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Executive Summary
Assessing children’s learning and progress is an integral part of
curriculum and instruction for teachers. Research evidence consistently shows that
assessments that are well-designed, administered effectively, and interpreted and
utilized appropriately benefit schools, teachers, children, and families (Ackerman &
Coley, 2012; Cabell, Justice, Zucker, & Kilday, 2009; Lambert, Kim, & Burts, 2015;
Mcafee & Leong, 2011). However, learning, adopting, and using a new assessment is a
complex process influenced by multiple school and teacher-level factors. An integral
part of determining the feasibility of the future scale-up of Early Learning Inventory (ELI)
adoption across the state is to first determine whether or not teachers (and
administrators) found the tool beneficial and/or useful, given the time and effort they
expended to use it. This feasibility study addresses two general areas of focus: testing
the practicality and acceptability of the ELI.
ASSESSMENTS THAT ARE WELL-DESIGNED, ADMINISTERED EFFECTIVELY,
AND INTERPRETED AND UTILIZED APPROPRIATELY BENEFIT SCHOOLS,
TEACHERS, CHILDREN, AND FAMILIES.

Based on the findings of the comprehensive needs assessment and suggestions
from the Steering Committee, the Oklahoma Partnership for School Readiness (OPSR)
selected two authentic performance-based assessment tools for kindergarteners, both
of which have been found to be widely used, reliable, valid, and developmentally
appropriate. This type of assessment has been found to be better aligned with the views
of early childhood researchers and professionals than typical multiple-choice
standardized tests and has more advantages than group-administered standardized
tests, especially for young children. Our findings support this assertion: the majority of
teachers and administrators believed there were benefits to using the ELI for their
instructional planning as well as to support children’s learning and development and
communicate with parents through parent reports.
Despite these perceptions, teachers and administrators’ views of the benefits did
not seem to translate into a favorable opinion about the ELI, desire for continued use,
and/or recommendations of use to other teachers. Less favorable views and less
frequent use of the ELI were mostly related to perceived time constraints, limited
resources and, to lesser degree, ease of use, lack of teacher confidence, and feelings
about the lack of control in the use of the ELI. These findings highlight the importance of
the role of administrators, schools, and districts in understanding the challenges
teachers experience and providing appropriate and sufficient support needed to
maximize the benefits of gathering the ELI data and using it for instructional decision
making.
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Based on the findings of the feasibility study, we offer the following
recommendations for the State Department of Education, the OPSR, school
administrators, school districts, and policy makers.
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Work to improve the staffing, technology, procedures, and time available for schools
to encourage and support data use for individualizing instruction.
Improve teachers’ competence and confidence in using data, by investing in training
teachers and school leaders in how to use a cycle of inquiry.
Invest in on-site instructional coaches or teacher leaders who are well-trained on the
use of these tools and can provide on-going support and development for teachers
and leaders to use data.
Resist using data that has been developed for learning about children as an
accountability measure, as accountability-focused assessments are often not
meaningful for instructional decisions.
Position the child at the center of instructional decisions by supporting structures in
schools and districts which prioritize the use of authentic assessment tools to
enhance meaningful school and instructional improvement.
Consider the benefits and costs of different types of assessment. While holistic and
comprehensive measures are preferred by teachers and cover the breadth of school
readiness skills that are important to children’s future learning and development,
they are time-intensive. While narrow assessments may be brief to administer, they
drive instruction in specific ways, with potential loss to other areas of instruction.
Provide the support and resources necessary to continue to study the effectiveness
of the ELI by addressing issues discovered in this feasibility study, then choosing a
small number of districts to pilot the program with a more rigorous evaluation design.
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Background
Importance and Relevance of Assessment in Early Years
Assessments that are well-designed, administered effectively, and interpreted
and utilized appropriately are an essential element of high-quality schools and programs
(Snow & Van Hemel, 2008). In U.S. schools, assessment plays a critical role in
accountability and educational policy and has national, state, local, and classroom
dimensions (Black & William, 2009; William, 2011). Since the No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001, along with several educational reforms and initiatives to raise standards and
improve school and teacher
performance, public schools are
required to administer a statewide
As the transition to kindergarten is a critical
assessment of achievement
period for children, many scholars and
(Barnes, Fives, & Dacey, 2017).
practitioners recognize that it is an
These standardized tests are
opportune time to assess the levels of
typically administered at one time
children’s school readiness.
during a given school year to
students, but the majority of
assessment-related decisions are
made at the local district or school level.
Teachers in K-12 schools, for example, regularly use a variety of formative and
summative classroom assessments, and this practice is now extending downward to
include children in early childhood programs that serve children from birth to
kindergarten (Kim, 2016; US Department of Health and Human Services, 2010). Many
researchers and professionals support the idea of assessing children in the early years.
Appropriate early assessments can not only accurately predict children’s later schoolrelated outcomes (Rock & Stenner, 2005), but can also inform teachers’ practice.
The transition to kindergarten is a critical period for children, and many scholars
and practitioners recognize that it is an opportune time to assess the levels of children’s
school readiness. Children from diverse family backgrounds enter kindergarten with
varying interests, strengths, challenges, skills, and needs. Some differences are viewed
as typical but some factors such as families' socioeconomic status and children's
disability status are deemed significant contributors to gaps in school readiness (Daily,
Burkhauser, & Halle, 2010; Halle, Forry Hair, Perper, Wandner, & Vick, 2009). When
teachers use reliable, valid, and appropriate assessments, it can help teachers identify
children who are at risk for poor school achievement early on and provide instructional
opportunities better tailored to individual children’s needs (Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta,
2000; Snow & Van Hemel, 2008). Given the benefits of early assessments, a growing
number of states have developed early learning guidelines and standards and have
begun collecting assessment data about children’s developmental progress in
kindergarten to better understand statewide levels of school readiness (Daily et al.,
2009).
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On the other hand, early childhood researchers and professionals have concerns
regarding the type and quality of early assessments, focusing on whether standardized
tests are developmentally appropriate and culturally and linguistically responsive. They
have provided some guidelines related to the selection and process of early
assessments (Buldu, 2010; Gallant, 2009; Meisels, Liaw, Dorfman, & Nelson,1995;
NAEYC & NAECS/SDE, 2003). Recommendations for assessments and accountability
systems in schools that are appropriate for young children have been provided by
NAEYC and NAECS/SDE (2003) and other experts (Hirsh-Pasek, Kochanoff,
Newcombe, & de Villiers, 2005; McDermott et al., 2009). They include (a) assessing a
comprehensive, developmentally, and educationally important set of objectives aligned
with early learning and state standards, (b) using assessment data to understand and
improve children’s learning as a process (not as a product), (c) using data gathered
from multiple sources and from realistic settings and situations over time, (d) providing
necessary resources and information to support staff and parents about assessment,
and (e) implementing it in a minimally intrusive way for teachers and children (HirshPasek et al., 2005; McDermott et al., 2009; NAEYC & NAECS/SDE, 2003). The
important question remaining is not about whether assessment needs to be
implemented in early years but what assessments to use and how best to implement
assessments to produce positive outcomes in children, teachers, and schools.
Authentic Performance Assessment for Children: Opportunities and Barriers
As a result of criticism of high-stakes standardized achievement tests for
children, the search for more appropriate methods has led to more authentic
performance-based assessments receiving increasing attention in research and practice
in the past few decades (Ackerman & Coley, 2012; Bagnato, McLean, Macy, &
Neisworth, 2011; Gallant, 2009; Kim, 2016; Lambert, Kim, & Burts, 2015). Authentic
performance-based assessments are defined as those assessments that document
“…children’s skills, knowledge, and behaviors using actual classroom-based
experiences, activities, and products” (Meisels et al., 1995, p. 279). Examples include
Work Sampling System (WSS, Meisels et al., 1995), Child Observation Record
(High/Scope Educational Research Foundation, 1992), and Teaching Strategies GOLD
(TS GOLD, Teaching Strategies LLC, n.d.).
This assessment approach has been found to be better aligned with the views of
early childhood researchers and professionals, as compared to multiple-choice,
standardized tests (Gallant, 2009). In comparison to group-administered standardized
tests, authentic performance-based assessment offers several notable advantages,
especially for young children. First, authentic performance-based assessments are
better integrated into the typical, everyday activities of young children (i.e., curriculumembedded), and thus are less intrusive or disruptive (Mcafee & Leong, 2011). Second,
they can capture a more accurate and complete picture of children’s strengths, needs,
and progress by collecting data multiple times across settings, whereas other
assessment tools may only provide a snapshot of children’s learning (Cabell et al.,
2009; Meisels et al., 1995). In addition, authentic performance-based assessments are
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flexible enough to reflect teachers’ individualized approaches to learning, and thus
makes it easier to adapt to children’s specific needs, emerging interests, and different
learning styles (Meisels et al., 1995).
Researchers also have noted some limitations of authentic performance-based
assessments (Kilday, Kinzie, Mashburn, & Whittaker, 2012; Lonigan, Allan, & Lerner,
2011). The most critical limitation is that, as the assessment relies heavily on teachers’
observation and self-ratings, it tends to be more subjective than standardized
assessments that adhere to specific procedures and/or protocols (Ackerman & Coley,
2012; Burchinal et al., 2011). Successful administration of performance assessments
necessarily entails teachers’ beliefs, knowledge, and skills to accurately observe and
collect relevant evidence. This, in turn, requires the interpretation of observations, and
in consideration of each child’s developmental status and needs, decisions about the
most appropriate pedagogical response (Marsh & Farrell, 2015). Other classroom
factors such as the number of children with disabilities, working conditions and climate,
and support from administrators also affect teachers’ implementation of performance
assessments (Barnes et al., 2017; Brown, 2008; Gallagher & Lambert, 2006).
The Need for Appropriate Kindergarten Assessments in Oklahoma
(1) The status of school readiness and student’s performance in Oklahoma
The state of Oklahoma has made significant efforts to help children prepare for
school in several ways. First, Oklahoma provides voluntary, high-quality, publicallyfunded pre-kindergarten (e.g., 1:10 teacher-child ratio, a teacher with a B.A. degree and
Early Childhood certification; comprehensive school services) which 74% of four-yearold children attend (Oklahoma Department of Education, 2017). Second, state learning
standards are well aligned from Pre-K to kindergarten. Third, given the benefits of fullday kindergarten, the Oklahoma State Department of Education (2015) requires all
districts to offer this option. Approximately 97% of kindergarteners in Oklahoma attend
full-day kindergarten programs.
Despite the state’s well-known, high-quality early education programs, there have
been growing concerns about the overall quality of education and the academic
progress of students in Oklahoma. Evidence shows that compared to other states in
the U.S., Oklahoma does not fare well. One national report on state educational
performance, Quality Counts (Education News Magazine, 2018), reported that
Oklahoma was ranked 46th in the overall performance among the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. The state’s K-12 achievement was marked well below the national
average. Seventy-one percent of fourth graders are not proficient in reading, and 76%
of eighth graders are not proficient in math according to the Oklahoma Kids Count
report (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018). Twenty-three percent of children live in
poverty and are at risk of falling behind in school. These data suggest a need for a
better way for the state to capture children’s progress over time and improve the
educational quality to support children’s school performance. Assessing and
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documenting the current levels of student performance and using the data to inform
instructional practices could be a critical step for improvement.
(2) The Oklahoma Partnership for School Readiness Act (OPSR) Survey and focus
group of teachers’ assessment needs and concerns
Since the creation of the OPSR in 2003, the OPSR Board has prioritized
adoption of a school readiness assessment to inform Oklahoma’s investments in early
care and education. In 2015 OPSR received grants from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation
and George Kaiser Family Foundation to study the feasibility of implementing a
kindergarten assessment. The OPSR conducted an online survey with 28 items as a
needs assessment for a statewide early childhood assessment from January 4th to
February 8th and May 1st to June 1st, 2016 to ask 900 pre-K and 1,249 kindergarten
teachers about the assessments they are currently using and critical skills for children to
successfully adjust in kindergarten. Focus groups were conducted with over 100
individuals in December 2016 and January 2017.
The findings demonstrated that the majority of pre-K and kindergarten teachers
agree that assessment is useful and important for informing instruction. For example,
they use child assessment data for various purposes, such as informing parents of
learning progress, developing individualized interventions, and placing children into
ability groupings. Having data from assessments at multiple time points is most helpful.
Teachers mentioned that they would benefit from having more comprehensive
assessments of multiple dimensions of child development, including social-emotional,
cognitive and language, and physical development.
However, the participating pre-K and kindergarten teachers expressed concerns
about the assessment tools they were currently using.
•
•
•
•

•

Some assessments are not well aligned with curriculum and statewide standards
and assessments (e.g., kindergarten standards)
There is a lack of appropriate training on how to administer and use the
assessments
(Pre-K teachers) District-designed assessments are not comprehensive and
developmentally appropriate for children at differing developmental levels and from
diverse family backgrounds
Some district administrators who do not have a background in early childhood
education would not understand the developmental characteristics and needs of
young children and make a relevant decision on the appropriate use of assessment
for young children
Teachers have large class sizes with limited time and resources (e.g., only 30% of
kindergarten teachers have an assistant teacher) to complete assessments with
individual children

The findings of this needs assessment clearly suggest the advantages of and
needs for comprehensive and developmentally appropriate assessments in early
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childhood classrooms. They also indicate the importance of providing effective
professional development and ongoing coaching and technical assistance on the use of
the assessments to maximize the benefit of the assessments for children and teachers.
(3) Suggestions from the Steering Committee
A Steering Committee was formed to review and discuss the findings of the
online survey and focus group and determine next steps. The Steering Committee
examined tools available in the kindergarten year that are comprehensive, statistically
reliable and valid, and have been proven effective to inform teacher instruction. The
assessments identified include the Pearson Work Sampling System (WSS, Meisels et
al.,1995) and TS GOLD (TS GOLD; Heroman, Burts, Berke, & Bickart, 2010). School
districts or principals were allowed to select one of two observational assessments, TS
GOLD or WSS. At the request of the State Department of Education, these kindergarten
assessments were named the Early Learning Inventory (ELI). The Steering Committee
also refined the purpose and benefits of an ELI and concluded that an early learning
assessment benefits students, families, and teachers when the tool 1) is aligned with
state early learning standards, 2) covers all developmental domains, and 3) includes
access to online and face to face professional development.
The Purpose of the ELI Feasibility Study
Based on the findings of the comprehensive needs assessment and suggestions
from the Steering Committee, OPSR carried out a feasibility study of Early Learning
Inventory in collaboration with researchers at the University of Oklahoma-Tulsa. The
purpose of this feasibility study is to examine the feasibility for schools to adopt the ELI
for future use with two general areas of focus as a short-term goal: testing practicality
and acceptability of the ELI. To assess practicality, we examined the extent to which
teachers perceived the ELI as helpful for assessing children’s progress and planning
individualized instruction (e.g., benefits). We also investigated the acceptability by
examining how teachers and principals, as the intended recipients, reacted to the ELI
(e.g., teachers’ acceptance for future use).
This feasibility study with a focus on practicality and acceptability is important
because not all teachers and administrators may perceive the ELI, the new assessment,
positively or be willing to adopt it and make changes in their current practice. Research
evidence shows that teachers’ beliefs about their instruction and assessment have an
impact on how they frame their selection of assessment tools, use assessment results,
and engage students in assessments (Barnes et al., 2017; Brown, 2008; Heitink, Van
der Kleij, Veldkamp, Schildkamp, & Kipper, 2016; Lee, Feldman, & Beatty, 2012).
Some research has shown that teachers tended to have mixed attitudes and beliefs
(both positive and negative) about assessment. Teachers typically perceive assessment
as valid for accountability and informing teaching and learning. At the same time, they
often question the quality and relevance of the assessment and view it as irrelevant and
even interfering with teaching (Barnes et al., 2017). In addition, the success of
implementing a new assessment may also depend on time, training, resources, and
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support from administrators, colleagues, and parents to implement the new practice
successfully (Buldu, 2010; Smith, 2011; Rubio-Codina, Araujo, Attanasio, Munoz, &
Grantham-McGregor, 2016; Timperley, Wilson, Barrar, & Fung, 2007), but many
schools have limited resources and support. These findings suggest that accessibility
and practicality should be a central component of a feasibility study to investigate the
successful implementation of a new assessment tool.
Specific to the current context, the results of the needs assessments mentioned
above showed that most of the pre-K and kindergarten teachers in Oklahoma agreed to
the importance of early assessment in general and expressed a need for more
comprehensive and developmentally appropriate assessments. But given the limited
resources and time teachers are likely to have, it is important to understand how
teachers and school administrators perceive and respond to the newly recommended
assessment. Thus, we sought to address the feasibility of the ELI with a focus on the
costs, human resources, benefits and limitations of implementing the ELI. This smallscale feasibility study of the ELI has been designed to support informed decisions about
the use of the assessments at a larger scale.
The process of this feasibility study included providing training and resources for
the implementation of the ELI, piloting assessment instruments designed to inform
teacher instruction, receiving feedback from participating teachers and administrators
on the use of the ELI, and developing recommendations for future directions. It should
be noted that this is not intended to evaluate participants’ perspectives on the
assessment nor quantify teachers’ effectiveness in providing instruction or administering
the assessment. OPSR has
committed to preparing a report in
collaboration with researchers at the
University of Oklahoma-Tulsa and
The processes of this feasibility study
the Early Childhood Education
included providing training and resources
Institute at OU-Tulsa for the
for the implementation of the ELI, piloting
Oklahoma Partnership for School
assessment instruments designed to inform
Readiness Board, the Oklahoma
teacher instruction, receiving feedback from
State Department of Education and
participating teachers and administrators on
participating school districts to share
the use of the ELI, and developing
results of this pilot project, and to
recommendations for future directions.
inform future efforts on early
learning assessments.
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Method
Participants and Settings
A total of 46 kindergarten teachers and 16 principals from 13 school districts
across the state of Oklahoma participated in the training and used ELI in their
classrooms. School districts that participated included Stillwater, Ada, New Castle,
Canadian, Osage, Oklahoma City, Pawnee, El Reno, Marietta, Stratford, Cimarron,
Gypsy, and Millwood (see the distribution in Table 1). Among those 46 teachers, 26
teachers participated in the feasibility study by completing an online survey. Twenty-two
teachers participated in a focus group and completed a data use survey. Of 16
administrators, 10 completed a brief survey and individual interview.
Table 1. Research Participants by School District
Teachers (N=26)
Frequency
Percent
School District
Stillwater

Administrators (N=10)
Frequency
Percent

5

19.2

2

20

Ada
New Castle

3
2

11.5
7.7

2

20

Canadian
Osage

2
1

7.7
3.8

Oklahoma City
Pawnee

1
1

3.8
3.8

1
1

10
10

El Reno

1

3.8

1

10

Marietta
Stratford
Cimarron
Gypsy
Millwood
Total

3
2
1
1
3
26

11.5
7.7
3.8
3.8
11.5
100.0

1

10

1
1
10

10
10
100.0

Among the 26 teachers who participated in the survey, the average time they
have worked in public school was 11.77 years (Standard Deviation=7.75 years;
Range=2-29 years). Their experience as kindergarten teachers averaged 7.65 years
(Standard Deviation=5.11 years; Range=1-20 years). Twenty-three teachers held
teaching certification in Early Childhood Education and/or Elementary Education (see
Table 2). Two teachers held an emergency certification (e.g., majoring in medical
anthropology and global health) and one teacher had an alternative certification
(majoring in human services counseling). Fourteen teachers (53.8%) used WSS and
twelve teachers (46.2%) used TS GOLD.
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Among the 10 administrators who participated in the survey, all reported that they
majored in education (e.g., educational leadership and administration, curriculum and
instruction, school counseling) and had varied levels of teaching experience, mostly in
elementary schools (see Table 3). The participating administrators played varying
administrative roles in schools. There were five principals, one assistant principal, a
Dean of Students, one data specialist, a director of elementary education, and one
superintendent. They had an average 5.4 years of experience in their current
administrative position (Range=1-9 years). Forty percent of administrators reported
using WSS in their school while 60% of administrators reported using the TS GOLD
assessment.
Table 2. Demographic Information on Participants in Feasibility Study
Teacher Background

Count
(N=26)

Years of Experience
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26+ years
Teacher Certifications
Early Childhood
Elementary Education
Secondary Education
School Counseling
Special Education
Emergency Certification
Other

22
8
2
2
1
3
4

Total

26

9
6
3
3
2
3

Note. Some teachers had multiple certifications.

Administrator Background

Years of Experience
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26+ years
Certifications
Early Childhood
Elementary Education
Secondary Education
School Counseling
Superintendent
Other
Total

Count
(N=10)

1
0
1
3
3
2
5
8
2
2
2
1
10

Note. Certifications listed are those held in
addition to principalship certification. Some
principals had multiple certifications.

Procedures and Measures
The OPSR team submitted a research protocol for IRB Review (IRB #17112) at
the University of Central Oklahoma and secured approval. The University of Central
Oklahoma and the University of Oklahoma signed an IRB authorization agreement to
ensure that review, approval, and continuing oversight performed by the designated IRB
will meet the relevant requirements of the federal regulation for the protection of human
subjects at 45 CRF part 46, as well as the relevant requirements of the Assurance.
School districts were informed of the opportunity to participate in the pilot
administration of ELI in various ways (e.g., professional meetings, OPSR website, email
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invitation). Each district that volunteered to participate was asked to engage schools
and kindergarten teachers. It was initially required that at least two kindergarten
classrooms in each district participate to encourage teachers to collaborate. However,
an exception was made to accommodate smaller participating schools with only one
kindergarten classroom, and they were included in the sample. The districts also
assigned an administrator to manage the online assessment system and to assist
teachers with their data entry.
School districts or principals were allowed to select one of two observational
assessments, TS GOLD or WSS, in the summer of 2017. OPSR contracted with the
relevant vendor for licensing agreements for use of the assessments with students,
professional development costs for participating teachers, and reimbursement to
schools to hire substitute teachers while teachers were out of the classroom for
professional development. After teachers received training, the assessment period was
open in Fall 2017. Participating teachers and administrators completed a survey about
their experience with the assessment. A doctoral student in Early Childhood Education
at the University of Oklahoma conducted administrator interviews in Spring 2018. The
data collection procedures for teachers and administrators are presented in Figure 1
and 2, respectively.
(1) Training and support for the use of ELI
Forty-six kindergarten teachers who agreed to participate were invited to attend a
two-day training that provided information about how to use ELI as an assessment tool
in the classroom and access to online webinars and FAQs. They also received a
complete assessment kit, including a teacher instructional manual, scoring forms for
individual children, and online access to resources related to the assessment. The
OPSR provided necessary support for their travel and lodging for the training and for
substitute teachers to cover classrooms during training. Technical support was also
provided by OPSR and Oklahoma Department of Education staff on a regular basis.
Figure 1. Data Collection from Teachers

Nov 2017
Aug 2017
ELI Training (N=46):
Participation

Teacher Survey
(N=26):
Background
Perception of ELI (e.g.,
benefits, future use of
ELI)
Perceived support

Jan 2018

May 2018

Focus Group (N=22):

Teacher Survey
(N=22):

Perception and use of
ELI
Perceived support

The use of
assessment data
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(2) Teacher survey and focus group
After completing the training, a voluntary survey of teachers' background and
their perception of the use of ELI was distributed via UCO Qualtrics to teachers in
November 2017. A total of 26 teachers completed the teacher survey. Of them, 22
teachers participated in focus group. Four teacher focus groups were conducted in
January and February of 2018, and the average number of participants for the focus
groups was five. Teacher focus groups were conducted and recorded by trained OPSR
staff in one of two ways: face-to-face or through a web application with webinar
features. Only one focus group was completed face-to-face. During focus groups using
the web application, teachers were asked questions in the chat box and they provided
answers in the chat box. An additional survey on the use of assessment data was
distributed for teachers to complete in May 2018. Twenty-two teachers completed this
survey. Questions for the teacher survey and focus group were developed by the OPSR
with consultation from the OU-Tulsa research team.
(3) Administrator survey and interview
A voluntary survey on their
background and perception of the use
of ELI in their school was distributed
via UCO Qualtrics to administrators in
November 2017. Once the survey
was completed, a doctoral student at
Nov 2017
Jan 2018
OU-Tulsa who has extensive
Administrator Survey
Individual Interview
experience as a school administrator
(N=10):
(N=10):
contacted school administrators to
Background
Perception and use of ELI
schedule individual interviews. The
Perception of ELI
Perceived support
interviews with ten school principals
(benefits, favoring ELI)
were conducted in January and
Perceived support
February 2018 and lasted about 30-45
minutes. All but two of the interviews
were conducted face-to-face, and the
two that were not
Figure 2. Data Collection from Administrators
were conducted via telephone.
Questions about administrators’ perceptions of the use of ELI and how they support
teachers’ implementation of ELI for the teacher survey and focus group were developed
by the OPSR team with consultation from the OU-Tulsa research team.
(4) Authentic performance assessments (WWS & TS GOLD)
In the current study, we focused on two authentic performance assessments that
the OPSR adopted to test usability. These authentic performance assessments are
widely used for young children for detailed description): WSS (Meisels et al., 1995) and
TS GOLD (Heroman et al., 2010; Teaching Strategies LLC, n.d.). The reliability and
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validity of these assessments are well established for young children in research (e.g.,
Hecht & Greenfield, 2001; Gallant, 2009; Kim, 2016; Lambert et al., 2015; Meisels et al.,
1995; Meisels,Xue, & Shamblott, 2008). For example, high internal consistency of WWS
was reported for preschoolers (a=.90-.94 of language, literacy, and mathematics
subscales, Meisels et al., 2008) and for kindergartners (α =.84-.95, Meisels et al., 2008).
Correlations of WWS with direct, standardized, norm-referenced tests ranged from .30
to .44 (Meisels et al., 2008). Convergent and discriminant validity of TS GOLD has
been also evidenced by significant correlations of four domains of TS GOLD with other
direct assessment measures such as Woodcock Johnson Basic Reading, Picture
Vocabulary, Math Reasoning, and Heads-Toes-Knees-Shoulders (i.e., Measure of
Executive Functions) (α= .31-.68, Miller-Bains, Russo, Williford, DeCoster, & Cottone,
2016)
Work Sampling System (WWS): WSS is a curriculum-embedded, continuous
progress performance assessment system that measures children's knowledge, skills,
and behaviors on multiple occasions across different activity settings (Meisels et al.,
1995). This assessment has three complementary elements that are all classroomfocused and instructionally relevant, including developmental guidelines and checklists,
portfolios, and summary reports. Teachers complete summary reports about children’s
strengths and areas for growth at the end of each rating period. The reports are
composed of nine domains: personal and social development, language and literacy,
mathematical thinking, scientific thinking, social studies, the arts, and physical
development, health, and safety.
Teaching Strategies GOLD (TS GOLD): This is an authentic, observational
assessment system for children from birth through kindergarten that is designed to
assess children’s abilities, strengths, needs, and interests (Heroman et al., 2010). This
assessment addresses all areas of development and learning of children from birth
through kindergarten with intentional, focused, performance-assessment tasks in
literacy and numeracy. It is inclusive of children with different individual characteristics
and from diverse family backgrounds (Teaching Strategies LLD, n.d.). It consists of
thirty-six objectives across nine areas of development and learning: social-emotional,
physical, language, cognitive, literacy, mathematics, science and technology, social
studies, and the arts.
(5) Teachers’ data use and implementation
Data Use Components and Experiences in Schools (DUCES): This set of
measures has been developed over a three-year period with funding from the Buffett
Early Childhood Fund to create a valid and reliable measure of data utilization in early
childhood settings. Included are eight scales that capture the schools’ capacity for using
data, individual teachers’ capacity for using data, and teachers’ recent experiences
using data.
The schools’ capacities for data utilization are captured through questions about
(a) Time and (b) Tools. Items ask about the time teachers have to use data and the
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tools, such as training and technology, to which they have access. The scale is on a
range from 1 – 5. In pretesting, the measure’s internal consistency was calculated to be
in a high range (α = .92: Time; α = .94: Tools). Scales related to teachers’ personal
capacity to use data assess (c) teachers’ Confidence about using data and (d) Attitudes
about the importance of data had similarly high internal consistency (α = .95:
Confidence; α = .95: Attitudes). Confidence was measured on a scale from 1 – 5 and
Attitudes were on a scale from 1 – 7. An important part of using data is making
concerted efforts with other education professionals to meet children’s educational and
developmental needs. Thus, another component measured by the DUCES is (e) Social
Supports for data use, asking whether there are colleagues whom the teacher works
with to interpret and respond to the data. Internal consistency of this measure was high
(α = .93). Finally, the measure asks about experiences using data for learning about
and responding to students’ educational needs. The internal consistency of this scale –
Utilization– was also high (α = .91). The Control scale measures how controlled
teachers felt, or how extrinsically motivated the teachers were to use data. The
Autonomy scale measures the extent to which teachers use data autonomously, as an
intrinsically motivated behavior.
Data analysis
This study employed a mixed-method design with a set of surveys (quantitative),
focus groups, and individual interviews (qualitative). Using a mixed-method approach
allowed for a more in-depth understanding and richer analysis of how teachers and
administrators experienced the ELIs and perceived their efficacy in use of the tools and
applicability to practice. Characterized by both qualitative and quantitative methods,
triangulation strategies were used to confirm, cross-validate, and corroborate findings
within the study. While collecting and analyzing both qualitative and quantitative data,
we focused more on the analysis of qualitative data given the exploratory and
preliminary nature of the study.
Our qualitative data analysis approach was phenomenological, in order to identify
and describe the subjective experiences of the participants. This approach "seeks to
grasp and elucidate the meaning, structure, and essence of the lived experience of a
phenomenon for a person or a group of people” (Patton, 2002, p. 482). This approach
allowed us to begin to explore the varied perceptions and experiences of participants
about the ELIs. For the analysis of interview and focus group data, each transcript was
reviewed in depth by researchers. Through open coding, the research team sought to
uncover the possible themes emerging in the transcripts, thus reflecting the participant
experiences in their schools. The team discussed and refined the themes to establish
the validity of the resulting themes. Next, we employed axial coding to examine
relationships among the initial themes to achieve internal homogeneity (grouping similar
themes together) and external heterogeneity (creating groups of themes that are clearly
different from the other groups). We also identified relevant quotes that best represent
and illustrate each group of themes.
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Survey data was analyzed to provide background information about the
participants and the context and to confirm, cross-validate, and corroborate the findings
of qualitative data. Given the small sample size, we focused this analysis on providing
descriptive statistics on participants and their classroom and school and their responses
to the surveys (e.g., their experience with ELI and perception about the efficacy of ELI,
data use in the classroom). Where appropriate, we compared means on key variables
or items among groups (e.g., work sampling vs. TSGOLD) and associations among key
variables via t-tests and Pearson product moment correlations.

Results
Results of Quantitative Data Analysis
(1) Description of assessments teachers used
Participating teachers reported that they observed 62.68% of their students for
the ELI and completed the ELI for 28.56% of students in the survey. The rate of
observation and completion of the ELI may result from data being collected in the fall of
the academic year. They might have completed more if data collection had been done
at the end of the academic year. Although teachers observed and began to collect
evidence for the assessment of more than 60% of the students, they have not
completed the assessment for most students. Only four teachers reported that they
completed the ELI for all students in their classroom.
Twenty-five out of 26 teachers reported that they used additional assessments or
screening tools other than the ELI. Nine teachers used one additional assessment and
ten teachers used two additional assessments. Six teachers reported using three or
more assessments additional assessments, which indicates substantial workloads for
assessing children for the majority of teachers. As noted in Table 3, the majority of the
formal assessments used by participating teachers focus on children's language and
literacy skills. There are a variety of language and literacy assessments, while the
availability of math and comprehensive assessments were limited. The language and
literacy assessments that are most frequently used included Early Start Literacy,
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), and Literacy First.
Table 3. The Use of Additional Assessments (N=22)
Name of Assessment
Language & Literacy Assessment

Counts

Literacy First
Early Start Literacy
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)

5
9
9

Read Well Placement Inventory
Literacy First
Success for All
Fountas & Pinell Benchmark Assessment System

3
8
1
1
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Developmental Reading Assessment
Mathematics Assessment
Everyday Math

1
1

Comprehensive Assessment
Report Card

3

Other
Informal observation/Teacher-created assessment

3

(2) Teachers’ and administrators’ perceived benefits of the ELI
Teachers and administrators were asked to report their perceptions of the
benefits of the ELI (see Figure 3). Their agreement with stated benefits was measured
on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree and 5 strongly agree. Overall,
teachers and administrators perceived that the ELI is beneficial for children’s learning
and teachers’ instruction, which indicates their positive views of the impact of the ELI. It
appears that administrators (mean= 4.13) expressed slightly more positive attitudes
toward the impact of the ELI than teachers (mean=3.94). There were no differences in
the attitudes and perceptions between WSS and TS GOLD groups.
Perceived Benefits of the ELI
ELI helps teachers plan instruction

3.92

ELI offers information about students that
was not already known.

3.75

ELI helps teachers know what concepts
students are learning

4

4.27
4.08

ELI helps teachers identify learning goals for
students

4.09
4.08

Students benefit when teacher instruction
informed by ELI

4.09
3.92

Using ELI helps me be a better teacher (or
administrator)

4.2
3.92
0

Administrators

1

2

3

4

5

Teachers

Figure 3. Teachers and Administrators’ Perceived Benefits of the ELI (N=26 teachers &
10 administrators)
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(3) Capacity for and Use of Data
The Data Use Components and Experiences in Schools (DUCES) measured the
schools’ capacity for data use, the teachers’ capacity for data use, and the frequency
and quality of experiences using data. Results from the DUCES indicated that on
average, the 22 participants who responded felt that their school’s capacity to support
data use through resources and time was minimally effective in helping them do their
job (see Table 4). The mean of Tools and Time were in the mid-range at 2.6 on a scale
from 1- 5. However, the respondents indicated that they thought data was valuable, with
a mean of 6.2 on a scale of 7 - Attitudes about the value of data in early childhood
classrooms. Individual confidence in using data was at a mid-level – with a mean of 3.4
on a scale from 1 – 5.
A component that links organizational capacity to individual capacity is the social
supportiveness of the data use environment. Mean scores on the Social Support scale
were high at 5.4 on a scale of 7, indicating that respondents felt they had colleagues
they could go to help them interpret and respond to children’s educational needs based
on data.
The use of data, labeled Utilization in Table 4., ranges from 1 – 7, with surveyed
teachers scoring at both ends of this continuum. The average scores were slightly
above the mid-point, M = 4.6 (2.2). This indicates that teachers were using some data to
learn about students and respond with adapted instruction but are not yet at a high
level. Teachers using WSS reported significantly higher Utilization scores than teachers
using TS GOLD.
The variable Control measures how controlled teachers felt, or how extrinsically
motivated the teachers were to use data. Scores on this scale varied widely but were at
a mid-level on average. Most teachers seemed to use data based on autonomous, or
intrinsically motivated, reasons, based on the high Autonomy scores – an average of 5
on a scale of 7.
Table 4. Teachers’ Implementation and Use of the ELI (N=22)
Scale
School Capacity

Mean (SD)

Range

Tools

2.6 (0.9)

1.0 – 4.1

Time

2.6 (0.8)

1.0 – 4.0

Social Support

5.4 (1.1)

3.0 – 7.0

3.4 (1.1)

1.0 – 5.0

Example Items
How effective were these resources:
Procedures to help you prioritize teaching
practice using data.
How effective were these resources:
Protected time to set goals with data.

Teacher Capacity
Confidence

How confident are you in your ability to:
Use data to design lesson plans for the
whole class.
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Attitude

6.2 (1.0)

3.1 – 7.0

To what extent do you agree/disagree:
Using data is an important part of
teaching.

In the last 6 months,
I used data to evaluate the effectiveness of
my instruction.
In the last 6 months,
I felt that using data was valuable.
In the last 6 months,
I worried that I would lose my job if my
scores were low.

Experiences Using Data
Utilization

4.6 (2.2)

1.0 – 7.0

Autonomy

5.0 (1.3)

1.0 – 6.0

Control

3.2 (1.4)

2.2 – 6.6

Box plots in Figure 4. show how widely scores vary on the measure. Scales were
standardized to be on the same scale from 0 – 1. While average use of child
assessment data was high, some teachers reported never using the data, while other
teachers reported using it almost every day. The measures that showed the lowest
scores included Tools and Time at the organizational level and Confidence at the
individual level. Average scores for utilization varied more than other subscale scores.
While average scores for Control were low, responses widely varied. There is also a
negative correlation between feeling controlled and having positive attitudes about data
(r = -.42, p < .05). The measure that had the highest scores and least variation was
Attitudes. While some outliers exist in the dataset, most teachers felt that the use of
data was important part of supporting children’s learning and development.
1
0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0

Tools

Time

Social
Support

Confidence

Attitudes

Control

Autonomy

Utilization

Figure 4. Variability of Data Use Components and Experiences Scales (N=22)
Correlations with the Utilization measure were closely examined to understand
what components of schools and individuals were related to how frequently teachers
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used data. At the organizational level, both Tools and Time were significantly
associated with the frequency of using the child assessment data (r = .51, p < .05 Tools;
r = .57, p < .05 Time). At the individual level, Confidence in using data was correlated
with Utilization (r = .49, p < .05). Thus, more teacher confidence and more school
provision of time and tools to use data are associated with teachers using data more
frequently. Teachers’ feelings of autonomy in using data was marginally related to
Utilization (r = .37, p < .10) suggesting that more autonomous teachers used data more
frequently.
Because the schools’ provision of resources is strongly related to the use of data,
we examined these scales at the item level (see Figure 5). The resources that are
viewed as effective by the largest proportion of teachers included timely access to data,
processes to develop strategies, procedures to help prioritize teaching, conversations
that guided reflection on data, and access to technology that produced reports of data.
Resources that were seen as least effective or that the greatest proportion of teachers
had no access to included training on using a cycle of inquiry and access to staff who
gave advice on how to apply data to work.
Not at all effective/ Did not have

Slightly effective

Moderately effective

How effective were these resources?
Timely access to data.
Necessary training on interpreting data
appropriately.

14

Very effective

27

Extremely effective

27

23

32

36

0

27

14 0

Protected time to set goals with data.

9

36

36

14

5

Protected time to evaluate progress on datainformed plans.

9

36

36

14

5

Training on using a cycle of inquiry.

32

Process to develop strategies for addressing
concerns revealed by data.
Procedures that helped prioritize teaching
practice using data.
Tools that helped focus the interpretation and
use of data. (e.g. reflection guides, paper forms)

14

23
14

46

23

23

27

Conversations that guided you to reflect on data.
18

18
0%

27

23

32

18
36

27
27

0
14 0

36

14

0
5

41

23

27

Leaders who facilitated understanding of data.

27

14

32

18
23

18

27

Access to technology that generated reports
about data.
Access to staff who gave advice on how to apply
data to work.
Interdisciplinary teams who brought multiple
perspectives to interpret data.

27

27
36

0
9

18

0

18

0

18

0

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 5. Item-level analysis of School Infrastructure for Data Use (N=22)
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(4) Teachers’ and administrators’ opinion about the ELI (i.e., acceptance)
Teachers and administrators were asked to report their opinion about the ELI, its
future use, and whether they would recommend it to other colleagues. There were
more teachers who perceived the use of the ELI negatively than those who perceived it
favorably. About 34% of participating teachers reported a positive view of use of ELI.
Similarly, about one-third of teachers wanted to continue with the ELI (34%) and would
recommend the ELI to other teachers (34% & 38%, respectively). These findings on
teachers’ negative views and low levels of acceptance are somewhat conflicting with the
results reported above that teachers, in general, found the use of the ELI as beneficial
for planning and instruction and for children. In addition, administrators tended to
perceive the ELI more positively than teachers (see Figure 6 & 7). About 60% of
administrators showed a favorable opinion of the use of the ELI and wanted to
recommend it to other teachers. Forty percent of administrators reported that they would
want to use the ELI in the future. There were no differences in the opinion about the ELI
between WSS and TS GOLD assessment groups.
Teachers' Favorable Opinion about ELI

8%
34%

Positive View
Negative View
No Response

58%

Teachers' Desire to Continue
with ELI

Teachers Recommending ELI to
Other Teachers

Yes
8%
34%
58%

No
No
response

Yes
12%
38%
50%

Figure 6. Teachers’ Opinion about the ELI and Their Future Use (N=26)

No
No
response
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Administrators' Favorable Opinion about ELI

9%

Positive View
Negative View

27%
64%

No Response

Administrators Recommending
ELI to Other Teachers

Administrators' Desire to
Continue with ELI
Yes
10%

No
45%

45%

No
response

Yes
10%

No
45%

45%

No
response

Figure 7. Administrators’ Opinion about the ELI and Their Future Use (N=10)
Teachers and administrators reported about the types and levels of support,
guidance, and resources that were provided for administrating the ELI from the school
administrator, school district, the OPSR, and the ELI vendors. There were no
differences in teachers' perceived support, guidance, and resources between WSS and
TS GOLD groups.
Less than half of the teachers (n=11) reported receiving guidance or coaching
from their administrators while using the ELI. Among teachers who received support
from administrators, five teachers perceived that the support was helpful or very helpful.
Teachers were asked to report specific support and guidance they received from a
school administrator and a school district and rate the levels of support (see Figure 8).
The first five survey items listed in Figure 4 assessed support and guidance provided
from school administrators (mean=3.43) while the last five survey items measured
support from the school district (mean=2.93). Overall, teachers reported that they
received slightly higher levels of support and guidance from a school administrator than
from a school district. They perceived that administrators provided moderate levels of
support and guidance (Range=2.92-3.92). The low to moderate scores for the last three
questions suggest challenges with staffing and/or professional development resource,
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which is all related to district-level support. Teachers reported that they received a low
to moderate level of support from districts such as having someone who can help and
guide teachers and receiving useful professional development for the use of ELI.
School Administrator Support and District-level Support
Administrator encourages ELI data use to support
effective teaching

3.92

Administrator creates many opportunities to
analyze and discuss ELI to inform instruction

3.58

Administrator has made sure teachers have
adequate training for ELI use

3.29

Administrator discusses observational assessment
data

3.46

Administrator creates protected time for using ELI
to plan instruction

2.92

I am adequately supported in the effective use of
ELI

3.13

I am adequately prepared to use ELI

3.29

There is someone available in the building who
answers my questions about ELI

2.75

There is someone who helps modify my practice
based on ELI

2.71

My district provides enough useful PD about ELI

2.75
0

1

2

3

4

5

Figure 8. School Administrator Support and District-level Support (N=22)
Teachers were also asked how often they access any of the professional
development resources provided (see Table 5). Frequencies for these items are
presented in Table 6. While “Never” is by far the most frequently occurring response,
the results suggest the FAQs page on the OPSR Foundation website, the OPSR Online
Forum, and the Online professional development courses were used more frequently
than Technical Assistance by phone or email from the ELI vendor, SDE staff, or OPSR
staff. It is unclear whether this indicates a preference for web-based assistance rather
than phone or email, or aversion to Technical Assistance resources, ELI vendors, and
SDE or OPSR staff. Regarding how helpful these resources are, teachers gave the
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highest marks, on average, for Online Professional Development courses and OPSR
Foundation’s FAQs and Resource pages.
Table 5. Professional Development Resources: Teachers (N=26)

How often
do you use
the
resources?

How
helpful are
the
resources?

Response Category

OPSR
Online
Forum

Tech.
Asst.-ELI
Vendor

Tech.
Asst.-SDE
or OPSR

Online
Prof. Dev.
Courses

Never
Once a month or less
A few times a month
Once a week
A few times a week
Every day

17
4
3
0
0
0

21
3
0
0
0
0

21
2
1
0
0
0

18
5
1
0
0
0

FAQ
pageOPSR
site
16
5
2
0
1
0

Average Helpfulness
(Range: 1-5)

3.0

4.0

3.5

4.5

4.4

(5) Associations among Teachers’ Perceived Support, Benefits, & Attitudes toward ELI
To examine associations among teachers’ perceived support, benefits, and
attitudes toward the ELI use, we created a composite score of each administrative
support, district-level support, and perceived benefits of the ELI. The results of Pearson
Moment correlations (see Table 6) showed that teachers’ positive view of the ELI and
desire to continue to use were positively correlated with their perceived benefits of the
ELI. This indicates that teachers who perceived the use of the ELI as beneficial for their
instruction and planning were more likely to show favorable attitudes and want to
continue to use it. There were no correlations among other variables.
Table 6. Correlations among Perceived Support, Benefits and Favor of the ELI (N=26)
Favor ELI
Administrative support

-.11

Want to continued
use
-.11

Recommend to
other teachers
.09

District-level support

-.15

-.15

.04

Perceived benefits

.51*

.51*

.11

Note: * p<.01
Results of Qualitative Data Analysis
The qualitative data available for the feasibility study analysis derived from four
main data sources. The first was an open-ended survey question from the Qualtrics
survey, which asked, "Please provide any comments or challenges, recommendations,
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or positive experiences you had with the implementation of the assessment in your
classroom.” The second source of data was from the five focus groups conducted, four
online and one face-to-face, in the subset of Oklahoma school districts (n=8) in the
study. The third source was all available e-mail correspondence with ELI feasibility
study staff directly related to the use of the assessment and process of implementation
in their school. The final source was the data generated as a result of the interviews
with principals and other school administrators regarding their perceptions and
experiences with the assessment their teachers were using. Demographic information
on the teachers and administrators who participated in the study are listed in Tables 1
and 2.
In what follows, we present the findings of our analysis of these multiple sources
of qualitative data, relaying teachers and administrators’ experiences with their chosen
assessment tool, and the successes, issues, and challenges they faced as a result.
Analysis of each of these data sources occurred separately at first; themes were
derived for each and then these were compared across data sources for the purpose of
both triangulating the data and also uncovering cross-cutting themes to arrive at a
comprehensive understanding of teachers and administrators’ experiences. Because
the purpose of this study was to provide information on the feasibility of future adoption
of ELIs across the State of Oklahoma and recommendations therewith, in what follows,
we focus our reporting of the results on the cross-cutting analysis. While we did, at
times, delineate any differences in experiences between the two different tools, WSS
and TS GOLD, any differences in experiences were often not unique to one particular
tool, and in the cases where they were, were confined to a necessarily small subset of
participants. Thus, any definitive conclusions about which tool was “better” we
considered to be tenuous at best. We organize our reporting around teachers’
perceptions of the tools, using administrator perspectives from their interviews to
triangulate/support teachers’ views. The rationale for this strategy of organizing was
borne out of the recognition post-analysis that there were very few cases in which the
administrators provided information about benefits and challenges to the tools that
weren’t already expressed by teachers—stakeholders who, not surprisingly, had more
detailed and nuanced accounts of the tools due to their firsthand knowledge and
experience with the tools.
Several themes emerged from our analysis of the qualitative data soliciting
teachers and administrators’ perceptions on various aspects of the ELI tools they used
and the challenges and issues surrounding their implementation. An integral part of
determining the feasibility of the future scale-up of ELI adoption across the state would
be to first determine whether or not teachers (and administrators) found the tool
beneficial and/or useful, given the time and effort they expended to use it. Second,
because no tool is perfect, and implementation is often fraught with unforeseen
challenges, determining what these challenges allow the various stakeholders involved
to anticipate and address them in future adoptions. Finally, because much of the history
of policy implementation in the United States is a graveyard of good ideas not given the
time and support needed to be successful (Adams et al., 2017; Hiebert, Gallimore, &
Stigler, 2002), discussing the supports that needed to address any challenges that
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arose from the feasibility study allows for some clear recommendations on how to
maximize the benefits of the ELI tools while mitigating the challenges. One note is that,
to protect the anonymity of the building administrators, only their chosen tool is used to
identify/differentiate them.
(1) Benefits
Developmental appropriateness. Most teachers, even if they were dubious of the
feasibility of using the tool given other constraints on their time or overlap with other
required assessments (discussed more below), could at least recognize the benefit of
having an assessment tool that was specifically designed for documenting and tracking
the progress and performance of early childhood students in a wide range of domains.
Most teachers recognize that the assessments they already use—or the assessments
they are required to use—are not necessarily appropriate for use with early childhood
students. As a TS GOLD teacher from Canadian reflected on the tool: “It was very
developmental! I also liked the individual reports that we could use for parent
conferences. The app was convenient to use to document learning through
photographs.” A TS GOLD teacher in Osage stated:
I liked the potential that I see in it to be able to start assessing skills of a wide
range starting with a 3-year-old program and going forward through kindergarten.
We haven't had a tool that we could start that young and we have a 3-year-old
program here.
Beliefs about the developmental appropriateness of the tool were not confined
just to TS GOLD participants either. A WSS teacher from Millwood was also impressed
with the tool: “I think it would a really great piece to have for the younger grades. I don’t
know necessarily, like, thinking ahead how well it would do with the older grades. But I
definitely feel like pre-k, kindergarten, 1st grade, I think it would be amazing.”
Comprehensiveness. In addition to the developmental appropriateness of the
tool, teachers also expressed how comprehensive the tool was, assessing a wide range
of domains—not just academic performance—of students. In addition to the second
quote above from a TS GOLD teacher in Osage to this effect, a WSS teacher from
Gypsy simply stated, “... it was broad and covered a lot of areas…” Another WSS
teacher also recognized this benefit:
I like how, like in the domains it broke it down, it was broken down between the
domains, and then within each domain, there was different categories, and it was
easy to read. I didn’t have to do too much research to understand. [ WSS,
Millwood]
When asked when s/he had seen as far as benefits and/or positive experiences with the
assessments, one administrator stated:
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It’s given. I think it’s just helping the teachers to be able to see them as the
complete students. It’s really easy, like I said, with new curriculum to focus on
just reading or just math and then this brings in a developmental part, which we
know with early childhood is so critical. [TSGOLD].
Another administrator reiterated the comprehensiveness, but also commented on the
versatility of the tool in capturing other forms of data, particularly evidence in the form of
various media:
I think the depth that it goes into, the very specific and, the teachers really
enjoyed documenting… the ability to document, I think is—through pictures and
being able to attach that to that, it’s something you hear about or they like to do,
but this gave them kind of, the push to do to do that and the avenue to store it
and report it back [TSGOLD].
Ease of use. This last statement by a WSS teacher in Millwood alludes to the
next oft-cited benefit of the tool—its ease of use. Ease of use was both described in
terms of the use of the tool with respect to user-friendliness, but also with respect to the
use of technology to enhance the convenience of the tool and its integration within
teaching duties and classroom activities. While some teachers saw the reliance on
technology as a significant barrier to implementation (discussed more below),
technological innovations were perceived as a key benefit for some teachers to
enhancing the ease of meeting the demands of documenting and uploading student
work, various other media such as photos and videos. A WSS teacher commented,
I think it is user-friendly and offers a great way to observe the children with the
added ease of picture documentation to back it up. The assessment seems
pretty thorough and I like how it is organized and grouped together, making it
easier to mentally map out a plan for assessing. [WSS, Gypsy]
Several teachers also liked the advantage of having the application compatibility
with iPhone and iPad, given those devices are ubiquitous among individuals and in
classrooms. Another teacher commented, “I love that I could document with the iPhone
app, as my phone is the one thing that is always on me at all times." [WSS, Gypsy].
Another teacher also agreed: "I do like the application that's on my phone, because I
can take a snap, a quick picture, and then it automatically puts it is over here too. So
that, it’s something quick and fast that if you’re doing an observation, that’s a quick
snapshot of it.” [WSS, Millwood]
Useful data and reports. Arguably, no assessment tool can be completely
beneficial to teachers unless they perceive that the information the tool provides will
help them improve some aspect of their instructional practice, whether it be enhancing
their own instructional decision making or the decision making of parents wanting to
monitor their child’s progress. In the case of the ELIs, both of these were seen as
benefits of the tools, whether it was TS GOLD or WSS.
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Information for instructional decision making. Replete in the qualitative data was
the recognition that, despite the large investment of time needed to properly use the
tool, it yielded information teachers perceived as useful in guiding on-going decision
making. In general, a benefit of the tool that many teachers mentioned was its ability to
provide a "birds-eye" view of class performance, in addition to the finer-grained
performance of individual students. One teacher remarked, "It gave an overall look at
the class and each individual.'[TS GOLD, Tulsa].
One particular area of benefit was the information is provided for helping to group
and regroup students according to ability. A WSS teacher pointed out: "It guided my
instruction and helped me group my students based on their skills and abilities." [WSS,
Ada]. TS GOLD teachers also used the information generated in this way, "The teacher
reports were very informative and assisted with small group processing and individual
instruction.” [TS GOLD, Tulsa]. One teacher found the tool and its descriptors provided
a beneficial structure for accurately and reliably assessing the performance of his
students, “I think the defined descriptors helped me to feel confident in the marks I gave
the students.” [WSS Cimarron]
Principals reiterated these benefits for teachers. One remarked:
It makes it easier for us to be able to differentiate instruction, especially in
kindergarten; build those specific centers around which goals we need to be
working on. I just think overall the kids are going to benefit from the fact that we
have more information, we’re seeing what’s going on inside their little brains.
[WSS Principal]
A TS GOLD principal as well stated:
I think just from talking to the teachers, the benefit is the teacher is able to gather
more accurate data, and you know, data is just so insightful for a teacher that
they're—then that helps the student because its drives—helps the teacher drive
that…I think they were able to get some additional data that maybe they didn't
have before, which, then, in turn, helped them turn around something that they
were doing.
Parent reports. The information the tool generated for the benefit of teachers was
clearly seen as meaningful, but the information provided for parents on their child’s
performance was more mixed; in fact, a significant number of teachers either didn’t
have time to utilize this feature of the tools or lacked sufficient data to generate the
reports. As a TS GOLD teacher from Osage pointed out, “The reports are great for
teachers but I found them too complex for my average parent to want to sort through.”
[TS GOLD, Osage].
Other teachers, however, found positive results from their use of the parent
reports: “I received positive feedback from the 5 kindergarten parents I conferenced
with. One parent wrote, ‘I am going to work on improving this. It sounds like a great
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tool for the school and for home.” [TS GOLD, Canadian]. Additionally, a TS GOLD Tulsa
teacher reflected: “When I used the parent reports in the past, the parents liked the
reports, because it showed them how their child was/wasn't developing skill wise...”
Similarly, the WSS teachers from Ada all saw positive results from their use of the
parent reports: “It gave them information related to their child and what they might need
more work on” [Ada Teacher 2]. “It kept the parent and teacher connected on the child’s
benchmark.” [Ada Teacher 3]. Administrators too mentioned this most often as the
primary benefit of the tool for parents. When asked how the assessment tools had
increased parent involvement or had benefitted parents, a majority mentioned the use of
the parent report data and reports in their parent/teacher conferences. In response, one
administrator said:
I think so at conferences, they always go over all the assessment data. Our
conferences...they do share assessment data with parents because they have
charts; this is where the kids should be, this is what your kid shows, these are the
things we need to be working on. Those kinds of things. [WSS]
(2) Challenges
Themes that emerged related to the challenges teachers perceived in realizing
the successful implementation of the ELI tools were numerous but fell into two broad
categories: time and ease of use. Each of these is discussed below.
Time. The most salient of themes across the teacher data sources was the
element of time, which was defined in several ways in our analysis: 1) the amount of
time needed for implementation; 2) when during the school day they had the time to use
the tool, and 3) other constraints on the time teachers devoted to using the tool. Each of
these elements is discussed in turn below.
Amount of time needed. As will be seen later on, many teachers recognized the
benefits of the program, but the time needed to complete the process, from observation
to the entry of the data into the system was a substantial barrier. As a teacher from
Stillwater noted, “It takes a long time to observe and record info. I had a hard time trying
to get any completed due to all the other paperwork that is required of me.” [TS GOLD,
Stillwater]. This issue was not only with respect to TS GOLD, however, as several
teachers implementing WSS, such as a teacher from Marietta, noted: “[It is] very timeconsuming as far as entering data." In fact, out of the 20 responses received on the
open-ended survey item, 14 teachers reported some degree of difficulties related to the
time needed to collect and report the data needed to use the tool fully. The salience of
this theme in the teacher focus groups was also substantial.
At least half of the principals interviewed also expressed concerns about the time
needed to implement the program. One principal said it best:
Time, time, time, time, time. Teachers said they found it impossible to, you know,
with the expectations that we already put on them to have to do all that too. They
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said there’s no way, unless they just did it all at home, and they both have young
children, and they shouldn’t have to be doing it at home period. Added with
everything else they felt like there’s no way they could do it, and do it well, uh,
within the constraints of the school day. [TSGOLD]
Demands on teacher time. Because of the current demands on teachers’ time
during the typical workday, several teachers noted that the time needed to completely
use the tool fell on teachers’ own time, instead of during the school day. Early on, a
teacher in Osage school district requested a staff person be allocated to her for 30
minutes a day: “I requested this as I felt like all the time I was spending inputting and
weighting assessments was happening after school hours.” Other teachers, both on the
survey and in the focus groups, mentioned that completing the assessment required
additional time outside of the normal school day.
Other time constraints. Another significant constraint related to time was related
to teachers' ability to complete the ELI but also manage to complete multiple other
assessments required by their district/state. Nearly every district that participated had a
teacher who mentioned that the time needed to complete the ELI in addition to other
school assessments and report cards made it not feasible. As a TS GOLD teacher in
Tulsa remarked, "It is too time-consuming and we already have other requirements, for
example; when we are trying to do required assessments for our curriculum or report
cards, it would be hard to add the assessments, observations, and reports required from
this tool." A WSS teacher in Ada school district reiterated this challenge: "It was too
time-consuming to complete in addition to our other school assessments and report
cards." The observation was also noted by at least two administrators, one stating:
But, with that in addition to our report card—it’s a lot. If we were to do this, it
really needs to be a one or the other because it’s way too much assessment in
early childhood to do both and I don’t know if that would even be a possibility to
replace the report card with that, so. [TS GOLD principal]
This, coupled with the fact that some teachers saw the ELI as redundant, or
containing elements that were redundant, to other required assessments, led some to
have concerns about continuing to use the tool in addition to the others. For example, a
TS GOLD teacher in Canadian school district remarked: "RSA and Literacy First
provides an assessment we can track from PK-3rd and use to inform classroom
instruction." In Millwood school district (a WSS district), teachers generally agreed that
there was some overlap with what they were already doing as far as assessment. As
one teacher in the focus group stated, and others agreed with,
But, I think [WSS] it would be really great if that's if that was like the only
assessment really piece we had. But like, with all of these other assessment
pieces it seemed I guess just kind of redundant almost. So I think on its own it's
fantastic and I like how it really breaks down each category, but I think in addition
to—it’s a lot. [Millwood focus group]
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Ease of use. In addition to challenges related to time present among the
feasibility study participants, many teachers also experienced technical issues which
impeded their ability to fully use the tool and/or realize its benefits. It is somewhat not
surprising to see that technology—an aspect of the ELI assessments that enhanced the
ease of use for some teachers—also became a challenge, barrier, or source of
frustration for others. While some found the WSS reasonably user-friendly, others found
the program and program website difficult to navigate. Two teachers from Ada each
stated: "It is difficult to navigate the site. “Too much information and too many places to
go to gather or document info." [WSS Teacher 1, Ada]. It is hard to manipulate the
program." [WSS Teacher 2, Ada].
The demand for the program for uploading documents and other media was a
source of frustration for some teachers. For some, like a TS GOLD teacher from
Newcastle, the issue was with integrating the technological demands of the program
adequately into the natural flow of his/her teaching. As s/he noted, "I find it difficult to
video and take pictures as well as take notes when I am teaching either whole group
and in small groups." Moreover, while some teachers were comfortable with the
technological demands of the programs, some teachers were less adept at navigating
the technology, and this increased their frustration. As one administrator pointed out:
Two of the three teachers were not real, still not real comfortable with technology
and their frustration level. Just shot up when we started having some issues...
while some groups were able to use that data some, or at least the classes,
we’re still trying to login. And, you know there was, and so they were getting
frustrated and then it was just kind of delirium at one point, and it was like… hang
on. We need to stop and see how we can fix this [WSS].
This feature also became problematic if the technology infrastructure supporting the
WSS or TS GOLD applications was unreliable, and this added to the integration issue.
As a teacher pointed out: "I liked the app. However, it was difficult to upload info without
reliable wi-fi." [WSS, Pawnee]. Others mentioned lack of access to key technology, like
scanners, to upload photos and videos to the tool. Two different administrators
mentioned access to technology as a key barrier to success. During implementation,
one administrator lamented that their plan to obtain iPads to facilitate TS GOLD tool use
fell through, s/he regretted not having access to this technology: “the first challenge
was—it is easier to give this assessment with an iPad and taking it, the teachers loved
the idea of the authentic, and felt it would have been a lot easier with the iPad.”
(3) Support for Implementation
As mentioned earlier, support for new policies—particularly those which demand
a lot from teachers and administrators in terms of resources—is often an overlooked
aspect of successful implementation. In the case of the ELI tools, which, by teachers
own reports were demanding of time and resources, teachers pointed out the ways in
which administrators played a key role in helping them negotiate ELI tool
implementation and also what additional resources would have made that process even
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better. Furthermore, when administrators were asked about whether or not, without
additional funding, they would be able to continue to support the use of the ELI tools, all
10 principals said “no.”
Administrative. On the whole, teachers felt well-supported by their
administrators with respect to implementing the ELI tools. There were several
dimensions to this support from the standpoint of teachers, which included: the
provision of key resources like class coverage; funding for technology or other materials
in support of ELI implementation; as well as what might be deemed "moral support" and
encouragement. For example, many teachers pointed out that their principal attended
the training with them, and this helped build trust, and the moral support necessary to
fully engage in what was a complex and demanding new process. As one teacher
pointed out, "She attended the training with us. They also got our class covered so that
we were able to complete our assessments during school instead of using all of our
personal times." [Anonymous]. Having been a teacher before assisted in teachers'
perceptions that their principal would support their work with the new tool and
understand the demands it placed on them:
I get pretty good support. I mean, my thing is because, the principal that we
have, she’s worked with children. So it’s not like… she’s just been an admin.
She visited our classroom. She’s given us feedback and stuff like that. So I feel
like she knows my class and myself and my teaching style.” [WSS, Millwood]
Additionally, because of the time demands delineated in the previous section,
principals who provided teachers with various resources were clearly seen as more
supportive of the process. In order to complete the time-intensive assessment process,
teachers often needed some help either from a teacher's aide, assistant, or other staff
members to either help enter the data into the system, or else provide needed class
coverage so that the teacher could do it. As one teacher stated, "They also got our class
covered so that we were able to complete our assessments during school instead of
using all of our personal times." [Anonymous] Needed technology, also identified as a
challenge in the previous section, was also an area of support where administrators
could intervene, and some did. One teacher appreciated this support, which gave them
the time and space to learn the tool and take the next steps: "Our vice principal tried to
get the technology we needed and also was helping cover classes so we could figure it
out" [Anonymous].
A few administrators echoed these concerns, and, although it was a small
sample of schools, smaller schools seemed to struggle more to provide some of these
resources to their teachers. One administrator discussed the challenge of being smaller
in implementing such a time and resource-intensive tool:
The problem that we have is we are a very small staff and so there’s not a lot of
extra support there; the teacher can do some one on one or pull out the one child
to do an assessment, so we had to do a lot of planning and scheduling on our
part, but we have to do that with anything that we do… technology for us is an
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issue, but it’s always going to be an issue, we have zero dollars and the
technology budget—because we are such a small school we don’t have a very
flourishing budget [WSS Principal]
Professional development. Not surprisingly, additional professional
development, training, and/or coaching was expressed as a necessary support for many
participating teachers. Several teachers were specific about the types of PD that would
be helpful with respect to the tool, mentioning that further online resources might not be
sufficient, “I feel like we still need more training to efficiently utilize the program. Not just
referring to webinars for extra training." [Anonymous] Some teachers expressed wanting
more hands-on practice using the tool: "Real world application was lacking. (practicing
using the assessments on real students) ex: video students." Because several teachers
did not fully utilize the reports generated from the tool, particularly the parent reports,
some teachers expressed that further PD on these would be beneficial: "I would prefer
the professional development to be more simplified and cover the use of report cards,
rather than developmentally appropriate activities." [WSS, Ada]
Teachers also thought that further training for administrators in early childhood
would enhance the experience for teachers and further their perceptions of support from
administration in using the tool. As an anonymous teacher explained, “It would be
helpful for principals, and administration above the principals, to have training on
developmentally appropriate teaching practices.”
Results from Cost Analysis, Year 1
(1) Professional development
The Oklahoma Partnership for School Readiness (OPSR) provided participants
and their principals two days of face-to-face training in either Tulsa or Oklahoma City
with hotel accommodations for those who traveled more than 45 miles from their home.
OPSR reimbursed teachers for their travel, per diem, and provided meals on both days
of the training as well as substitute reimbursement to districts of $70 per a day up to
$140 per a teacher or (See Table 7). Principals and administrators were invited to
attend the training as well. Ten of the fifty-eight attendees at the professional
development days were administrators. Not all attendees requested travel or substitute
reimbursement and some chose to carpool to the event.
Table 7. Costs for Professional Development for Year 1, 58 Teachers and
Administrators Participated in Training on the Assessment Tools in Two Locations.

Trainer Costs
Work Sampling for 23 teachers1
1

Tulsa

Oklahoma City

Total

$ 6,500.00

$ 6,000.00

$ 12,500.00

$3,500 for the first day of training, $3,000 for subsequent days.
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Teaching Strategies GOLD for 33
teachers
Sub Totals
Total

$ 5,030.00
$ 11,530.00

Hotel and Meeting Room Costs2
Hotel rooms 1 night for 22 total
Meals (1 breakfast, 2 lunches,
refreshments and coffee service 2 days)
Meeting room and A/V rental
Sub Totals
Total

$ 11,030.00
$ 11,030.00

$ 10,060.00
$ 22,560.00

$ 1,446.20

$ 2,209.20

$ 3,655.40

$ 2,974.00
$ 2,417.76
$ 6,837.96

$ 3,495.00
$ 1,317.90
$ 7,022.10

$ 6,469.00
$ 3,735.66
$ 13,860.06

Substitute Reimbursement

$ 1,179.12

$ 2,803.25

$ 3,982.37

Mileage and Per Diem
Reimbursement3

$ 909.40

$ 1,727.37

$ 2,636.77

Total Costs

$ 43,039.20

(2) Assessment system licensing and materials

Both WSS and TS GOLD provided equal costs for licensing at $13.95 per a pupil.
Pricing for licenses is based on the number of students requested to be enrolled in the
system (see Table 8). A higher volume of students lowers the cost of the per student
subscription by as much as $6.00 per a child. At the request of the teachers during the
professional development, OPSR chose to provide copies of the GOLD Objectives for
Development and Learning Books as well as Work Sampling Posters, which shipped
directly to the schools. Table 2 reflects the costs of licensing and materials just provided
by OPSR. It does not reflect the additional costs incurred by districts for Wi-Fi and the
purchase of tablets or I-Pads.
Table 8. Cost of Licensing Subscriptions and Additional Materials for Year 1. Vendors
Provide Costs Per Child and Adjust Costs Based on Volume.
Work Sampling
Total Licensing Costs for 23 teachers @ $13.95/child
Total Poster Costs for 23 teachers @ $7.20/poster
Total
2

$
$
$

Cost
5,287.05
165.60
5,452.65

Costs include expenses for four OPSR staff and one Department of Education staff member
coordinating and attending the training,
3
Teachers and administrators were offered $26.00 for their evening meal and $0.445 per mile in travel
reimbursement.
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Teaching Strategies GOLD
Total Licensing Costs for 33 teachers @ $13.95/child

$

Total Costs for GOLD Objectives for Development & Learning,
Birth through 3rd Book @ $150.00/book
Total

$ 4,950.00
$ 14,868.48

Total licensing and materials cost:

9,918.48

$ 20,321.13

(3) Total costs and staffing needs
The total licensing, training, and materials costs for 48 teachers is $63,360.33
with an average cost per teacher of $1,320.01. This does not include faculty and staff
salary and fringe. Based on the number of staff hours associated with planning,
coordinating and coaching, OPSR recommends that one full-time staff person is
dedicated to the ELI with at least one additional staff person assisting part-time in the
coordination of professional development and logistics. The staff members should come
from the State Department of Education, not the district or school, or OPSR.
Estimated Costs for Year 2
(1) Professional development costs
OPSR provided the option for schools to continue using their assessment for the
second year and include their Pre-K classrooms. Of the sixteen original school districts,
eight chose to continue during year two. In addition to the licensing fees, travel
reimbursement, and materials previously provided, OPSR will be providing a $250
stipend for classroom materials, one full day of professional development and four
additional professional development collaborative learning sessions, and four days of
substitute reimbursement to be used for either professional development time or time
for data entry.
Based on feedback through the focus groups and due to this being the second
year for most participants, OPSR has made the decision to pare down the vendorprovided professional development to one morning session prior to the start of school.
Pearson/WSS will provide a three-hour online webinar to take place at a location in
Oklahoma City to train returning kindergarten and new pre-k teachers on the online
WSS. TS GOLD does not provide online webinars so they will be providing a face-toface training during the same time for teachers using TS GOLD. After training on the
tool is completed, teachers will work with OPSR staff in professional learning groups to
create assessment schedules, share tips with each other, and explore ways to
overcome the challenges and barriers they had during the first year in using the
assessment. OPSR is collaborating with the Oklahoma Public School Resource Center
(OPSRC) to provide four additional professional learning groups throughout the year. All
but one of the schools is associated with the OSPRC network and this training will come
at no additional cost to them.
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Table 9. Estimated Costs for Professional Development and Assessment License fees
for Year 2
Trainer Fees
Work Sampling
Teaching Strategies GOLD

$
$
$

Cost
900.00
2,515.00
3,415.00

Hotel and Meeting Room Costs
Meals (1 Breakfast, 1 lunch, and coffee and beverage
service 2 days)
Meeting rooms and A/V Rentals
Licensing Fees
Work Sampling
Teaching Strategies GOLD
Materials
Objectives for Development and Learning Book 6 @ $150
WSS Posters @ 8.00 for 2

Substitutes and Travel
Substitutes @ $70/day for 4 days per teacher
Travel @ $0.445/mile for 18 teachers
Total Estimated Costs:

$
$
$

3,500.00
2,500.00
6,000.00

$
$
$

1,496.25
4,882.50
6,378.75

$
$
$

900.00
16.00
916.00

$
$
$

5,040.00
1,500.00
6,540.00

$ 23,249.75

(2) License fees and total estimated costs
As there will be significantly fewer students involved in the use of the WSS during year
two, the costs per student have increased to $19.95. With additional supports and
teacher stipends in place, this brings the estimated cost for year two to $1,291.65 per
teacher or $23,249.75 total (Table 9). OPSR does not recommend calculating the costs
of a statewide ELI based on the total costs incurred by the organization during the
feasibility study. Significant resources were put into place by OPSR based on the
experience of other states that currently have an ELI in place. Resources provided were
an attempt to minimize the barriers for using the assessment in Oklahoma classrooms
currently and create buy-in for the use of the assessment. The per teacher numbers
provided for the cost of year one and year two are higher than what a state or districtinitiated ELI would actually include. For example, districts and the State Department of
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Education would most likely not provide all meals for teachers and there are numerous
free meeting spaces available across the state. Additionally, as more teachers learn the
assessment, the costs associated with professional development would decrease
significantly.

Discussion
Assessing children’s learning and progress is an integral part of curriculum and
instruction for teachers. Research evidence consistently shows that assessments that
are well-designed, administered effectively, and interpreted and utilized appropriately
benefit schools, teachers, children, and families (Ackerman & Coley, 2012; Cabell et al.,
2009; Lambert et al., 2015; Mcafee & Leong, 2011). However, learning, adopting, and
using a new assessment is a complex process influenced by multiple school and
teacher factors. An integral part of determining the feasibility of the future scale-up of
ELI adoption across the state is to first determine whether or not teachers (and
administrators) found the tool beneficial and/or useful, given the time and effort they
expended to use it.

Teachers and administrators perceived the benefits and importance of using the ELI
for their instructional planning to support children’s learning and development and
communication with parents through parent reports.

To address this, we conducted the feasibility study to address two general areas
of focus as a short-term goal: practicality and acceptability of the ELI. We examined the
extent to which teachers perceived the ELI were effectively used and helpful for
assessing children’s progress and planning individualized instruction (e.g., benefits).
We also investigated acceptability by examining how teachers and principals as the
intended recipients perceived and reacted to the ELI (e.g., acceptance for future use).
The practicality was further assessed by analyzing the challenges and resources
teachers have. We assume that acceptability may be determined by teachers’
assessment of the ELI’s practicality given the challenges and limited resources they
faced. Through the use of a mixed-method approach, this study provided the
more comprehensive and richer dataset we needed to properly assess the
acceptability and practicality of the ELI. The quantitative and qualitative data were
consolidated and validated in the study. Our findings have significant implications for the
use of ELI as an effective assessment tool to help policymakers, administrators, and
other stakeholders make an informed decision about next steps.
According to the extensive needs assessment conducted by the OPSR, 900 preK and 1,249 kindergarten teachers expressed a need for early assessments that are
more comprehensive and developmentally appropriate than the current assessments
used in classrooms. Based on the findings of the comprehensive needs assessment
and suggestions from the Steering Committee, the OPSR selected two authentic
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performance-based assessment tools for kindergarteners, both of which have been
found to be widely used, reliable, valid, and developmentally appropriate. This type of
assessment has been found to be better aligned with the views of early childhood
researchers and professionals than the standardized tests (Gallant, 2009) and has more
advantages than group-administered standardized tests, especially for young children
(Ackerman & Coley, 2012; Cabell et al., 2009; Lambert et al., 2015; Mcafee & Leong,
2011; Meisels et al., 1995). Teachers continued to use existing assessment tools (often
mandated by district) that often focused exclusively on literacy skills. Thus, the ELI
seemed to serve as a more compressive assessment tool for teachers than what they
used and continued to use.
The major findings from both qualitative and quantitative data analysis are that
the majority of teachers and administrators recognized the benefits and
importance of using the ELI for their instructional planning to support children’s
learning and development as well as communication with parents through parent
reports. This is clearly evidenced by their high ranges of responses to questions about
the perceived benefits and importance of the ELI and data use and teachers’ responses
during the focus groups. Administrators’ scores on perceived benefits of the use of the
ELI were slightly higher than teachers’, which also indicate a positive view of the ELI.
These teachers’ perceptions of the benefits of the ELI appeared to be associated with
their acceptance of the ELI. Teachers who perceived the use of the ELI as beneficial for
their instruction and planning and for children were more likely to show favorable
attitudes and want to continue using it.
Despite these beliefs, teachers and administrators’ views of the benefits did not
seem to translate well into a favorable opinion about the ELI, desire for continued use,
and/or recommendations of use to other teachers. In general, fewer teachers expressed
a favorable opinion about the ELI, wanted to continue to use in the future, or would
recommend to other teachers. Administrators were more likely to have a favorable
opinion about the ELI. Less than half of teachers and administrators wanted to
continue using it or recommend it to others. The discrepancy between their
perceived benefits and their hesitance or resistance to the use of the ELI was greater
for teachers than for administrators. Administrators viewed the ELI as more beneficial
and were more accepting the use of the ELI than teachers in general.
The hesitance toward ELI use by teachers can be explained by several factors.
Teachers often felt well-supported by their administrators with respect to implementing
the ELI tools and received various resources such as additional staff support for class
coverage or for data entry and support for technology. However, some challenges or
barriers made the use of ELI less appealing and more burdensome for teachers. The
ELI requires a time-intensive process of observation, data entry, and analysis of
children’s progress in multiple domains across multiple time points. Given other
competing demands (other requirements and district mandated assessments) and time
constraints, teachers might have felt that the support and resources were insufficient.
To teachers, it might not seem feasible or practical to implement and use the ELI
effectively for their instruction and planning without additional resources, support, and
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facilitation. In addition, individual teachers’ confidence in using data was associated with
their use of these data. This indicates that improving confidence may increase the
frequency and effectiveness of the ELI data use. Given that we want teachers who are
creative and engaged, rather than compliant, it is important to note that higher scores
on autonomy were associated with higher data utilization scores. That is, teachers who
feel that their decisions could be implemented effectively in their classroom used data to
make decisions more often and in a larger variety of ways (e.g. to learn about students,
to provide challenges, to identify reasons a child may struggle).
These findings are consistent with the results of the previous studies showing
that, although teachers may perceive assessment as valid for accountability and
informing teaching and learning (Barnes et al., 2017), the success of implementing a
new assessment may depend on time, training, resources, and support from
administrators, colleagues, and teachers’ acceptability and confidence (Buldu, 2010;
Deci & Ryan, 2003; Smith, 2011; Rubio-Codina et al., 2016; Timperley et al., 2007). For
example, the findings on the significant associations between teachers’ use of the ELI
and the schools’ infrastructure for facilitating data use indicate that improvement in
infrastructure (e.g., protected time, processes and procedures, training and personnel)
may increase the frequency and effectiveness of the ELI data use. These findings
highlight the importance of the role of administrators, schools, and districts in
understanding challenges teachers experience and providing the support needed to
maximize the benefit of gathering and using ELI data for instruction decision making.
They also underscore the importance of encouraging teachers’ data use and fostering
their autonomy and confidence in using the data to inform their instruction.
It is important to mention that districts or schools were provided an option to
choose between WSS and TS GOLD, which were almost equally distributed across
teachers and schools. As the information on the acceptability and practicality by the
assessment may offer important insights for the feasibility of future adoption of ELIs, we
deliberately compared responses of teachers and administrators between WSS and TS
GOLD groups. For example, this comparative analysis may help with a decision on
whether the state or district would adopt either or both WSS and TS GOLD based on
the practicality and acceptability. Overall, the findings were very similar between WSS
and TS GOLD groups. Differences in teachers’ and administrators’ experiences were
often not unique to one particular assessment tool. There were only a few of differences
between these two tools (e.g., WSS is slightly more expensive than TS GOLD).
However, in terms of the benefits, impact, and acceptability, both assessments seemed
to fare equally. The one exception to this was that respondents using the WSS reported
more frequent use than respondents using TS GOLD.
The present study has its limitations for generalizability. It was a small-scale
feasibility study with a small sample of teachers and administrators who volunteered to
participate and represented a limited geographic location. It is noteworthy that there
were some issues with the implementation fidelity of the ELI. According to the survey
data, it appeared that teachers’ usage of the ELI greatly varied (the most varying
subscale among 8 subscales in the data use survey). The percentage of children
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teachers observed for the ELI varied, and the percentage of children for which the ELI
was completed was low. This indicates that not all participating teachers fully adhered to
the implementation of the ELI and had varying levels of experience with and usage of
the ELI—this likely contributed to the intended impact of the ELI on instruction and
children’s learning.

Recommendations
•

Work to improve the infrastructure of schools to encourage and support data use for
individualized instruction, including providing time for teachers to use data, timely
access to data, processes and procedures for applying data to work, necessary
technology, and access to staff who can support data use.

•

Invest in on-site instructional coaches or teacher leaders who can be well-trained in
the use of these tools to provide on-going support and development for teachers and
leaders in the use of these tools and cycles of inquiry.

•

Improve teachers’ competence and confidence in using data, by investing in training
teachers and school leaders in how to use a cycle of inquiry (using data to develop
strategies, then using the same data to evaluate whether strategies improved
outcomes for children).

•

Resist using data that has been developed for learning about children as an
accountability measure – this misuse is associated with worse attitudes about the
value of data. Research demonstrates that accountability measures often fall short
of providing meaningful information for teachers on how to improve their practice,
mostly because they were not really designed to perform that function. Position the
child at the center of instructional efforts by supporting structures in schools and
districts which prioritize the use of authentic assessment tools (such as the WSS
and TS GOLD) to enhance meaningful school and instructional improvement over
accountability performance measures.

•

While many schools and districts are currently using more than one assessment,
these tend to be primarily literacy-focused without addressing other developmental
domains or subject areas as
important as literacy. We
recommend schools and districts
adopt more comprehensive and
We recommend working to improve
holistic school readiness
the infrastructure of schools to
assessment tools which include
encourage and support data use for
multiple developmental domains
individualized instruction.
and content areas beyond literacy
(e.g., social-emotional and physical
development, math and science,
cognitive processes, approaches to
learning). In doing so, consider the

43

benefits and costs of different types of assessment. While holistic and
comprehensive measures are preferred by teachers, include multiple developmental
domains and content areas that are important to early learning, they are timeintensive. Narrow assessments (such as literacy-focused measures that many
teachers used in addition to the ELI) may be brief to administer but they drive
instruction in specific ways, with potential loss to other areas of instruction and
developmentally appropriate practice.
•

Provide the support and resources necessary to continue to study the effectiveness
of WSS and TS GOLD. We recommend choosing a small number of districts to pilot
the program again after having addressed all of the shortcomings and/or
recommendations listed above. In this study, we recommend designing a more
rigorous research approach (e.g., true experimental design, high implementation
fidelity) and examining the impact of the use of the ELI on observed teacher
instruction (e.g., more objective measure than teacher-report) and children’s learning
and performance.

44

References
Ackerman, D. J., & Coley, R. J. (2012). State Pre-K assessment policies: Issues and
status. In Policy information report. Educational testing service. Retrieved from
http://ﬁles.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED529449.pdf.
Adams, C. M., Ford, T. G., Forsyth, P. B., Ware, J. K., Barnes, L. B., Khojasteh, J.,
Mwavita, M., Olsen, J. J., & Lepine, J. A. (2017, February). Next generation
school accountability: A vision for improvement under ESSA.Palo Alto, CA:
Learning Policy Institute.
Bagnato, S. J., McLean, M., Macy, M., & Neisworth, J. T. (2011). Identifying
instructional targets for early childhood via authentic assessment: Alignment of
professional standards and practice-based evidence. Journal of Early
Intervention, 33, 243–253.
Barnes, N., Fives, H., & Dacey, C. M. (2017). U. S. teachers’ conceptions of the
purposes of assessment, Teaching and Teacher Education, 65, 107-116.
Black, P. J., & Wiliam, D. (2009). Developing the theory of formative assessment.
Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 21, 5-31.
Brown, G. T. L. (2008). Conceptions of assessment: Understanding what assessment
means to teachers and students. New York, NY: Nova Science Publishers.
Buldu, M. (2010). Making learning visible in kindergarten classrooms: Pedagogical
documentation as a formative assessment technique. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 26, 1439-1449.
Burchinal, M., McCartney, K., Steinberg, L., Crosnoe, R., Friedman, S. L., McLoyd, V.,
et al. (2011). Examining the Black–White achievement gap among low-income
children using the NICHD study of early child care and youth development. Child
Development, 82(5), 1404–1420.
2011.01620.x
Cabell, S. Q., Justice, L. M., Zucker, T. A., & Kilday, C. R. (2009). Validity of teacher
report for assessing the emergent literacy skills of at-risk preschoolers. Language
and Speech & Hearing Services in Schools, 40, 161–173.
Daily, S., Burkhauser, M., & Halle, T. (2010). A review of school readiness practices in
the states: Early learning guidelines and assessments. Early Childhood
Highlights, 1, 1-12.
Gallagher, P. A., & Lambert, R. G. (2006). Classroom quality, concentration of children
with special needs, and child outcomes in Head Start. Exceptional Children,
73(1), 31–52.

45

Gallant, D. J. (2009). Predictive validity evidence for an assessment program based on
the Work Sampling System in mathematics and language and literacy, Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, 24, 133-141.
Halle, T., Forry, N., Hair, E., Perper, K., Wandner, L., Wessel, J., & Vick, J., (2009).
Disparities in early learning and development: Lessons from the early childhood
longitudinal study – birth cohort (ECLS-B). Washington D.C.: Child Trends.
Heitink, M. C., Van der Kleij, F. M., Veldkamp, B. P., Schildkamp, K., & Kippers, W. B.,
(2016). A systematic review of prerequisites for implementing assessment for
learning in classroom practice. Educational research Review, 17, 50-62.
Heroman, C., Burts, D. C., Berke, K., & Bickart, T. S. (2010). The creative curriculum for
preschool—Volume 5, objectives for development & learning: Birth through
kindergarten. Washington, DC: Teaching Strategies.
Hiebert, J., Gallimore, R., & Stigler, J. W. (2002). A knowledge base for the teaching
profession: What would it look like and how can we get one? Educational
Researcher, 31(5), 3–15.
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation. (1992). High/scope Child Observation
Record (COR) for ages 2½–6. Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Press.
Hirsh-Pasek, K., Kochanoff, A., Newcombe, N. S., & de Villiers, J. (2005). Using
scientiﬁc knowledge to inform preschool assessment: Making the case for
“empirical validity”. Social Policy Report, 14(1), 1–19.
Kilday, C. R., Kinzie, M. B., Mashburn, A. J., & Whittaker, J. V. (2012). Accuracy of
teacher judgments of preschoolers’ math skills. Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment, 30(2), 148–159.
Kim, K. (2016). Teaching to the data collection? (Un)intended consequences of online
child assessment system, “Teaching Strategies GOLD”, Global Studies of
Childhood, 6, 98-112.
Lambert, R. G., Kim, D.-H., & Burts, D. C. (2015). The measurement properties of the
Teaching Strategies GOLD assessment system. Early Childhood Research
Quarterly, 33, 49-63.
Lonigan, C. J., Allan, N. P., & Lerner, M. D. (2011). Assessment of preschool early
literacy skills: Linking children’s educational needs with empirically supported
instructional activities. Psychology in the Schools, 48, 488–501.
Marsh, J.& Farrell, C. C. (2015). How leaders can support teachers with data-driven
decision making: A framework for understanding capacity-building. Education
Management Administration and Leadership, 43, 269–89.

46

Mcafee, O., & Leong, D. J. (2011). Assessing and guiding young children’s
development and learning. Boston, MA: Pearson.
McDermott, P. A., Fantuzzo, J. W., Waterman, C., Angelo, L. E., Warley, H. P.,
Gadsden, V. L., et al. (2009). Measuring preschool cognitive growth while it’s still
happening: The learning express. Journal of School Psychology, 47, 337–366.
Meisels, S. J., Liaw, F., Dorfman, A., & Nelson, R. F. (1995). The work sampling
system: Reliability and validity of a performance assessment for young children.
Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 10, 277–296.
NAEYC (The National Association for the Education of Young Children), & NAECS/SDE
(The National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of
Education). (2003). Early childhood curriculum, assessment, and program
evaluation: Building an effective, accountable system in programs for children
birth through age 8. Joint position statement.
Rimm-Kaufman, S. & Pianta, R. C. (2000). An ecological perspective on the transition to
kindergarten: A theoretical framework to guide empirical research, Journal of
Applied Developmental Psychology, 21, 491-511.
Rock, D. A., & Stenner, A. J. (2005). Assessment issues in the testing of children at
school entry, The Future of Children, 15, 15-34.
Rubio-Codina, M., Araujo, M. C., Attanasio, O., Munoz, P., & grantham-McGregor, S.
(2016). Concurrent validity and feasibility of short tests currently used to measure
early childhood development in large scale studies, PLos ONE 11 (8): e0160962.
Smith, K. (2011). Professional development of teachers—A prerequisite for AfL to be
successfully implemented in the classroom, Studies in Educational Evaluation,
37, 55-61.
Snow, C. E., & Van Hemel, S. B. (Eds.). (2008). Early childhood assessment: Why,
what, and how? National Research Council of the National Academies.
Washington, DC: National Academies Press.
The Annie E. Casey Foundation. (2018). 2018 KIDS COUNT data book: State trends in
child well-being. Baltimore, MD: Author. Retrieved from
https://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-2018kidscountdatabook-2018.pdf
Timperley, H., Wilson, A., Barrar, H., & Fung, I. (2007). Teacher professional learning
and development. Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Education.

47

U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration of Children & Families,
Ofﬁce of Head Start, 2010. (2010). The Head Start child development and
learning framework: Promoting positive outcomes in early childhood programs
serving children 3–5 years old. Washington, DC:
William, D. (2011). What is assessment for learning, Studies in Educational Evaluation,
37, 3-14.

