campus‘s needs.  

Interview data from the principals and the teachers further indicated that the 

principal modified data use processes based on teacher input.  The data form was 

challenging and difficult for different disciplines to implement.  The teachers were 

encouraged to adapt the form to make it more user friendly.  The principal noted that he 

learns from the teachers, ―whether they know it or not.‖  

Community relationships. The proposed framework provides the scaffolding for 

how leaders who are considered transformational use data to promote positive 

relationships with the community. While the research regarding specifics towards 

principal leadership was comparatively scarce, the dimension is considered here.  I 

present the results of the data in the following two sections: 
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 Communicating data processes and analysis frequently and proactively 

with parents and community stakeholders 

 Involving parents and community stakeholders in decision-making 

processes 

Communicating data processes and analysis frequently and proactively with 

parents and community stakeholders. While the quantitative data suggests that the 

teachers viewed the ES and MS principals as working closely with the community (M = 

3.40 and M = 3.49, respectively) there was little evidence in the qualitative data pointing 

to leadership practices aimed communicating data processes and results to parents in a 

systemic fashion.  The data did suggest that the district publishes results to the 

community resulting in what the ES teachers perceived as negative consequences. The 

excerpt from the ES Teacher Focus Group illustrates this point:   

Researcher: Is it the publishing part that makes the bad blood? A campus thing? 

Teacher 1: It‘s a spreadsheet. It‘ll say ES, 5
th

 grade, 50%.  

Teacher 2: Another ES! [group starts talking over each other] 

Teacher 3: Compared to them, it‘s going to look like we‘re not teaching.  

Teacher 2: Parents pull this stuff up on the website and don‘t want their kids at 

ES.  

The ES principal described the ongoing interactions, both formal and informal, that she 

has with parents regarding campus issues, but did not describe specific activities relative 

to data. Observation and Interview data indicated that the ES principal places a high 
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value on parent communication regarding the individual student achievement but there 

was little to no evidence of purposeful efforts to frequently inform parents of campus 

improvements. MS observation data and interview data gave no indication of such efforts 

other than the principal stating that he is constantly asking his leadership team, ―Has 

anyone called that parent?‖ 

Involving parents and community stakeholders in decision-making processes. 

There was no evidence of this dimension revealed in the data. While the ES principal 

made reference to bringing parents in for informative meetings and orientations, there 

was no mention of how she purposefully brings parents into an ongoing data-informed 

decision making process.  Parent communication regarding decisions was reserved for 

individual student-teacher issues.  The MS principal made one reference to how he ―talks 

to the parents‖ regarding individual student issues, but did not provide specific examples 

of how parents and/or community stakeholders are included in data informed campus 

decision making. 

Summary of Redesigning The Organization. These results and findings reveal 

that while the ES principal practices several elements characteristic of the TLB, 

Redesigning The Organization, there are pockets of practice that are more transactional, 

most notably in the Developing Structures.  The overall means for the scale Redesigning 

the Organization, displayed in Table 11 and the analysis of the interview and observation 

data, point to the principal‘s efforts to build and strengthen a collaborative and relational 
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culture that relies on structures that are primarily sustained through mandates, 

monitoring, and extrinsic accountability.   

On the other hand, the data suggests that the MS principal exhibits practices that 

are considered to be highly indicative of TL in this category. His clear emphasis on 

implementing structures that are interchangeable and in building a collaborative culture is 

perceived by his teachers. The overall means for the scale illustrate this point.   

Relative to RQ1, the evidence suggests that, compared to the first two categories, 

the ES principal calls on fewer dimensions of Transformational Leadership while the MS 

principal is clearly employing practices that are characteristic of TL. The TL survey data 

suggests that the principals are developing relationships with the community, but the 

qualitative data failed to provide specific examples of how the principals include and 

empower parents or community members in decision making processes.  

RQ 2 is addressed through the findings and results as follows: Data use on both 

campuses appeared as a tool for the principals‘ to enhance their relationships with 

students although the data suggested that the teachers didn‘t see the value in using data to 

build relationships.  This may be due to the nature of the roles.  Principals develop 

relationships with a campus of students while teachers focus their attention on the 

students in their classrooms or on their teams.  Teachers on both campuses see how data 

useincreases their expertise and effectiveness for instruction.  

The data analysis shows that there is an intersection between culture and data use, 

especially in terms of how principals who value knowing students use data to increase 
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that practice. Moreover, values of social justice and equity are heightened through the 

principals‘ personal consideration of multiple sources of data to make structural decisions 

and develop teachers‘ cultural awareness.  While the principals expressed their personal 

commitment to building relationships, achieving equity, and being culturally responsive, 

the underlying values and beliefs relative to schools‘ culture are not explicitly shared and 

examined as a campus and are thus not purposefully advanced through data use at the 

organizational level.  This disconnect hampers the teachers‘ intrinsic motivation to use 

data and stifles the organic development of meaningful and relevant structures for data 

use based on shared beliefs and shared vision.  Rather, transactional practices such as 

mandates, accountability, and stipends are used to increase structural data use initiatives.  

Taken together, this analysis speaks to RQ3 and provides insight to how Redesigning the 

Organization and Data Use relate in these cases.  
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Chapter Five: Summary, Discussion, Implications 

In this Chapter, I offer a preliminary model of a Transformational Data Leader 

(TDL) which emerges from literature and research relative to Transformational 

Leadership (TL) and data use as well as from the results and findings presented above.  

The model is based on Leithwood‘s school specific model of TL and incorporates 

predominant research regarding effective data use practices.  I present the discussion by 

first summarizing the results and then offering the model.  Next, the key elements of each 

dimension of the model are discussed with attention to relevant research and findings 

from the current inquiry.  Finally, implications relative to leadership theory, educational 

policy, and future research are presented.  

Restatement of Problem 

While the literature relative to effective school leadership is replete with a wide 

array of theoretical constructs, examinations of leadership behaviors relative to the daily 

demands and tasks confronting principals is comparatively vague (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2006). Given the current accountability policy context, school reform efforts are not only 

measured in terms of student data, but the use of data based decision making has become 

a central focus for many school improvement initiatives (Honig & Coburn, 2008; Lachat 

& Smith, 2005).  The body of research analyzing data use in schools maintains that 

school leadership plays a key role in successful implementation of these efforts (Knapp, 

et al., 2006; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006a), but a strong theoretical frame for data use 

leadership has not been fully advanced.  The aim of this study is to explore the 
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relationship between Leithwood‘s theory of TL and effective data use practices in order 

to contribute to both bodies of literature. The study employed a multi-case study analysis 

and drew on survey results, interview and focus group data, and observation data to 

inform the exploration.  Three research questions guided the inquiry: 

1. What are the levels of Transformational Leadership Behaviors exhibited at 

each campus? 

2. What are the data use practices currently being implemented on each 

campus? 

3. What is the relationship between Transformational Leadership Behaviors 

and data use? 

The section below provides a summary of the results relative to each research 

question and presents evidence of the leadership styles and data use practices that were 

most prominent on each campus.  The section concludes with a proposed framework that 

outlines the linkages between TL and data use that emerge from the relevant research and 

findings of this study.  

Summary of Results 

In general, the principals of both campuses are considered by their teachers to 

engage in leadership practices that can be characterized as TL.  Each principal uses 

multiple data sources to inform the development of the Campus Improvement Plan (CIP) 

as a district initiative although the development of the campus strategic plans cannot be 

viewed as a campus-wide endeavor since only a few teachers were involved in the 
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process.  The principals, however, are actively working with the campus leadership teams 

and teachers to craft data informed campus, departmental, and grade level goals. In 

addition, the principals and teachers call on data to collaboratively monitor progress and 

adjust instructional strategies.  The Transformational Leadership Behavior (TLB) of 

Visioning, however, is not clearly apparent.  The principals and teachers struggled to 

articulate a clear vision and mission and could not describe processes for exploring 

beliefs and attitudes relative to the larger purpose of education.  Initial efforts to develop 

a common language for teaching, learning, and data use are apparent, especially at the 

Middle School (MS).  Critical conversations regarding shared values are not evident. The 

TLB of Expectations, however, was clearly evident and served to advance the way 

teachers use data to inform their pedagogy.   

Results suggest that each principal also displays high levels of the TL Category 

Developing People. Behaviors related to the dimension of intellectual stimulation,  that 

arose as a dimension of this category, are highly evident on both campuses as the 

principals work intentionally to push deep and reflective inquiry, especially in terms of 

how data analysis informs pedagogical practices.  The principals are open to new ideas 

and invite teacher feedback.  This emphasis on open communication and co-learning is 

especially apparent at the MS and serves to spark an intrinsic motivation for teachers to 

use relevant data to improve their teaching methods. Each principal emphasizes that 

collaborative data analysis is non-punitive and should be used to enhance teachers‘ 

pedagogy. District initiatives for data use, however, are perceived at the Elementary 
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School (ES) as judgmental and undermine the principal‘s efforts to spark innovation in a 

non-punitive climate.  

Targeted, purposeful, and consistent professional development regarding data use 

is not evident on either campus and may account for some frustration for the teachers.  

The MS teachers are keenly aware of the principal‘s efforts to develop their capacity as 

data users.  His leadership practices can be viewed as exhibiting a high level of TL in 

terms of Symbolizing Professional Practices and Values relative to data use. The results 

suggest that the principal models data use for the teachers in small groups and 

demonstrates how collaborative discussions lead to new learning and understanding for 

instructional improvement efforts.  

The principals mostly exhibit practices that can be considered TL in the 

Redesigning the Organization Category; however, transactional leadership behaviors 

were the most apparent in this category. Interestingly, the principals at each campus 

expressed ways in which their own personal data analysis enhances their relationships 

with students, a value the principals hold as a pillar of campus culture.  Data use serves as 

key to practicing the dimension of Strengthening Culture for the principals.  Teachers, in 

general, did not share in the perception that campus data use initiatives enables them to 

develop relationships with their students.   

Developing Structures is the second TLB considered in Redesigning The 

Organization Category. At the MS, the principal expressly noted that he was developing 

processes to create structures geared toward creating a learning organization, so that 
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decision making and problem solving was inherently collaborative and data informed.  

Both the administrative team and the teachers concurred that in the dimension of 

Developing Structures, the principal exhibited a high level of TL.  The findings did 

reveal, however, that the principal called on transactional practices, the stipends for the 

Data Leaders, to put the data based decision making structures into place. The ES 

teachers made reference as well to elements of transactional practices in that teachers 

were ―forced‖ and ―monitored‖ to use data in their team meetings as opposed to being 

intrinsically motivated. Finally, there was little evidence of the Community Relationship 

dimension relative to data use at either campus. 

That both principals engage in a wide variety of leadership practices that can be 

considered as TL is apparent in the results.  Furthermore, it is evident that the data use 

practices on each campus intersect with these practices in many instances as displayed by 

Figure 5. Areas in which the principals are more transactional than transformational 

relative to leadership and data use are also apparent.  

A Model of Transformational Data Leadership Behaviors (TDL) 

The overall purpose of this dissertation is to examine the intersection between TL 

and data use.  The dissertation explores how Leithwood‘s model of TL aligns with data 

use practices on a campus.  In essence, the study addresses how data use practices link to 

the TLB‘s.  Can the way a principal leads his/her campus through data use move beyond 

the transactional context of accountability and monitoring toward a leadership practice 

that is grounded in the concepts key to TL?  Based on the research presented in Chapter 
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2, Leithwood‘s model of TL, and the results of this study, I propose a preliminary model 

of Transformational Data Leadership (TL) outlined in Figure 6. The conclusion of this 

dissertation explores the model in light of relevant research and the findings and results 

of this study. 
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The proposed model draws heavily on Leithwood‘s model of TL, as it is specific 

to the work of campus principals and schools.  Additionally, the model integrates the 

findings and results that emerge from the body of data use literature and research.  The 

theoretical underpinnings of the theory of Burns‘s theory of TL serve to support the 

overall model. 

Explanation of the model through metaphor. The TDL model, as proposed, 

draws on the metaphor of a collaborative sailboat captain.  Like the captain of a sailing 

vessel, a principal is charged with leading his/her faculty to complete tasks that lead to a 

destination.  As collaboration and distributed leadership are key concepts to both TL and 

effective data use (Copland, 2003; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008) I invoke the image of a 

sailing captain who is committed to inclusive decision making.  Additionally, the notions 

of ethical leadership serve as the foundation of Burn‘s theory of TL.  Leaders who  are 

considered by Burns to be Transformational, move their followers to work together to 

address a social injustice and improve inequitable conditions through ethical acts of 

leadership (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1979). My hypothetical collaborative captain in this case 

is likewise grounded in notions of justice.  

I draw on the metaphor of sailing for very specific reasons.  Like a TDL, the 

captain of a sailing vessel must depend on her crew in order to arrive at the destination.  

Working together effectively is essential on a sailboat, in the same way collaboration is 

essential to both TL and effective data use.  Furthermore, the captain and crew are 

constantly gathering information, or data, from a wide array of sources: the changing 
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tides, the wind, the weather, the vessel itself, their crewmates, obstacles, etc.  The captain 

and crew must gather this diverse set of data, analyze it, and adjust their course 

accordingly.  In the same way effective data use on campuses is dependent on accurate, 

timely and relevant data systems, the instruments that enable a sailing crew to gather and 

analyze information must be accurate, timely, and coherent.   

Sailing crews likewise adopt a common language with shared mutual 

understanding in order to refer to specific elements of the vessel itself, for the execution 

of tasks, and for monitoring progress. The roles and responsibilities of each crew member 

are clearly defined. A collaborative captain develops the individual and organizational 

capacity of her crew to use incoming information to execute the tasks necessary sail 

smoothly and reach the destination.  A principal who leads the campus through 

Transformational Data Use would ensure that the faculty shares a common of 

understanding and language essential to their roles and is fully equipped to fulfill those 

duties. The analogy provides the scaffolding for discussion of the basic concepts of the 

TDL model which are discussed in the following sections.  

Charting the Course  

The first dimension posited by the model is that of Charting The Course.  Critical 

to the category is the intentional collaboration of all stakeholders to participate in the 

articulation of a shared vision and work together to define a common language, examine 

shared beliefs and values, and develop norms for interaction.  The following discussion 

first presents the TLB‘s incorporating the visioning process and then presents leadership 
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practices regarding goal setting and planning. The discussion draws on Leithwood‘s 

model, the data use research, and the results of the dissertation to support the TDL 

practices put forward by the model.  

Shared visioning, beliefs, and a common language. The first dimension offered 

in the TDL model parallels Leithwood‘s Category, Setting Directions. As discussed 

above, the process of visioning is central to data use literature as well as to TL.  A strong 

data use initiative will incorporate a visioning process (Bernhardt, 2004; Knapp, et al., 

2006; Wayman, et al., 2007). Likewise a TL data leader will also implement a visioning 

process that calls on ―organizational values‖ and ―intrinsic beliefs‖ (Berson, 2001). 

Strong vision statements provide a purpose, direction, and achievable goals (Berson, 

2001; Leithwood, et al., 1999).   Additionally, strong visions incorporate ideals, beliefs 

and values (Berson, 2001; Leithwood, et al., 1999). This proposed model posits a clear 

and intentional visioning process as the first component of TDL.  A TDL leader develops 

a shared vision that clearly articulates the purpose and destination, clarifies goals, and 

explores the beliefs and values that underlie the work of the school. For example, a TDL 

might engage the campus in deliberate conversations regarding the purpose of education.  

The leader would ask, what is the overall vision for education? What is the purpose for 

education in this district and this campus?  Where are we going, and why?  How do we 

get there? What do we, as members of this organization, believe relative to teaching and 

learning?  This question are reflective of the notion of ―calibration‖ (Wayman, et al., 

2007). These critical questions and conversations can be structured around a wide array 
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of existing data sources including national standards, demographic trends, student 

achievement levels. This data can serve to spark the dialogue and focus the conversation 

for faculty members and staff to surface core values and beliefs.  As noted by Knapp et 

al, (2006), data informed leadership involves calling on ―core values and insights‖ (p. 6).  

Surfacing these beliefs and values is essential in order to spark the intrinsic motivation of 

teachers to use multiple data sources to advance the campus vision and to inform 

instructional practices in the face of seemingly conflicting  initiatives (Knapp, et al., 

2006). 

The results of the study indicate that the MS principal was working to get the 

school ―moving in the same direction.‖  Part of that process included developing a 

―common language.‖  Wayman et al call this the calibration process (Wayman, et al., 

2007). Research suggests that educators have a wide variety of understanding regarding 

teaching, learning, and assessment (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Coburn & Talbert, 2006; 

Ingram, Seashore, & Schroeder, 2004). Clearly articulating a campus vision for 

instruction and data use is a critical first step in developing a common vision, goal 

setting, and planning (Leithwood, et al., 2008; Leithwood, et al., 1999). Structuring 

conversations and dialogue for teachers around teaching, learning, and data use can be 

seen as part of the visioning process for a TDL.  While the MS principal had taken initial 

steps to develop a common language, the findings indicate that neither school was 

engaging in structured processes for visioning.  This may account for the principals‘ 

reliance on transactional leadership practices in the category of Redesigning The 
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Organization. The results showed that collaboration around data use was either viewed as 

punitive or dependent on stipends. Structuring conversations regarding how data serves to 

inform and enhance teaching and learning relative to shared values and beliefs enables 

teachers to see how effective collaborative data analysis propels the campus closer 

toward realizing the shared visions.  

Goal setting, planning, and objectives. Relevant research indicates as well that 

at strong TL ties the organization‘s vision to clearly articulated goals and objectives 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood, et al., 1999)).  Furthermore, we see that data 

informed leaders use data to set improvement goals for the campus, departments, and for 

teachers (Copland, 2003; Honig & Coburn, 2008; Knapp, et al., 2006).  The results of the 

study indicate that the principals both used data to collaboratively develop campus and 

teacher goals, and implemented systems of continuous improvement to monitor progress.  

The principals used multiple data sources to develop plans and goals for the departments 

and grade levels. The literature on effective data use points to the use of a wide range of 

data to collaboratively develop campus goals as well as individual teacher and student 

goals (Supovitz & Klein, 2003).  Additionally, the literature on TL notes that the most 

effective goals are attainable and shared by the teachers (Leithwood, et al., 2008; 

Leithwood, et al., 1999).  The results from the study as well as literature examining TL 

and data use in schools point to using multiple sources of data use for setting attainable 

and challenging goals and objectives that are informed by a wide range of sources, and 

that are collaboratively developed.  Data can serve as a common basis for surfacing the 
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current circumstances of the school so that the principal and teachers can develop both 

campus and individual goals for improvement.  As Leithwood et al. (1999) note, ―goals 

energize action only when a person‘s evaluation of present circumstances indicates that it 

is different from the desired state.‖  It is critical that the goals are perceived by the 

teacher as ―doable‖ and are geared toward moving the campus towards realizing the 

common vision.  Results from this study point to instances in which the principals used 

data to present a picture of the current situation and then work with the teachers to 

collaboratively articulate goals that were ―doable.‖  

Furthermore, TL literature reveals that collaborative processes for ongoing 

monitoring and adjusting be implemented relative to planning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2005; Leithwood, et al., 1999).  Data use literature likewise suggests that planning 

relative to goal setting and monitoring is collaborative and ongoing calling on multiple 

sources of data  (Knapp, et al., 2006; Supovitz & Klein, 2003). The results reveal that 

teachers were engaged in ongoing processes for goal setting and planning, illustrating this 

intersection between TL and data setting.  

As the results of this study suggest, although the principals incorporated a data 

informed collaborative goal setting process, the lack of a commonly shared vision led to 

confusion regarding the purpose for data use and misunderstanding regarding roles and 

responsibilities relative to roles and responsibilities designed to build capacity and 

develop structures.  Charting the course, therefore, is essentially the first TDLB offered 

by the model, Building Capacity and Creating Structures.   
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Developing individual and collective capacity. The next dimension of TDL 

discussed is Developing Individual and Collective Capacity which stems from the beliefs, 

values, goals emerging from the visioning processes of Charting The Course.  The 

interconnectedness between this dimension and Building and Reinforcing Structures and 

Culture is clearly illuminated in the model by the two-way arrow uniting the elements 

(see Figure 3).  The model points to the proposed notion that the TDL practices that 

influence one dimension also influences the other.  As specific TDLB‘s of the 

Developing Individual and Collective Capacity are presented, references to practices in 

Building and Reinforcing Structures and Culture are noted in order to shed light on the 

linkage. 

Leithwood et al. (1999) present the category of Developing People as leadership 

practices that ―contribute directly or indirectly to the development of the teachers‘ 

dispositions, motivations, bodies of knowledge and skills that are required to create a set 

of shared directions for the school and to pursue them effectively,‖ (p. 71).  Data use 

literature likewise illuminates the critical need to develop teachers‘ capacities to use and 

understand data and data systems for effective data use initiatives (Lachat & Smith, 2005; 

Wayman & Stringfield, 2006a). The literature examining TL, the body of research on 

data use, and the findings of this study point to the relationship between TL and data use 

that is captured in this dimension of the model.  The research and findings support the 

notion that developing the teachers‘ capacity to use data, as well as to lead peers through 

collaborative data analysis, is a key element of both TL and effective data use leadership. 
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The TDL model‘s proposed behaviors relative to Building Individual and Collective 

Capacity are discussed in light of the findings and literature. 

Data informed professional development. The results suggest that the principals 

analyzed data in order to determine appropriate professional development for the teachers 

relative to instruction and pedagogy. The results further suggest that most teachers value 

the effectiveness of data to improve instructional practices. Using multiple sources of 

data to inform plans relative to campus wide professional development for instruction is 

supported in the literature on data use (Knapp, et al., 2006; Supovitz & Klein, 2003). The 

findings in this study show that principals drew on multiple data sources in order to 

develop professional development plans and are thus exhibiting practices that are in line 

with the research regarding effective data use initiatives.   The evidence further suggests 

that the principals engage in leadership behaviors relative to Developing People that are 

mostly transformational. The intersection between data analysis and professional 

development offered as a key element of the TDL model is supported through both 

bodies of research as well as the findings of this study.  Furthermore, using data to inform 

instructional professional development ties the activity to the campus and department 

goals, and thus provides a relevant context for the activity (Lachat & Smith, 2005; 

Young, 2006).  Purposeful efforts by the principal to link data use to pedagogy sparks the 

intellectual interest of teachers to employ data to inform their instruction, push their 

practice, and ultimately advance the goals, values, and vision of the campus.  
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Ongoing, embedded, campus-wide training on data use. The theory of TL 

indicates that effective leaders develop their followers through activities which can be 

categorized as Intellectual Stimulation and Individual Support (Bass, 1995). 

Development opportunities are relevant and challenging, sparking the followers‘ innate 

interest in the activity. Leithwood et al. (1999) argue that teachers‘ skills are developed 

through ―a type of thinking embedded in activity.‖ The literature relative to effective data 

use suggests that training regarding the use of data itself is a critical piece of an effective 

initiative (Lachat & Smith, 2005).  These findings are further supported in the literature 

indicating that professional development for data use is most effective as an ongoing, 

embedded, and relevant activity that ignites teachers‘ interest and has application to their 

practice (Wayman, et al., 2007; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006a). Authentic and relevant 

ongoing training that is embedded in the daily activity of the teachers emerges as a key 

element of TDL.  

To continue, a supportive culture is essential to this type of innovative and non 

threatening professional development revealing the intersection between the posited 

dimension, Developing Individual and Collective Capacity, and Building Reinforcing 

Structures and Culture. Leithwood et al (1999) address this intersection, ―Participation in 

a well conceived school-improvement process provides such authentic, non-routine 

activity and a supportive culture‖ (p. 151). This connection between embedded and 

relevant professional development for data use and collaborative structures and culture is 

further supported in the data use literature. Using data to enhance quality pedagogical 



155 
 

practices in collaborative teams of inquiry serves to develop teachers‘ intellectual 

dispositions and skills, thus reinforcing the culture of the school as a learning community 

(Copland, 2003).  

The findings of the study point to efforts to implement an on-going collaborative 

structure for data analysis relative to instruction; however, a purposeful, on-going, 

professional development plan for data use was not only absent from the campuses, but 

shunned as ―cookie-cutter.‖ Notably, the results and findings point to higher levels of 

transactional leadership practices relative to the implementation of structures for data use. 

The dearth of evidence pointing to high quality professional development for data use 

coupled with preponderance of evidence pointing to transactional leadership practices 

augments the interrelatedness of the TDL dimensions, Developing Individual and 

Collective Capacity and Building and Strengthening Structures and Culture. A culture of 

inquiry in which teachers are intrinsically motivated to use data is enhanced through 

capacity building professional development.  

Purposeful professional development for teacher leadership. The concept of 

distributed leadership is central to both Leithwood‘s model of TL and the literature on 

data use (Copland, 2003; Leithwood, et al., 1999). Additionally, both bodies of literature 

address the importance of a principal‘s intentional efforts to develop the leadership skills 

of teachers to lead school improvement efforts (Copland, 2003; Leithwood, et al., 1999). 

The results and findings of this study expand on the extant literature relative to TL and 

data use and suggest that developing teacher leaders‘ capacity to lead data informed 
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initiatives can be characterized as a TDLB. As presented in the model, Developing 

Individual and Collective Capacity is intricately connected to the dimension of Building 

and Strengthening Structures and Culture.  The literature exploring Leithwood‘s model 

points to the TLB of creating collaborative structures for shared decision making as an 

element of Redesigning the Organization (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood, et al., 

1999) while research on data use provides examples of effective leaders who distribute 

leadership through the development of collaborative data teams (Copland, 2003; Knapp, 

et al., 2006). While this structural issue is addressed in more detail in the next section, it 

is worth noting here that developing teachers‘ capacity to lead data use efforts is a critical 

component of the TDL model.  

By developing teachers‘ leadership skills, not only is the TDL creating structures 

for effective collaborative data use similar to the Cycle of Inquiry offered in data use 

literature (Copland, 2003), the principal is also creating the conditions for increased 

Intellectual Stimulation and teacher motivation to use data. Results of the study suggest 

that the principals created positions for teacher leadership, such as the Data Leaders, 

without purposefully developing the teachers‘ leadership capacity.  The Data Leaders 

were not even aware of why they had been chosen to serve in the role.  Findings indicate 

that the ES principal did not implement leadership development activities for team 

leaders, commenting that ―that is one area I need to work on….‖  

The collective capacity of the organization is likewise intentionally developed as 

data use leaders engage in professional development designed to build their leadership 
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capacity.  While the principals at each school had Instructional Coaches, Team Leaders, 

and Data Leaders for collaborative leadership, there was no evidence of professional 

development opportunities geared toward addressing leadership development.  Again, the 

linkage between the dimension appears critical.  Principals who exercise practices that 

are both transformational and effective in leading data initiatives develop structures that 

are clearly defined to support data use (Knapp, et al., 2006; Lachat & Smith, 2005). 

Building collective capacity strengthens the structures. Leithwood et al. (1999) note that 

it is critical to support teachers in their leaderships roles, ―Without significant support, 

such assignments can have a debilitating effect on teacher leaders, undermining their 

sense of efficacy, reducing the likelihood of gaining satisfaction from their leadership 

experiences and eroding their motivation to further develop their leadership 

capacities….‖ (p, 131).  

The principal as the model of inquiry and data use. Results from this study, 

supported by the literature, reveal that effective leaders who exhibit high levels of TL 

model effective data analysis (Leithwood, et al., 1999; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006a). 

The findings point to instances in which the principals engage in data inquiry with small 

groups of teachers and are demonstrating and openness to new ideas and innovation. As 

noted in much of the literature relative to TL and data, principals who model professional 

practices develop both individual and collective capacity (Knapp, et al., 2006; Leithwood 

& Jantzi, 2005; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006a). Again, the results and supporting 

literature highlight the linkage between the dimensions of Developing Individual and 



158 
 

Collective Capacity and Building and Strengthening Structures and Culture posited in the 

model.  As principals symbolize the value of collaborative data analysis, they are a 

strengthening the norms and values of a data informed culture of collaboration and 

inquiry (Knapp, et al., 2006; Leithwood, et al., 1999).  

Non punitive data use to foster innovation. Central to the notion of effective 

campus wide data use initiatives is the principal‘s effort to encourage collaborative data 

analysis that is non punitive and that honors teachers‘ professional judgment, what 

Wayman & Stringfield  (2006) call ―non punitive triangulation.‖ Likewise, the literature 

examining the effects of TL on teachers‘ commitment to change suggests that principals 

encourage innovative risk taking without fear of sanctions (Leithwood, et al., 1999; 

Leithwood, et al., 2002). 

Creating the supportive environment for teachers to employ multiple data sources 

without fear of sanctions augments data use effectiveness by shifting the practice from a 

transactional realm to a transformational dimension. The findings and results indicate that 

teachers who were encouraged by their principal to use data to think deeply without 

―placing blame‖ perceived the principals as engaging in the high levels of the TLB, 

Developing People.  The results of this study point to instances in which the teachers 

grew to value data use as a powerful tool for enhancing their instructional practices.  As 

they used relevant data to improve instruction, they became ―believers‖ and were 

intrinsically motivated. Furthermore, the principals at each school pushed the deep 
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thinking and reflective practice that was non punitive and called on teacher judgment as a 

data source thereby enriching the way teachers considered data to improve their teaching.  

Building and reinforcing structures and culture. Building and Reinforcing 

Structures and Culture is the parallel dimension to Developing Individual and Collective 

Capacity proposed in the emerging TDL model. Leadership behaviors specific to this 

dimension include the purposeful distribution of data informed problem solving and 

decision making through the systems and structures that scaffold the campus.  Elements 

of this dimension are based on  Leithwood‘s work on TL (Leithwood, et al., 1999; 

Leithwood, Leonard, & Sharratt, 1998) as well as data use literature (Knapp, et al., 2006; 

Lachat & Smith, 2005; Wayman, et al., 2009) and are further expanded through the 

results and findings of this research. 

Critical to this dimension of TDL is that the principal builds structures and 

systems that are centered on the shared vision of the campus, articulated through the 

Charting the Course dimension, and that work intricately with the dimension of 

Developing Individual and Collective Capacity.  The dimension of Building and 

Reinforcing Structures and Culture is based on Leithwood‘s TLB, Redesigning the 

Organization.  In addition, data use literature addresses the underlying structure and 

culture of data use initiatives (Copland, 2003). The model draws on the research and the 

results to posit the specific TDLBs.  

Protocols for critical data informed conversation. As revealed in the findings of 

the study the common language that the MS principal was trying to develop aligned with 
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his efforts  to get the campus moving together in the same direction to use data to inform 

good pedagogy and serve students equitably.  Common language, like calibration, can 

serve to expose individual beliefs that speak to the underlying school culture.  A data 

informed leader attends to the beliefs and dispositions of the teachers (Knapp, et al., 

2006). While both principals expressed their personal values and beliefs and made efforts 

to develop a campus culture that promoted relationships and equity, neither principal 

made explicit reference to structures or systems that were based on the shared values. 

Articulating a common language that defines notions of good teaching and learning 

supports effective data use practices (Knapp, et al., 2006; Wayman, et al., 2007). By 

developing agreed upon protocols and norms built on a common language for the 

dialogue centered on data use, the teachers understand how the structures and systems for 

data analysis advance the campus vision. Data use is then a vehicle for enhancing 

practices and is tied to the cultural values of the schools.  Structured protocols 

incorporate these beliefs and values and are posited by the model as a key element of the 

TDL dimension, Building and Reinforcing Structures and Culture. As the results suggest, 

the ―baggage‖ that teachers carry with them relative to data use is alleviated through this 

shared understanding.  

Defined roles for teacher data leaders. Defining roles and responsibilities in 

terms of the common beliefs and attitudes articulated in the dimension, of Charting the 

Course campus vision, addresses the intrinsic motivation for teachers to collaboratively 

lead data initiatives and is supported in both the TL literature as well as research on data 
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use (Copland, 2003; Lachat & Smith, 2005; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood, et al., 

1999). Leithwood et al. (1999) note that in order for teachers to be more effective leaders, 

there should be ―a clarity about duties and responsibilities‖ (p. 129).  

The results of the study suggest that the principals engaged in more transactional, 

rather than transformational leadership practices in order to motivate teachers to 

collaborate on data inquiry teams. The teachers were ―forced‖ and ―monitored‖ to meet 

collaboratively for data (Leithwood, et al., 1999) analysis or paid a ―stipend‖ to serve as a 

Data Leader. The TDL model posits that data teams and such Data Leader positions are 

clearly defined in terms of the common language, shared vision and purpose, and 

articulated goals emerging from the Charting The Course dimension.  

The interconnectedness between Building and Reinforcing Structures and Culture 

is again apparent. The findings suggest that the Data Leaders were not exposed to 

targeted professional development relative to data analysis or leadership training.  The 

supports for the position were also hampered as the position was perceived as time 

consuming and burdensome.  Literature relative to the development of teacher leaders 

suggests that targeted training for leadership skills enhances the effectiveness of the 

practice and increases the teachers‘ intrinsic motivation to serve.   

Purposeful collaborative data informed teams. The model posits that 

collaborative teams are built with the specific intention to analyze data relative to 

instructional practices in a way that clearly advances the vision and goals of the campus. 

Drawing on relevant leadership studies as well as data use research, effective teams are 
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purposeful, collaborative, and values-based (Copland, 2003; Knapp, et al., 2006).  The 

findings of the study indicate that the work of the teams was hampered by the disconnect 

between the campus vision, beliefs, attitudes, and values.  In the study, there was no 

mention of a process for dialogue regarding common purpose for the teams, no 

development of protocol for deliberation.  At the ES, data initiatives were viewed as 

punitive and undermined the efforts of the administration to develop data informed 

collaborative structures.  The findings suggeststhat collaborative data use was perceived 

as another layer of responsibilities and tasks rather than an intricate and vital piece of the 

teachers roles and responsibilities.  There was no linkage to either a common vision or to 

intentional professional development.  Research suggests that collaborative data use, such 

as the Cycle of Inquiry (Knapp, et al., 2006), is linked to common values and guided 

through protocols and norms of non- threatening triangulation (Lachat & Smith, 2005). 

This model offers this TDL practice as a means to tie the campus vision and goals to the 

work of collaborative data teams which in turn motivates teachers intrinsically.  Here 

parallel professional development mentioned above supports the effective operation of 

the structure (Leithwood, et al., 1999). 

The interconnectedness between Building and Reinforcing Structures and Culture 

and Developing Individual and Collective Capacity is signified by the two way arrow.  

As Knapp et al. (2006) note, an effective data use leader builds a ―culture‖ through 

shared beliefs. To continue, Leithwood illustrates that key leadership practices which 

support the TLB of Developing People address teachers‘ ―dispositions.‖  The TDL model 
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posits that a leader develops his/her teachers‘ abilities to use data, lead through data use, 

and value data as a practice for shared and informed decision making through data teams, 

thus strengthening the culture of the campus. The components interact to advance the 

vision of the school. 

The distribution of leadership is a hallmark of data use research (Copland, 2003; 

Knapp, et al., 2006).  As Leithwood notes, leadership that can be characterized as 

Transformational ―encourages the exchange of ideas and endorses mutual problem 

solving‖ (Leithwood, et al., 1999). Sharing decision making power through collaborative 

data teams promotes collective capacity of the teachers to advance to goals and realize 

the vision of the organization. The literature on data use reveals that sustained 

improvement efforts that incorporate data informed decision-making is contingent on the 

shared collaborative decision making (Copland, 2003; Lachat & Smith, 2005). 

Leithwood‘s work similarly points to the critical component of the leader to develop 

structures that function collaboratively to sustain reform and improvement efforts \  The 

results of the study suggest that the MS principal actively nurtured such shared problem 

solving by developing systems so that everyone was ―interchangeable.‖  Fostering and 

strengthening data informed structures addresses the pitfalls of the ―heroic‖ leader who is 

the driving force behind improvement efforts  (Lachat & Smith, 2005; Wayman & 

Stringfield, 2006a). In order to develop a campus culture that advances ―whole school 

learning‖ the individual and collective capacity of the teachers and teams must be 

developed. (Leithwood- p. 182). 
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Open communication pipeline for community. The results of this study suggest 

that the principals did very little to proactively communicate data results and data 

analysis process to the parents and community.  Developing relationships with the 

community is a TLB considered by Leithwood as a key dimension of TL, yet even 

Leithwood notes that there is little empirical research relative to leadership behaviors 

geared specifically toward developing authentic community partnerships (Leithwood, et 

al., 1999).  The research on data use touches on the import of communicating data 

analysis and data processes to parents and the community.  As Wayman et al. (2007) 

caution, it is better to ―tell your own story‖ before ―someone else does.‖ The results of 

this study reveal that teachers felt the sting of the district‘s publication of school 

formative assessments results.  The TDL model offers this leadership practice for 

consideration.  Developing an open pipeline for communication that is data informed 

provides a specific leadership behavior for Leithwood‘s Community Relationship 

dimension.  

Reflecting and redesigning. The essence of the TDL model captures the need for 

learning organizations to provide open and systemic means for individual and 

organization reflection and redesigning relative to each dimension of the model.  The 

results suggest that both principals were highly reflective in their practice and encouraged 

―deep thinking‖ and inquiry for their teachers.  Data informed reflection provides a 

means for adjustments to be applied to Develeoping People, Building Structures and even 

Charting the Course.   Leithwood et a; (1999) refers to this practice as ―guided reflection‖ 
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and ―group reflection‖ to promote organizational learning (p. 187). The authors state that 

―following-up group decisions and refining courses of action on the basis of actual 

experiences‖ promotes the organic development of a learning organization and is an 

essential element of TL. Drawing on the literature, the model posits that leader who 

exercises the TDLB‘s intentionally incorporates multiple data sources for reflection and 

thereby works collaboratively with teachers to redesign elements of each dimension. 

Research on effective data use similarly calls on notions of an open systems framework 

(Knapp, et al., 2006). 

Implications and Conclusion 

In exploring the intersection between Leithwood‘s theory of TL and the use of 

student data in schools, this dissertation puts forward a preliminary model that expands 

and elucidates the TLB‘s as effective data use practices. The study invites further 

exploration and research that investigates a wide array of areas. For example, future 

research might explore the following questions:  

a) How can the model be expanded and shaped to tighten the connection between 

the theory and practice?  

b) How does TDL affect the school conditions most closely tied to student 

achievement and engagement?  

c) Are principals who embrace the practices of TDL more effective in advancing 

school reform efforts than principals who engage in other leadership styles? 
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The implications of this study for leadership development are the most salient.  As 

leadership development programs grapple with the challenge to prepare new leaders with 

a plethora of skills ranging from developing content knowledge and participatory 

leadership skills, while fostering perspectives of democracy and justice, a model of 

leadership that tenders specific behaviors that advance these many of these skills and 

practices is promising framework.  To continue, the model presents learning 

opportunities relative to data use that contributes to professional development for sitting 

principals. 

Finally, the model links a theory of leadership that is fundamentally grounded in 

notions of justice and equity to an educational practice that can be viewed as key tool in a 

flawed accountability system and thus can be met with disdain and distrust.  Like sailors, 

educators have employed data sources to inform their instruction and improve their 

effectiveness. The rise of the data based decision making, spurred on through 

accountability, has truncated some educators motivation to develop their skills as data 

users.  Leadership is the critical for effective reform implementation and for turning the 

tide relative to data use in schools. The TDL model posits a framework that ties together 

key elements of a leader, committed to equity, justice, school improvement, democratic 

decision making and effective data use.  
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Appendix A 

Guiding Questions for Administrator Focus Groups 

How is the year going? 

How do you use data in your job?  

How do you expect the faculty to use data? 

What structures do you have in place to use data in your school? 

What barriers or facilitators are you encountering in using data? 

Does the district have an articulated vision for using data in schools? 

What is the district plan for using data in schools?  

What can we do to help you and your school as we go through this project? 

Guiding Questions for Teacher Focus Groups 

How do you use data in your job?  

How are you expected to use data? 

What structures do you have in place to use data in your school? 

What barriers or facilitators are you encountering in using data? 

Is there a vision in your school for data use?  

What can we do to help you and your school as we go through this project? 
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Appendix B 

Principal Interview Protocol 

Try to make this go fast if you can 

I‘m Lisa Goodnow working with Jeff Wayman at the University of Texas at Austin 

Thank you for meeting with me 

This is an extension of Dr. Wayman‘s larger research project, examining the relationship 

between leadership styles and the use of student data on your campus 

I am completing my dissertation study on the intersection of Transformational Leadership 

and Data Use 

For the purposes of this evaluation, ―data use‖ is defined as any information that helps 

educators, schools, and the district do their jobs.  Most data will be student data – 

achievement tests, periodic learning assessments, dropout, free lunch, parental 

information, disciplinary information, etc.  

The Interview will take about 30 minutes  

We will be done at  _____. (Make sure how much time they have!) 

Your responses will be analyzed with the rest of the data; we‘ll keep anything 

confidential that you ask us to.  

In order to better analyze the data, we‘d like to record this conversation – ok?  The 

recorder can be turned off anytime you like. 

If they press it, only the research team will ever hear this conversation. 

The less said, the better. 

I may quote you directly in the dissertation study, but I will remove all identifying 

information 

What is the most exciting things happening in at Chisholm Trail right now, regardless of 

data use? 

If they need prompts, ask for the schools strengths & weaknesses. 

How do you see yourself as a leader?  Describe your leadership style.  

How do you motivate your staff? 
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How do you think your faculty would describe your leadership style? 

Describe your communication style with the faculty. 

How do you convey the campus priorities to your staff? 

How would you characterize how you relate to your teachers? 

How do you support teachers individually? 

How do you identify teacher leaders? 

How do you interact with teacher leaders? 

Other teachers? 

Students?  

Parents? 

How do you determine professional development needs on the campus? 

Describe the culture of Chisholm Trail. 

How do you influence the culture of the school? 

What changes would you like to see regarding the culture of the school? 

How do you see yourself leading those changes?  

How does data use help or hinder you as a campus leader? 

Thank you for your time.   
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