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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
Allison Baker Wilson
Doctor of Philosophy
Department of Special Education and Clinical Sciences
June 2015

Title: An Examination of the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment

A surge of interest has emerged across the US in high-quality early childhood
education programs that prepare children for success in school and later years. In
particular, attention has been focused on the kindergarten year as having important
consequences for a child’s acquisition of knowledge and skills that determine later school
success. However, children begin kindergarten with a diverse array of skills and
experiences, including many who have not been enrolled in any preschool programs
outside the home environment. State kindergarten entry assessments can provide baseline
information to help teachers target instruction and assist in meeting child learning
benchmarks.

In fall of 2013, school districts in Oregon began administering the Oregon
Kindergarten Assessment (OKA) to all entering kindergarten students. Administered
within the first six weeks of school, the OKA includes measures in early literacy, early
math, and approaches to learning. This study explored student performance on the OKA
as well as its utility as perceived by Oregon kindergarten teachers. Specifically, the
following questions were asked: (1) Are there significant differences in children’s
performance on the OKA based on demographic characteristics? (2) What is the

performance of children previously receiving Early Childhood Special Education on the

v



OKA? and (3) What is the utility of the OKA, as evaluated by kindergarten teachers?
Data collected by the Oregon Department of Education were used, as well as data from
kindergarten teacher interviews. Results of the study reinforce what is known about the
opportunity gap among young children prior to entering kindergarten, as well as provide
insight on how the intended purposes of the OKA are being met. Findings may assist
administrators, teachers, parents, and policy makers in understanding current use of the
OKA as well as assisting with future steps to modify curriculum, instructional

methodology, teacher training, and transition practices.



CURRICULUM VITAE

NAME OF AUTHOR: Allison Baker Wilson

GRADUATE AND UNDERGRADUATE SCHOOLS ATTENDED:
University of Oregon, Eugene
University of Montana, Missoula
University of Idaho, Moscow
DEGREES AWARDED:
Doctor of Philosophy, Special Education/Early Intervention, 2015, University
of Oregon
Master of Education, Curriculum and Instruction/Early Childhood Special
Education, 2010, University of Montana

Bachelor of Science, Child Development and Family Relations, 2007, University
of Idaho

AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST:
Early childhood/early childhood special education personnel preparation
Young children and families experiencing homelessness
Implementation and evaluation of early childhood systems
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:
Graduate Teaching Fellow: Faculty Supervisor, University of Oregon, 2011-2015

Co-Instructor (Supervised College Teaching), Early Intervention Program,
University of Oregon, 2011-2015

Co-Coordinator, First Place Playgroup Project, First Place Family Center,
Eugene, Oregon, 2012-2013

Early Childhood Educator, Missoula Community School, Missoula, Montana,
2009-2011

Preschool Teacher, Easter Seals Growing Place, Missoula, Montana, 2008-2009

Head Start Preschool Teacher, Lewis and Clark Early Childhood Program,
Moscow, Idaho, 2007-2008

Vi



GRANTS, AWARDS, AND HONORS:

Dynamic Measurement Group Award, An Examination of the Oregon
Kindergarten Assessment, University of Oregon, 2015

Community Service Grant, First Place Playgroup Project, Kilkenny Service and
Leadership Fund, University of Oregon, 2014

PUBLICATIONS:

Wilson, A. B., Squires, J. (2014). Young children and families experiencing
homelessness. Infants and Young Children, 27(3), 259-271.

Pavel, M., Baker, A., Dolata J., Strong, Z. (2014). Fourth year external evaluation,
Wakanyeja “sacred little ones” early childhood education initiative: Tribal college
readiness and success by third grade. American Indian College Fund, Office of Research
and Sponsored Programs: Denver, Colorado.

Baker, A. (2013). Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute: Creating a
community of practice (52 — 70). Third year external evaluation, Wakanyeja “sacred
little ones” early childhood education initiative: Tribal college readiness and success by
third grade. American Indian College Fund, Office of Research and Sponsored
Programs: Denver, Colorado.

Pavel, M., Baker, A., Dolata J., Strong, Z. (2013). Third year external evaluation,
Wakanyeja “sacred little ones” early childhood education initiative: Tribal college
readiness and success by third grade. American Indian College Fund, Office of Research
and Sponsored Programs: Denver, Colorado.

Pavel, M., Strong, Z., Dolata, J., Baker, A. (2013). Dear children: Addressing the

needs of tribal early childhood programs in the pacific northwest. Foundation for Early
Learning: Seattle, Washington.

vii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I wish to express sincere appreciation to my dissertation committee, Dr. Jane
Squires, Dr. Wendy Machalicek, Dr. Debra Eisert, and Dr. Gerald Tindal for their
assistance in the preparation of this manuscript. I particularly would like to thank Dr.
Jane Squires, who has provided me with tremendous mentorship and opportunities
throughout my time as a doctoral student. I am truly grateful. Special thanks are also due
to Steve Slater, Liz French, Nancy Johnson-Dorn, and the Oregon Department of
Education, for sharing and supporting the examination of Oregon Kindergarten
Assessment data. Particular acknowledgement is given to Kathleen Vanderwall, who
supported the dissemination of the online teacher utility survey. I would also like to thank
doctoral students Kate Ascetta and Sarah Hansen for their role as research assistants and
to the Oregon kindergarten teachers and instructional assistants for their valuable input on
both the online survey and throughout interviews. Lastly, a special thank you is owed to
my husband Forest Wilson, and very good friends Kathleen Souders, Jessica Brown,
James Sinclair, Kate Ascetta, Robbie Ross, Jill Dolata, Ruby Batz, Ronda Fritz, and
Sarah Hansen. Thank you for providing laughter, enthusiasm, and encouragement

throughout my dissertation process. [ am forever grateful.

viii



Dedicated to my loving parents Robert and Sharon Baker, who have always valued and
supported my academic goals; to my incredible sister Charlotte Baker, who I am lucky to
have grown up alongside; to my husband and best friend Forest Wilson, who always
makes me laugh; and to my grandmother Elizabeth High Baker, in appreciation and
recognition of her vested interest in child development, and who is fondly remembered
and greatly missed.

X



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
L. INTRODUCTION. ..ottt sttt ettt ettt et ssessesae s e 1
State Early Learning Standards ............cccoecierieniiinieiiieiecreeee e 1
Federal Early Learning INitiatiVes .........ccueevieeiiienieeiienie e 2
Kindergarten ASSESSIMENTS. .......c..eecuieruieeiieerieeieeriieereeseeeteesteeereesseesseesseessseensees 4

II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .......ooiiiiiieeeeeeee e 7
Defining Kindergarten Readiness...........c.eecvereuieriieeiienieiiienieeie e eseee e 8
Parent and Teacher School Readiness Beliefs...........ccccooeviiniiiinininncnne 9

State School Readiness POIICIES ........cccueveeriiiiiniiniceienieceeececcee e 11
Kindergarten ASSESSIMENL .........cc.eecuieruieeiiieiieeiienie et esee e esieeereeseeesseesseesnseensnes 12
Oregon Kindergarten ASSESSMENT .........c.cecvieeieeriierieeriienieeieenieereeneeeereeenes 14
Assessment of Utility and Social Validity.........cccceevieniiiciiinieeiieieeieee, 18
Testing and Children with Disabilities ...........cccecveriieiieniieiienie e 20
Purpose of the STUAY ......ccoiieiiiiiiciieeeeee e e 21

I METHODS ...ttt sttt ettt e s e esesaeene e 23
Examination of Statewide Data...........ccccoviiiiiiiiiiiniiiieeeeee e 25
PartiCIPANES ....veeeiiieiieeieeiie ettt ettt et e e et eenee e 25
IMIBASUIES ......eenteiteiite ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et et e s e e b e 26
Demographic Variables ...........cccueeciieriieiienieeiieecie e 26

Oregon Kindergarten ASSESSMENt .........c..ccveriieriienieeiieeniieeieeneeeveeneeeenns 27

Early LItEraCy ..coccveerieeiieiieeieesiee ettt ettt re e et eneas 28

Early MathematiCs.......c..covveeivieriieiiieieeieeree ettt 29



Chapter Page

Approaches to Learning ...........ccceecveevieeiieenieeiieenieeieenee e eseee e 29
Assessment, Evaluation, and Programming System (AEPS)................... 30
Outcome A: Positive Social-Emotional SKills .........ccccoeveniiiniiiiniinennen. 32
Outcome B: Acquisition and Use of Knowledge and Skills ..................... 32
Outcome C: Use of Appropriate Behaviors to Meet Their Needs............. 32

ANALYSIS 1ottt ettt sttt e b e e aeeenbe e teeenseeneeenne 33
Web-based Survey and Follow-up INterviews ........c.cccceveievieeciieniencieenieceeeeen 34
PartiCIPANLS .....eieiiiiiieiiieiie ettt ettt et beenee e 34
IMBASUIES ..ottt ettt ettt st ettt ettt et sate e b e st e e b e 36
UHIEY SUIVEY eeiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt ettt et ve et e e e e aaeesseeneessseenseas 37
Descriptive QUESIONNAITE .......ceeeeveeruieeieerieeiieriieeieeneeereeseeesseesseeeseens 37
Descriptive Variables .........ccoovveeciieriieiieiiecieeecieese e 38

Phone INEIVIEWS ......cecuiiiiiiiiiieiieieeeete et 39
ANALYSIS ooiiiieiieeiieiie ettt sttt b e et e esbeetaeenseeneeenne 40
Independent t=TESt ........cccceeeeuierieeiiierieeie ettt eseens 41
ANOVA ettt sttt 41

IV RESULTS ..ottt ettt ettt e b et saeene e 42
Examination of Statewide Data...........ccccoviiiiiiiiiiiniiiieeeeee e 42
Demographic CharacterisStiCS........oouierierrieerieriiieriieeieeneeereesieeereesseeeseesee e 42
Mann-Whitney U TeSt........ccceeriiriiieriieieerie ettt e eaeens 42
Children Previously Receiving ECSE Services ........ccccocvevieniieeiienieeieennen. 45
Kruskal-Wallis H TeSt .....ccceeriiriiriiiiinieieeiesceeseeseee e 45

Xi



Chapter Page

Mann-Whitney U TeSt ........ccceeriiriiierieeiieiieeie et ieeeaeens 46
Outcome A: Positive Social-Emotional SKills .........ccccceeeviininnnnene. 47
Outcome B: Acquisition of Knowledge and Skills .............cccceveenens 47
Outcome C: Use of Appropriate Behaviors to Meet Their Needs ...... 47

Web-Based Survey and Follow-up INterviews .........ccccoecvievieeiieenieeieenieeieeieenns 49
WeEDb-Based SUIVEY .....ccuieuiiiiiiiieciieeee et e 50

ULIILY SUIVEY SCOTES .vvieiiiiiieeiiieieeeieeite et esteesre et eeveesseeesseesseessseensnas 50

Independent t=TESt ........cccceeeriieiieiiiieiieeieerte et eneens 53

ANOVA ettt ettt 53

Calculated Means for Preparedness Survey [tems ..........ccccceevveeiiennnnne. 54

Qualitative Thematic ANalySiS .......ccceeeveeriieriieiiirieeieecie e 55
QUESHION 1 oot et eaae e e aae e 55
QUESLION 2 ..ottt et e et e e eaee e eaaeeenaeens 58
QUESLION 3 ..ottt ettt e e etae e eane e 58

Follow-up Phone INtErVIEWS ........cceeruiieiiieniieiiieiie et 64

Qualitative Thematic ANalySiS .......ccceeevieiiieriieiiienieeieerie e 64

What Do You Like Most About the Oregon
Kindergarten ASSESSIMENT? .......ccceceeiierienierienieieete e 65

What Do You Like Least About the Oregon
Kindergarten ASSESSIMENT? ........cceceeieriierienienieieeeesieee e 65

If You Were to Receive a Classroom Report Immediately

Following Completion of the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment

How Likely Would You Be to Use the Data to Inform Instruction

1N YOUT ClaSSTOOM? ..c..eiiiiiiiiieieeiesicee et 66

xii



Chapter Page

Is There Anything Else That You Would Like to Add About Your

Overall Experience With the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment? ...... 66
V. DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt et ettt be s e sbesaeene e 76
Kindergarten Assessment Data.........cccceccveerieeiiienieeieenieeie e 77
OPPOTTUNILY GAP .veenvieiiieiieeieeiieeieeiee et et e eeeebeeseaeeseesseeesseessaeenseesseeenseensnas 77
Children Served in ECSE ..ot 78
Children Previously Attending Public PreK ...........cccoooiviiiiiiniiiieieeieeee, 78
LAMITAtIONS ..ottt ettt ettt sttt et et s 79
Future ReSEArch ........coooeiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 80
Web-Based Survey and Follow-up INterviews ..........cccceeevierieeiieenieecieeneeeneeneen. 81
LAMITAtIONS ..eutieniieiieitieteeie ettt ettt sttt ettt 84
Future ReSEArch ........cooiiiiiiiiiiieceee e 85
Overall Future Directions of the OKA ..........ccciiiiiiiiiiieeeee 85
CONCIUSION .ttt ettt ettt ettt e e s e bt et e st e be et e saeenee 87
APPENDICES
AL UTILITY SURVEY oottt 92
B. DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE........ccoeitiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 94
C. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ....coiiioieiieieeeeeete sttt 97
D. CODING KEY: SURVEY QUESTION 1 ...oooviiiiiiieeieieieeeesee e 98
E. CODING KEY: SURVEY QUESTION 2 ....ocotiiiiiiiiniieieieieeeie e 99
F. CODING KEY: SURVEY QUESTION 3 ....ooiiiiiieeeeeee e 100
G. CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 1 ...ccciiiiieiieieieieeeeee 101

Xiii



Chapter Page

H. CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 2 .....ccccociiiiiiiiniiiiiienicieee 102
I. CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 3 ......cccciiiiiiiiiiiiniiieeienecieene 103
J. CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 4 .....ccccoviiiiiiiniinieiecienicieene 104
REFERENCES CITED ....oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiiicitceeeece ettt 105

X1V



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page
Oregon decision tree for kindergarten asseSSMent ...........c.cecveevveerieerveenieeneeenens 22

. ReSEArCh deSI@N .....oiiiiiiiiiiiiicieeece e e 24

. Early English literacy assessment sample items ...........ccceeeeveeeiieriierieeneeeeneenneennn. 28

. Early mathematics assessment Sample 1temS ........ccceecveevueerieeriienieeieenee e 29

. Approaches to learning assessment SAMpPle iteMS .........cceevveeeriereierieereeeieeneeennn 30

. Mean utility survey item scores by classroom role ..........ccccceeevevvieciienieeiieennnnne. 52

. Crosswalk of kindergarten assessment stakeholder interests
with intended purposes of the OKA .........cccooeiiiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 90

Summary of recommendations by OKA intended purpose and stakeholder ........ 91

XV



LIST OF TABLES
Table
1. Intended purposes of the statewide Oregon Kindergarten Assessment
for school year 2014-2015 ....oouiiiiieieeeeeeeee et
2. Summary of the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment components...............ce.ee...
3. Research questions with description of participants, measures, and analyses ......

4. Percent demographic characteristics for kindergarteners in an Oregon
public school during the 2013-2014 academic Year ...........ccceeeeveveecveenieercreenneennn

5. Survey participant demographic information percentages by classroom role ......

6. Modification of the Abbreviated Acceptability Rating Profile (AARP)
for the purpose of creating a utility survey of the Oregon Kindergarten
ASSESSIMENT ...ttt ettt ettt st e ettt st e e s eaees

7. Mann-Whitney summary table for group differences on OKA
scores based 0N €CONOMIC StALUS ......eecueruieriiriieriienieeie sttt

8. Mann-Whitney summary table for group differences on OKA
scores based on preK attendance.............occueeeiiriiiiiiiiiieieceee e

9. Mann-Whitney summary table for group differences on OKA
scores based on disability SAtUS .........ccceeviieriieriiiiiieiieeie e

10. Group differences in approaches to learning scores based on ECSE
EXIt PrOZIESS CALEZOTY ..vvveueerrenreientereeeseeseeseentententesessesseeseeseeneeneeseensensesessensesseens

11. Mann-Whitney summary table for group differences on OKA scores by OSEP
outcome area between same-aged peers and children exiting ECSE who
improved functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers.............ccvenneenn.

12. Mann-Whitney summary table for group differences on OKA scores by OSEP
outcome area between same-aged peers and children exiting ECSE who

maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers .......................

13. Means and standard deviations of utility survey item scores by
ClASSTOOM TOIE ....euiiiietieiteei ettt sttt s

14. Means and standard deviations of average utility survey score by
ClASSTOOM TOIE ...ttt st ettt s

xvi

Page



Table

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Group differences for OKA administration component and average

ULILIEY SCOTE@ ..eiuviieiiieiiieiiecie ettt ettt et e et e e teesebeesbeessaeeteeesseeseeesseenseesnseeseanns

Summary of themes identified for question 1: What comments or

suggestions do you have based on your experience with the OKA training? ....

Summary of themes identified for question 2: What improvements would

you suggest for next year’s OKA? .......cccieviiiiieiienieeeeeee et

Summary of themes identified for question 3: Please feel free to

provide any additional comments regarding the OKA. ..........ccccoveviieciieniennnnn.

Summary of themes identified for phone interview question: What do you

like most about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?...........ccceeeeveereveeveennnnne.

Summary of themes identified for phone interview question: What do you

like least about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment? ..........ccccoeeveveeneeeenneenne.

Summary of themes identified for phone interview question: If you
were to receive a classroom report following completion of the Oregon
Kindergarten Assessment how likely would you be to use the results to

Inform instruction in your classSroom? ...........cccceeveeieerieenieenieenieeeesee e e

Summary of themes identified for phone interview question: Is there
anything else you would like to add about your overall experience with

the Oregon Kindergarten ASSESSMENt? .........cccevievveeriienieeiiienieereeneeereeseeeenns

Xvii

Page

56

59

62

67

68

71

72



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

High quality early childhood education programs that prepare children for success
in school and later years are in the public spotlight. The link between high-quality early
childhood education programs and improved outcomes for children has been well
established through decades of research (Barnett, 1995; Barnett & Frede, 2010;
Heckman, 2008; Henderson, Henry, Gordon, & Ponder, 2003; Isaacs, 2007; Karoly et al.,
1998; Lynch, 2007; Pianta, Barnett, Burchinal, & Thornburg, 2009; Reynolds, 2000;
Schweinhart et al., 2005) and has been a springboard for significant policy developments
aimed at systematizing early childhood education at both a state and national level
(Kagan & Kauerz, 2007). Initiatives include the creation and development of state early
learning standards, revamping of current federal preschool programs, and new federal
preschool initiatives and competitive state grant opportunities.

State Early Learning Standards

Early learning standards, or early learning guidelines, are documents that outline
expectations for what young children should know or be able to do. Fifteen years ago,
only 10 states had developed a document outlining expectations for early learning and
development; a number that more than doubled to 27 states in 2002 (Kagan, Scott-Little,
& Frelow, 2003) and further increased to 46 states in 2005 (Scott-Little, Kagan, &
Frelow, 2006). Ultimately, in 2010, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan (2010)
announced that all states had developed early learning standards and many were leading
the way in building high-quality early learning programs. However, while all states have

adopted early learning standards or guidelines, these standards are not necessarily



mandated for teachers to follow. Additionally, in 2010 the federal Head Start program,
which promotes school readiness for children ages birth to five from low-income
families, announced a revamping of current early learning and school readiness standards
with the introduction of the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning
Framework and a targeted approach for school readiness (2010). The Oregon Early
Learning Council has chosen to replace the current early learning standards with the new
Head Start Early Learning Framework as the state early learning standards for children
ages three to five.
Federal Early Learning Initiatives

At a national level, in his 2013 State of the Union address, President Barack
Obama called on Congress to expand access to high quality preschool to every child in
America stating that, ““...studies show students grow up more likely to read and do math
at grade level, graduate high school, hold a job, and form more stable families of their
own” (Obama, 2013). Part of the current presidential initiative includes building on
existing states’ successes by providing the opportunity to compete in the Race to the Top
— Early Learning Challenge grant competition. The competition focuses on improving
early learning and development programs for young children by supporting states’ efforts
to: (1) increase the number and percentage of low-income and disadvantaged children in
each age group of infants, toddlers, and preschoolers who are enrolled in high-quality
early learning programs; (2) design and implement an integrated system of high-quality
early learning programs and services; and (3) ensure that any use of assessment conforms
with the recommendations of the National Research Council reports on early childhood

(§1832(b)(1), title VIII, Division B of P.L. 112-10, the Department of Defense and Full-



Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011). The federal early learning grant competition
was first announced in 2011, prompting 35 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico to submit applications for the first round of funding. The top nine strongest
applications were funded and four were invited to apply for a second round in 2012.
Oregon was included in the second round of applications and was awarded funding in the
amount of $20 million over a period of four years, (Five more states secure race to the
top-early learning challenge grants, 2012) which allowed Oregon to implement a
systematic process that fits within the grant scope and requirements to ensure Oregon
children enter school ready to learn and succeed. The Oregon Early Learning Council
(ELC) was established as a governing body to oversee Oregon’s Early Learning System
and act as the lead agency in charge of executing grant funds across prioritized activities.
Examples of activities include implementation of state early learning hubs and the
Oregon Kindergarten Assessment (OKA). State early learning hubs help to identify
underserved children in their community and coordinate existing services for children
and families. Currently there are 16 early learning hubs across counties in Oregon. The
OKA was fully implemented in fall of 2013 for all children entering an Oregon public
kindergarten.

The establishment of state early learning standards and national early childhood
initiatives constitutes evidence of a growing sense of urgency about the priority of
kindergarten readiness and ensuring that nationwide children are entering school on a
path for success. It is well documented that the early years are an especially sensitive
time in children’s learning and development and furthermore, research suggests that

failure to provide children with the necessary resources and supports could prove costly



with regard to immediate academic outcomes as well as later in life (Nores & Barnett,
2014).
Kindergarten Assessments

Children begin kindergarten with a diverse array of skills and experiences,
including many who have not been enrolled in any preschool programs outside the home
environment (Aud et al., 2013; Goldstein, 2007; Hart & Risley, 1995). Direct assessment
of entering kindergarteners in reading, math, and executive functioning reveals
significant disparities between children as their exposure to risk factors increases
(Bernstein, West, Newsham, & Reid, 2014). The expanded awareness of an achievement
gap (Nores & Barnett, 2014) among entering kindergarteners has sparked an intensified
interest in state kindergarten assessments on the part of a variety of interested parties. In
general, parents and teachers are interested in information pertaining to the strengths and
needs of children in order to provide effective supports and learning opportunities; early
childhood managers and school administrators are interested in the status of children’s
early learning and development in order to plan specific program services and determine
effectiveness; and lastly, policymakers want to document population trends, track
children’s progress, and determine if public early childhood expenditures are making a
difference (Howard, 2011). However, the overall public dialogue is not without
controversy. Kindergarten assessment efforts seek to provide information to a variety of
key stakeholders, thus putting forth the often-heard question: What is the overall purpose
of kindergarten assessments?

The Center on Enhancing Early Learning Outcomes (CEELO), funded by the U.S.

Department of Education, offers clarity about the purpose of kindergarten entry



assessments stating that, “Results of the assessment should be used to inform efforts to
close the school readiness gap at kindergarten entry, to inform instruction in the early
elementary school grades, and to inform parents about their children’s status and involve
them in decisions about their children’s education. This assessment should not be used to
prevent children’s entry into kindergarten or as a single measure for high-stakes
decisions” (Connors-Tadros, 2014, p.2). Additional questions include: Should children be
tested when they first enter kindergarten? Is testing harmful for young children? Answers
to these questions continue to be both investigated and debated. Recently, leading early
childhood professional organizations such as the Division for Early Childhood (DEC)
and the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) have
responded to such concerns through publications in their membership journals. The
article “Stop Trying to Make Kids Ready for Kindergarten” appeared in Young
Exceptional Children (Pretti-Frontczak, 2014) in which the authors voiced concern over
current initiatives stating that, “the Race to the Top competition, the Common Core State
Standards, and the Quality Rating and Improvement Systems all perpetuate the misguided
approach to kindergarten readiness by focusing on a compliance, children’s performance
on a narrow set of skills, development of early learning standards, and administration of
standardized tests” (Pretti-Frontczak, 2014). Furthermore, NAEYC’s practitioner journal
Young Children published an article (Freeman & Feeney, 2004) applying the NAEYC
Code of Ethical Conduct to a vignette in which a kindergarten teacher struggles with the
ethical dilemma of delivering a kindergarten assessment (Feeney & Freeman, 2014).
Nevertheless, despite public controversy and conflicting opinions as to the means for

obtaining information, the interest in the status of children at the start of kindergarten has



only intensified, with policymakers and educators increasingly committed to the goal of
all children starting school “ready to learn™. Will testing of young children yield better

instruction for improved outcomes for our youngest school children?



CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The following chapter provides an overview of published literature on
kindergarten readiness, kindergarten assessment, and Oregon’s Kindergarten Assessment.
The public attention brought about by kindergarten assessments, as well as the utility of
the assessment as evaluated by kindergarten teachers, and the OKA application and
outcomes for children entering kindergarten with disabilities and/or delays are discussed.

Particular attention has been focused on the kindergarten year as having important
consequences for a child’s acquisition of knowledge and skills that determine later school
success (McClelland, Acock, & Morrison, 2006; Missall et al., 2007; Speece, Ritchey,
Cooper, Roth, & Schatschneider, 2004), thus casting additional attention on the prior
school experiences of entering kindergarteners. Nevertheless, children’s opportunities to
learn differ greatly in early childhood. Learning opportunities can be described as a set of
theoretically driven dimensions of interactions between adults and children with
empirically supported links to children’s social, emotional, and academic development
(Hamre & Pianta, 2007). While there is considerable interest in the learning opportunities
and prior school experiences of young children, a consistent common definition of
kindergarten readiness does not exist. Parent and teacher beliefs, and state policies related
to kindergarten readiness are next discussed. Furthermore, increased implementation of
state kindergarten assessments are described as well as Oregon’s Kindergarten

Assessment, with questions for further exploration of the OKA and its perceived utility.



Defining Kindergarten Readiness

The terms kindergarten readiness and school readiness are often used
interchangeably throughout the literature and across disciplines; however, both lack a
consistent, operational definition. The U.S. Department of Education defines Essential
Domains of School Readiness as “language and literacy development, cognition and
general knowledge (including early mathematics and early scientific development),
approaches toward learning, physical well-being and motor development, and social and
emotional development” (http://www.ed.gov/early-learning/elc-draft-
summary/definitions). The National Association for the Education of Young Children
(NAEYC) position statement on school readiness suggests that “every child, except in the
most severe instances of abuse, neglect, or disability, enters school ready to learn school
content,” and instead emphasizes “making schools ready for every child” (Position
Statement, 1995). The American Academy of Pediatrics states that, “School readiness
needs to become an outcome measure for community-based programs, rather than an
exclusion criterion at the educational starting gate” (High, 2008).

Evolving definitions of readiness can be traced back to the initial 1990 National
Education Goals Panel (NEGP), which declared that by the year 2000 all children in
America would begin school ready to learn (National Council on Education Standards
and Testing, 1992). The NEGP identified readiness as determined by a set of independent
developmental trajectories broadly described as (1) readiness in the child, (2) school’s
readiness for children, and (3) family and community supports contributing to child
readiness. While the intent of this goal was praiseworthy, the concept of readiness was

broadly defined and has led to differing interpretations. As a step to develop consensus



on the definition of school readiness, two surveys sponsored by the U.S. Department of
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics were conducted in the spring of
1993 with the purpose of collecting information on parent and teacher beliefs about
characteristics important to a child’s readiness for kindergarten: the 1993 National
Household Education Survey (NHES:93), and the Fast Response Survey System (FRSS)
Kindergarten Teacher survey on Student Readiness (Heaviside, 1993). Since the
inception of the initial NEGP in 1990, teachers and parents have been interviewed and
surveyed on their beliefs pertaining to school readiness. These data and discussion of
results from the NHES:93 and FRSS are next described.
Parent and Teacher School Readiness Beliefs

While parents and early educators generally agree that a primary purpose of
preschool is school readiness (Hatcher, Nuner, & Paulsel, 2012), consensus varies as to
the specific skills a child should possess in order to be best prepared for kindergarten
(Hatcher et al., 2012; Lewit & Baker, 1995; Scott-Little et al., 2006). Kagan (1992, 1994)
summarizes parents’ beliefs about kindergarten readiness as belonging to two categories:
readiness for school and readiness to learn. Readiness for school can be described as the
belief that a child must have a certain level of mastery of pre-academic skills before
entering kindergarten. Readiness to learn assumes that readiness is rooted in
developmentally pre-determined physical and social maturation processes (Lewit &
Baker, 1995).

The NHES:93 data suggested that parents of children ages three to six and not yet
enrolled in kindergarten felt that both social interaction tasks (e.g., communication and

take turns/share abilities) and pre-academic tasks (e.g., counts to 20, uses pencils and



paint brushes, and knows the alphabet) were important for kindergarten readiness (Kim et
al., 2005).

Interestingly, parents placed greater merit on academic skills as indicative for
kindergarten readiness than did teachers, who considered alphabetic and counting skills
to be marginally or not at all important. Results from 860 schools using the FRSS
Kindergarten Teacher survey on Student Readiness indicated that according to public
school kindergarten teachers (96%), the most important quality for kindergarten readiness
was for a child to be physically healthy, rested, and well-nourished. The majority of
teachers also believed that children should be able to communicate their needs, wants,
and thoughts verbally (84%), and be enthusiastic and curious in approaching new
activities (76%) (Heaviside, 1993). These data are consistent with a 1996 survey of 757
parents, 575 kindergarten teachers, and 553 childcare providers in North Carolina that
identified the three most important qualities of kindergarten readiness as being: (1)
healthy, well-nourished, and well-rested; (2) able to effectively communication needs,
wants, and thoughts; and (3) enthusiastic and curious when approaching new activities
(Harradine & Clifford, 1996). In 2007 the NHES was again administered, surveying
2,633 households between January 2 and May 6 using the School Readiness Survey (SR).
Parents of children ages three to six and not yet enrolled in kindergarten were asked how
important particular skills were to prepare for kindergarten. Sixty-two percent of children
had parents who reported it was essential to teach their children about sharing; 56 percent
reported that teaching the alphabet was essential; 54 percent teaching numbers was
essential; 45 percent that teaching how to read was essential; and 41 percent that showing

how to hold a pencil was essential (O'Donnell, 2008). These findings are consistent with
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Gill and Winters (2006) and Hatcher et al. (2012), who suggested that parents and
teachers believe kindergarten and school readiness are represented by both social-
emotional and academic factors. However, findings from a self-report questionnaire
provided to kindergarten teachers from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study —
Kindergarten cohort in the 1998-1999 school year suggested that teachers placed a
considerably stronger emphasis on children’s social ability compared to their
development of academic skills (Lin, Lawrence, & Gorrell, 2003). Readiness issues
assessed on the questionnaire were related to teachers’ views of social-emotional
development, language development, problem solving, literacy, mathematics, and
psychomotor skills. Over the years consensus has varied amongst teachers and parents on
the topic of what constitutes readiness for school; however, it is clear that two constructs
remain of consistent perceived importance: social-emotional and academic skills.
State School Readiness Policies

Historically, the most consistent determinant of school readiness across states has
been the requirement of children to reach the chronological age of five either before
enrolling or while they are students in a kindergarten program; 44 states and the District
of Columbia currently abide by this statute (Ackerman & Barnett, 2005; Saluja, Scott-
Little, & Clifford, 2000). State expectations have evolved beyond solely determining
kindergarten entry by age, since the issue of school readiness gained national prominence
from the first NEGP. States policies have led initiatives to develop early learning
standards that articulate expectations for children’s learning and development prior to
kindergarten entry. A content review of 46 state early learning standards suggests that

states are decidedly slanted toward language and cognition domains, with the mean
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percentage of standards items well over twice that of items addressing physical, social-
emotional, or approaches toward learning domains (Scott-Little et al., 2006). While every
state currently has developed or adopted early learning standards (Duncan, 2010), a small
number of states have moved further and developed specific school readiness definitions.
Maryland has chosen to define school readiness as, “the stage of human development that
enables a child to engage in, and benefit from, primary learning experiences” (Forry &
Wessel, 2012). Furthermore some states have chosen to implement a definition more
specifically related to an academic skill set that complements and reinforces their
kindergarten assessment. The Texas Early Learning Council, Defining School Readiness
report (2011), defines school ready or school readiness as, “a term that refers to a child
being able to function competently in a school environment in the areas of early language
and literacy, mathematics, and social skills as objectively measured by state-approved
assessment instruments.” While defining school readiness within the context of a state
kindergarten assessment is not a widely held practice, some states do require schools to
conduct screening or assessment of children who are entering kindergarten (Ackerman &
Barnett, 2005), and the practice of implementing a statewide kindergarten entry
assessment has become increasingly prevalent (Connors-Tadros, 2014).
Kindergarten Assessment

The U.S. Department of Education defines Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA)
as an assessment that adheres to the following guidelines: 1) administered to children
during the first few months of their admission into kindergarten; 2) covers all essential
domains of school readiness (i.e., as previously described); 3) used in conformance with

the recommendations of the National Research Council reports on early childhood (Snow
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& Van-Hemel, 2008); and 4) is valid and reliable for its intended purposes, for the target
populations, and aligned to the Early Learning and Development Standards (Connors-
Tadros, 2014). The definition does not include performance requirements for children to
enter kindergarten. It is well documented and understood that children begin kindergarten
with a diverse array of skills and experiences, including many who have not been
enrolled in any preschool program outside the home environment (Aud et al., 2013;
Barnett, Carolan, Squires, & Clarke Brown, 2013; Brown, McComb, & Scott-Little,
2003; Goldstein, 2007; Hart & Risley, 1995; Zill & West, 2001). The range of
opportunities to learn during the early childhood years is representative of a diverse
society and particularly reflective of the challenges experienced by children from
impoverished or disadvantaged backgrounds prior to entering kindergarten (Meisels,
2007). Provided the diversity of early childhood experiences, it is essential that
kindergarten teachers in particular are equipped with effective methods to best identify
and understand what children know and are able to do as they enter school. Consistent
with recommendations put forth by the National Research Council of the National
Academies (Snow & Van-Hemel, 2008), state kindergarten entry assessments can
provide baseline information to help teachers target instruction that can then be calibrated
over a school year to assist a child in meeting short and long-term goals or learning
benchmarks.

Recently CEELO was asked by the U.S. Department of Education to compile
information as to how states were approaching the development and implementation of
kindergarten entry assessments (KEA). CEELO reports that in 2010, only 7 states

(Alaska, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Maryland, Minnesota, and Vermont) collected
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KEA data for the purpose of aggregating data at the state level (Daily, Burkhauser, &
Halle, 2010). However, in 2012, 25 states required assessments during the kindergarten
year and of those 12 assessed at entry; 10 during the school year; and 3 both at entry and
during the school year. Most recently in 2013, 34 states have described plans for a KEA
in their Race to the Top — Early Learning Challenge grant applications, and 9 states that
did not submit applications have some type of KEA (Connors-Tadros, 2014). As the
majority of kindergarten assessment policies are in development, current national data on
the assessment tools that states are requiring for kindergarten entry assessments is
unavailable. Comprehensive information updated as of February 2014, regarding state
polices and resources related to KEA’s can be accessed on CEELO’s website
(www.ceelo.org).
Oregon Kindergarten Assessment

The 2013 — 2014 academic year marked the initial rollout of the OKA in all
school districts throughout Oregon. The OKA was designed for administration to all
entering kindergarten students with or without identified disabilities or delays, within the
first six weeks of school. The information gained from the OKA has the intended purpose
of providing parents, teachers, and early childhood providers with a common
understanding of what children know and are able to do when they enter school.
Specifically, the information should assist teachers to identify gaps and provide targeted
classroom instruction and support, while parents can use the information to provide
additional support for skill development at home
(http://oregonearlylearning.com/kindergarten-assessment/). Schools can then strengthen

their collaborations with providers of high quality early learning services (e.g., Oregon
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Pre-K, and programs committed to Oregon’s Quality Rating and Improvement System),
for a seamless successful start to kindergarten. Furthermore the assessment allows for
tracking statewide trends and progress over time, seeking to answer the following
questions about children in Oregon: Are Oregon’s children arriving at kindergarten
ready to learn? Is the level of school readiness improving or declining over time? Are
there disparities between groups of children that must be addressed? Are there particular
areas of school readiness that Oregon must target?
(http://oregonearlylearning.com/kindergarten-assessment/for-teachers/). Intended
purposes of the OKA as specified in the 2014-2015 Kindergarten Assessment

Specifications Blueprint (ODE, 2014) are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Intended Purposes of the Statewide Oregon Kindergarten Assessment for School
Year 2014-2015

Description

1. Provide baseline local and statewide information to communities, schools, and
families to ensure all early learners are ready for kindergarten.

2. Provide essential information on all children as they enter kindergarten to
inform K-12 educators on student’ strengths and needs which can then guide
instructional decisions to ensure students are well prepared for their
educational experience.

3. Identify achievement gaps early — thus providing instruction and support to
address them early. By doing this, we help prepare students for success not just
in kindergarten but also in the years to come.

4. Provide a consistent tool to be used across the state. A statewide assessment
will provide the state-level perspective on where kindergarten students are
currently so that we can measure progress in the years to come.

Note. This information can be accessed from the Kindergarten Assessment Specifications
Blueprints for the 2014-2015 school year on Oregon Department of Education’s
Kindergarten Assessment Resource Website
http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?1d=496
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A growing body of research has begun to document a significant relationship
between aspects of early achievement (e.g., early literacy and math), self-regulation, and
social competence with children’s later school success (Blair & Razza, 2007; Durlak,
Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, & Schellinger, 2011; McClelland, Cameron, Wanless, &
Murray, 2007; McClelland & Morrison, 2003; McClelland, Morrison, & Holmes, 2000;
Schmitt, McClelland, Tominey, & Acock, 2015). The creation of the OKA was based on
current research and an understanding of which specific aspects of school readiness have
been established as strongly predictive of children’s school successes. The OKA includes
measures in the domains of early literacy, early math, and approaches to learning. A

summary of the OKA components is provided in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment Components

Segment Description

Early literacy These are direct fluency assessments, which provide
information about how quickly and accurately the student
recognizes letters and sounds.

Letter names The student sees and names upper and lowercase letters. This
is a timed assessment, at 60 seconds to measure fluency.
Students are allowed to come to a natural stopping point and
are unaware of being timed.

Letter sounds The student sees and names the sounds of upper and
lowercase letters and some letter blends. This is a timed
assessment, at 60 seconds to measure fluency. Students are
allowed to come to a natural stopping point and are unaware
of being timed.
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Spanish syllable ~ This assessment is only for Spanish-speaking English

sounds language learners. The student sees and produces the sounds
of upper and lowercase Spanish syllables. This is a timed
assessment, at 60 seconds to measure fluency. Students are
allowed to come to a natural stopping point and are unaware
of being timed.

Early math This is a direct assessment in numbers and operations. It is
not timed. Students view and respond to 16 items that include
counting, simple addition, simple subtraction, and
recognizing number patterns. The assessment is multiple
choice. Students choose (by pointing) from three possible
answers.

Approaches to learning ~ This assessment is based on teacher observation. Teachers
observe the student in the classroom during regular classroom
activities and routines and complete the 15 item Child
Behavior Rating Scale (CBRS). The scale focuses on self-
regulation and interpersonal skills.

Note. Further information on the research behind each measure can be accessed from the
Kindergarten Assessment Summary Report on the Oregon Department of Education’s
Kindergarten Assessment Resource Website at http://www.ode.state.or.us/go/ka.

Consistent with the previously discussed nationwide public dialogue on
kindergarten assessment, the OKA is not without controversy. Upon release of the initial

results of the OKA in January 2014, The Oregonian, an online newspaper, was flooded

with articles and opinion pieces in response to the state Department of Education Deputy
Superintendent, Rob Saxton, and Early Learning System director Jada Rupley’s guest
column (2014), which referred to Oregon’s kindergarten test results as a sobering
snapshot (Feeney, 2014). Additional pieces questioned the accuracy of not only the
results but also the appropriateness and implementation of the OKA (Castillo, 2014;
Hammond, 2014a, 2014b, 2014c; Melling, 2014; Patrick & Hennrich, 2014) The Oregon
Association for the Education of Young Children (OAEYC) also issued a statement

representing the opinions of their governing council, which referred to the OKA test,
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procedures, and results as the “wrong assessment, wrong administration, wrong
interpretation” (Dundorf, ODonnell, & Stockert, 2014). However, public statements were
also supportive of the State’s new initiative. McClelland, Love, Green, and Squires
(2014) offered clarity for public concerns and responses through a research perspective,
and Swati Adarkar, President and CEO of the Children’s Institute, a research and action
organization dedicated to improving the odds for Oregon’s at-risk children, called the
OKA an “important beginning” (Adarkar, 2014).

As state, and nationwide attention to early learning, school readiness, and
kindergarten assessment intensifies, and Oregon enters the second year of their new
statewide assessment, it is imperative that stakeholders continue to explore and document
the existing strengths of the OKA as well as how it can continue to be improved.
Specifically, both the utilization and acceptance of the OKA on behalf of kindergarten
teachers, and the procedures and outcomes of the OKA for young children entering
kindergarten with disabilities and delays serve to yield valuable information from further
evaluation.

Assessment of Utility and Social Validity

Examining utility and social validity is an important aspect of understanding the
appropriateness and usability of an assessment in order to promote sustainability.
Particularly when considering the OKA, a newly created, implemented, and mandated
state assessment, subjective evaluation of teacher perspectives with regard to procedures
and utilization can yield important information for understanding the effects and
outcomes of the OKA. The Division for Early Childhood of the Council for Exceptional

Children includes both assessment utility and social validity (i.e., acceptability) in their
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eight standards for developmentally appropriate assessment (Neisworth & Bagnato,
2004). Neisworth and Bagnato (2004) describe assessment utility as the usefulness for
intervention in determining “what to teach (content/curriculum), how to teach (methods),
and if objectives are being reached (monitoring/accountability).” Social validity (i.e.,
acceptability) is characterized as the perceived value, acceptability, and appropriateness
of the assessment and may increase the probability that the professional will become
more involved in the assessment, treatment, and monitoring processes (2004). The
Assessment and Accountability Comprehensive Center (AACC) suggests that utility
should be a primary consideration when schools, districts, and states are choosing an
assessment measure (Herman, Osmundson, & Dietel, 2012). Important questions that can
aide in determining utility include: How useful will this assessment be in helping us to
accomplish our intended purpose? How will the results fit with other assessments, both
formative and end-of-year state tests? Who will use the results?

The perspective of kindergarten teachers with regard to the utility and social
validity of the OKA may assist school administrators and principals to create a more
supportive and effective environment in which to address student learning through the
use of OKA data. A variety of comfort levels with data exist among teachers and it is
imperative that school administrators and principals are prepared to tailor support
accordingly (Datnow, Park, & Wohlstetter, 2007). Supovitz and Klein (2003) found that
leadership within schools, both formal and informal, helped endorse the innovative use of
student performance data. Principals are able to set the expectations for faculty and staff
and in doing so create supportive environments to effectively address student learning

through the use of assessment data. Specifically, an examination of both the OKA utility
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and social validity may help administrators understand the direct context of the tool in
order to ensure teachers can effectively implement the OKA, as well as use results to
drive instruction. Overall, examining the OKA utility and social validity can produce
valuable information for building upon the assessment’s existing strengths, as well as
achieve progress in accomplishing the statewide goals of reducing the achievement gap
and understanding what children know and are able to do upon entering school.
Testing and Children with Disabilities

The snapshot of what Oregon children know and are able to do upon entering
kindergarten includes not only those with diverse prior school experiences and learning
opportunities, but also children with identified disabilities or developmental delays.
According to the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), children
with disabilities must be included in any state- or district-wide assessments that are
established for typically developing children (USDOE, 2007).

NAEYC and the National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State
Departments of Education (NAECS/SDE) published a joint position statement on early
childhood curriculum, assessment, and program evaluation (2003). In the position
statement, a key recommendation included the use of assessment connected to specific
beneficial purposes such as: (1) making sound decisions about teaching and learning, (2)
identifying significant concerns that may require focused intervention for individual
children, and (3) helping programs improve their educational and developmental
interventions (NAEYC & NAECS/SDE, 2003). Their position further postulated that
when assessments are used with both children with disabilities and their typically

developing classmates, assessments need to be adapted in order for all children to
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demonstrate their competence (McLean, Wolery, & Baily, 2004; Meisels & Atkins-
Burnett, 2000; NAEYC & NAECS/SDE, 2003). NAEYC and NAECS/SDE
recommendations are consistent with the position statement put forth by DEC on
promoting positive outcomes for young children with disabilities (2007) and their
essential recommended practices in early intervention and early childhood special
education (DEC, 2014; Sandall, McLean, & Smith, 2000).

The OKA was designed for administration to all entering kindergarten students
with or without identified disabilities or delays within the first six weeks of school.
Recommendations for providing students with equitable access to the OKA can be found
in Figure 1. A further description of potential accessibility supports for administering the
OKA is detailed in the Oregon Accessibility Manual (Saxton, Hermens, et al., 2014-
2015). Additional evaluation of the outcomes of the OKA for young children entering
kindergarten with an identified disability or delay has the potential to yield valuable
information and contribute to reducing achievement gaps and better understanding what
children entering kindergarten know and are able to do.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore student performance on the OKA as well
as its utility as evaluated by Oregon kindergarten teachers. Specifically, the following
questions were addressed:

1. Are there significant differences in children’s performance on the OKA
based on demographic characteristics?
2. What is the performance of children previously receiving Early Childhood

Special Education (ECSE) on the OKA?
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3. What is the utility of the OKA, as evaluated by kindergarten teachers?

Results will be shared with the Oregon Department of Education Kindergarten Content
and Advisory Panel. Findings from the study will assist administrators, early childhood
and public school teachers, parents, policy makers, and legislators in further
understanding current use of the OKA and may impact future steps to modify curriculum,
instructional methodology, training, transitional practices, and school readiness policies.

Data collected by the Oregon Department of Education were used, as well as data
from an OKA utility survey with follow-up kindergarten teacher interviews. Study
outcomes may assist Oregon school districts and pre-K programs to collaborate and
identify strategies that will better prepare young children for success in kindergarten and
beyond, as well as how to support kindergarten teachers in meeting the diverse needs of
an entering kindergarten classroom cohort through the appropriate use of OKA data.

Overall the study may contribute to a more effective early learning system for Oregon.
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Figure 1. Oregon decision tree for kindergarten assessment.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS

A combination of procedures and analyses were used to address three research
questions (Figure 2) using two separate methods: (1) analysis of statewide data provided
by the Oregon Department of Education (ODE), and (2) a web-based survey of current
kindergarten teachers with follow-up interviews of survey participants (Table 3). The
following chapter describes the procedures and analyses for answering each research
question. Participants, measures, and analyses for the first two research questions are
described first.

Table 3. Research Questions with Description of Participants, Measures, and Analyses

Question Participants Measures Analyses

1. Are there significant ~ Students entering ~ * Demographics Mann-Whitney U

differences in Oregon test
children’s kindergarten fall OKA
performance on the 2013
OKA based on
demographic
characteristics?
2. What is the Students exiting * Demographics Kruskal-Wallis H
performance of ECSE and entering | OKA test

children previously Oregon

Mann-Whi
receiving ECSE on kindergarten fall ann-Whitney U

OSEP outcome

the OKA? 2013 progress fest
categories
3. What is the utility of  Oregon * Descriptive Independent t —
the OKA, as kindergarten questionnaire  test
evaluated by teachers and .

) : i . ANOVA
kindergarten instructional Utility survey . .
teachers? assistants *  Phone Thematic analysis

employed during interview
the 2014-15

academic year

Note. Descriptive statistics will be reported for each analysis.
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Examination of Statewide Data
Examination of statewide data collected by ODE was used to explore the
following research questions:
1. Are there significant differences in children’s performance on the OKA
based on demographic characteristics?
2. What is the performance of children previously receiving Early Childhood
Special Education (ECSE) on the OKA?
Participants
All students entering kindergarten in a publicly funded school in the state of
Oregon during the 2013 — 2014 academic school year were included as participants, in a
statewide data set provided by ODE (n = 43,072). An Intergovernmental Agreement with
ODE was submitted and approved for study of statewide de-identified outcome data for
the OKA data set and corresponding demographic information (e.g., gender, ethnicity,
disability, economic disadvantage, early learning hub district, identified as attending a
publicly funded preK program). Table 4 provides demographic characteristics for
children entering Oregon public kindergarten in fall of 2013. Additionally, for students
who transitioned into kindergarten from early childhood special education (ECSE)
services, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Assessment Evaluation and

Programming System (AEPS) outcome data were provided.
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Table 4. Percent Demographic Characteristics for Kindergarteners in an Oregon Public
School During the 2013 — 2014 Academic School Year

Variable n Percent

Gender

Male 22,145 51.4%

Female 20,927 48.6%
Ethnicity-Race

White 26,833 62.3%

Pacific Islander 338 0.8%

Multi-Ethnic 2,385 5.5%

AI/AN 600 1.4%

Hispanic 10,420 24.2%

African American 1,051 2.4%

Asian 1,445 3.4%
Economic Disadvantage

Yes 23,126 53.7%

No 19,946 46.3%
Special Education

Yes 4,288 10.0%

No 38,784 90.0%
Public PreK

Yes 7,392 17.2%

No 35,680 82.8%

Note. Eligibility or participation in the free and reduced price lunch program was used as
a proxy for economic disadvantage. Disability status was determined at on the first school
day of May at the end of the 2014 school year. Children identified as having a disability
were identified at any point prior to May 1, 2014. Oregon public preK programs receive
funding from the Federal Office of Head Start, the Oregon Department of Education, or
both.
Measures

Demographic variables. Aggregated demographic data were available from
ODE in order to assess differences in student outcomes on the OKA. Variables were

included by county, school district, and institution for each segment of the OKA for the

following demographic categories:
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1. Disability. Disability is specified as either (a) identified (n = 4,288), or
(b) unidentified (n = 38,784). Disability status was determined at on
the first school day of May at the end of the 2014 school year.
Children identified as having a disability were identified at any point
prior to May 1, 2014.

2. Economic disadvantage. Economic disadvantage is categorized as (a)
identified (n = 23,126), (b) unidentified (n = 19,948). Eligibility or
participation in the free and reduced price lunch program was used as a
proxy for economic disadvantage.

3. PreK. PreK is categorized as (a) identified as attending a publicly
funded preK program (n = 7,392), (b) not identified as attending a
publicly funded preK program (n = 35,680). Oregon public preK
programs receive funding from the Federal Office of Head Start, the
Oregon Department of Education, or both. All programs follow the
same guidelines for providing services.

Oregon Kindergarten Assessment. All students entering kindergarten in a
publicly funded school in the state of Oregon during the 2013 — 2014 academic year
completed the OKA within the first six weeks of school. Three domains were included:
(1) early literacy, (2) early mathematics, and (3) approaches to learning (Table 2). The
state of Oregon requires that the professional administering the OKA must be a trained
Test Administrator (TA). For the literacy and mathematics measures, the TA does not

have to be the child’s licensed classroom teacher; instead an Instructional Assistant can
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administer the OKA. However, the approaches to learning segment must be completed by
the child’s teacher (Saxton, Wiens, et al., 2014-2015).

Early literacy. The early literacy assessments of the OKA measure direct fluency,
which means that they provide information about how quickly and accurately the
kindergarten student recognizes letters and letter sounds. When assessing letter names,
students identify and name upper and lowercase letters. In order to assess letter sounds,
students identify and produce the sounds of upper and lowercase letters and some letter
blends. Both assessments are completed during a 60 second timed period in order to
measure fluency. Students are unaware of the timed period and allowed to come to a
natural stopping point. Including set-up time, there is an estimated six-minute completion
time for the early literacy segment of the OKA. When students are Spanish-speaking
English Language learners, it is required that the alternative Spanish literacy assessment
is administered (Saxton, Wiens, et al., 2014-2015). Sample items are included in Figure

3.

English Letter Names English Letter Sounds
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Figure 3. Early English literacy assessment sample items.
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Early mathematics. The early mathematics assessment is a direct assessment in
numbers and operations. Students view items that include counting, simple addition,
simple subtraction, and recognizing number patterns. The assessment includes two
sample items and 16 multiple-choice items. Students point to indicate their choice for a
correct response from three possible answers. For instance, a student might see a row of
five stars and the teacher would ask, “How many?” The student would then point to their
selection. The early mathematics portion of the OKA is not timed; however, it is
estimated that completion time ranges from six to nine minutes. A Spanish language
version of the assessment is available (Saxton, Wiens, et al., 2014-2015). Sample items

are included in Figure 4.

O 1 3

How many? What number is missing?
1 5
2
3

Figure 4. Early mathematics assessment sample items.

Approaches to learning. The approaches to learning assessment is based on the
observations of classroom teachers during the first six weeks of school. Teachers observe
the student in the classroom during regular classroom activities and routines in order to
complete the Child Behavior Rating Scale (CBRS) (Bronson, Goodson, Layzer, & Love,

1990). The CBRS has 17 items focusing on children’s social-emotional development,
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self-regulation, and interpersonal skills. Items are assessed on a five-point scale, ranging
from never exhibits the behavior to always exhibit the behavior. Previous research has
reported adequate test-retest reliability of scores using the CBRS (» = .67), as well as
strong internal consistency (o = .96) (Associates, 1988). McClelland and Morrison
(2003) also reported strong internal consistency (a = .95) for each of two time points,
measured a year apart, when using the tool with preschoolers. Two original CBRS items
targeting externalizing behaviors (i.e., expresses hostility to other children verbally, and
expresses hostility to other children physically) were omitted on the OKA based on

feedback from stakeholders. Sample items are included in Figure 5.

s NI U SRS I S Y Y YY)

Child Behavior Rating Scale { Today's date: (mm/dd/yyyy)

Instructions: The focus of this instrument is children’s behavior with other children and adults in the classroom
and their work with materials. Please complete all 17 items on this instrument for each child by circling the
response number that best indicates how frequently the child exhibits the behavior described in a particular item.
The response numbers indicate the following:

1) The child never exhibits the behavior described by the item.

2) The child rarely exhibits the behavior described by the item.

3) The child sometimes exhibits the behavior described by the item.

4) The child frequently or usually exhibits the behavior described by the item.
5) The child always exhibits the behavior described by the item.

Never Rarely Sometimes = Frequently/  Always
Usually

1. Observes rules and follows directions without
requiring repeated reminders. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Completes learning tasks involving two or more
steps (e.g., cutting and pasting) in organized way. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Completes tasks successfully.

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 5. Approaches to learning assessment sample items.

Assessment, Evaluation and Programming System (AEPS). The Oregon
Department of Education contracts with local agencies to provide a statewide system of

services for young children with disabilities and developmental delays, which includes
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early childhood special education (i.e., specifically designed instruction for children ages
3 to public school eligibility including physical, speech/language, mobility, and social-
emotional). The AEPS has been selected as the measure for monitoring progress and
reporting on outcomes of children receiving ECSE services. (Bricker, Pretti-Frontczak,
Johnson, & Straka, 2002). The AEPS assesses six major developmental areas including
fine motor, gross motor, cognitive, adaptive, social-communication, and social domains.
Pre-academic content similar to that included on the OKA (e.g., pre-literacy, numeracy)
are encompassed within the developmental areas included on the AEPS
(www.aepslinkedsystem.com). Results of the accuracy of the AEPS to accurately
corroborate eligibility decisions for young children indicated acceptable rates of
overidentification and underidentification (Bricker, Yovanoff, Capt, & Allen, 2003).
Further research on the eligibility determination of the AEPS was consistent with
previous findings of Bricker et al. (2003) (Bricker et al., 2008). Additional evidence on
the use of the AEPS can be found online
(http://www.aepslinkedsystem.com/research.html).

When a child exits ECSE services and transitions to kindergarten, the AEPS is
administered on or before June 30™ of that year, with the exception of children receiving
Extended Year Service (EYS), in which the AEPS is to be administered at the completion
of the summer transition to kindergarten. The AEPS data corresponds to three specific
child outcomes required for Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) federal
reporting: (1) positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships), (2)
acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language development and

early literacy), and (3) use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs (Newman, Potter,
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& Smellow). The child outcomes are based on the assumptions that (a) each child
demonstrates outcomes in different ways, and (b) that there are multiple pathways for
children to achieve and demonstrate competence in each outcome area (ECO, 2009).
Outcome areas are summarized with examples and further detail below.

Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills. Children who achieve this
outcome demonstrate a variety of behaviors related to making and maintaining positive
age appropriate social relationships. Social relationships pertain to those within the
family as well as outside, such as with peers. Examples include demonstrating attachment
with significant caregivers, learning and following rules, regulating emotions,
demonstrating trust in others, and behaving in a way that allows participation across a
variety of settings and circumstances (e.g., playground, dinner, or grocery store) (ECO,
2005).

Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills. Children who
achieve this outcome demonstrate a variety of behaviors related to thinking, reasoning,
remembering, problem solving, and number concepts across a variety of everyday
routines and activities (e.g., during play). This outcome also includes a variety of skills
related to language and literacy such as vocabulary, phonemic awareness, and letter
recognition (ECO, 2005, 2009).

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. Children who
achieve this outcome are more capable of addressing their needs with the help of
supportive adults and increasing independence. Children integrate developing fine motor
and communication skills to complete a variety of self-help tasks (e.g., using a

toothbrush, dressing self, feeding self). Children are not only demonstrating these skills,
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but are also utilizing skills in a manner that is functional and valuable to them (ECO,
2005).

The state of Oregon uses AEPS scores to measure child progress from entry into
and exit from ECSE programs for each, OSEP outcome area related to five progress
categories (Newman et al.):

a) Children who did not improve functioning (NIF).

b) Children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to
the functioning comparable to same-aged peers (IFN).

c¢) Children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers
but did not reach it (IFC).

d) Children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-
aged peers (IFP).

e) Children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged
peers (MFP).

Differences in OKA segment scores for children who transitioned from ECSE (n
= 4,275) into Oregon public kindergarten in fall of 2013 compared to those who did not
were examined based on progress categories for each OSEP outcome area. Categories
were determined upon exit from ECSE services in either spring or summer of 2013.
Analysis

Statewide data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and nonparametric
measures to determine if difference existed between group scores on the OKA based on:
1) demographic characteristics, and 2) progress categories for children exiting ECSE.

After violations of assumptions were determined to be present based on (a) non-normally

33



distributed data, (b) presence of outliers, and a (c) violation of homogeneity of variances,
nonparametric measures were chosen as more suitable model fit. Specifically, the Mann-
Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis H test were employed. Children’s demographic
characteristics were coded as categorical variables (e.g., identified as attending a public
preK, not identified as attending a public preK) when using the Mann-Whitney U test.
Progress categories based on scores from the AEPS for each outcome area were entered
as a categorical variable when using the Kruskal-Wallis H test. Children’s scores on each
segment of the OKA were entered as separate continuous outcome variables for both
Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis H analyses. A significant Mann-Whitney U was
followed by converting z-scores into effect size estimates (Field, 2013). Results report
test statistics, significance values, and effect size estimates. All data were de-identified
and all results reported as aggregated data without identifying information. Data were
analyzed using SPSS 20.
Web-based Survey and Follow-up Interviews

A web-based survey of current kindergarten teachers and solicited follow-up
interviews of survey participants were used to address the final research question related
to utility of the OKA:

3. What is the utility of the OKA, as evaluated by kindergarten teachers?

Participants

Kindergarten teachers employed in a publicly funded school during the 2014 —
2015 academic year in the state of Oregon were recruited in collaboration with the ODE
Manager of Test Design and Administration. Oregon District Test Coordinators were sent

a detailed cover letter outlining the purpose, confidentiality protocols, and incentive for
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completing the online survey. District Test Coordinators were instructed to then forward
the survey to OKA test administrators in their district. As an incentive for participation, a
raffle was held for one of 25, $50 Amazon.com gift cards for participants who completed
the survey. All survey participants were entered into the raffle and had an equal chance of
receiving a gift card.

Four-hundred and twenty-five OKA test administrators started the online survey.
Of those, 66 did not meet criteria for the survey based on their response to question one:
Are you currently employed in a kindergarten classroom? Additionally, another 14
survey participants were omitted based on their response to question two: What position
best describes your role in the kindergarten classroom? Participants who were omitted
indicated a classroom role other than licensed teacher or instructional assistant. A total
of 315 licensed classroom teachers and 39 instructional assistants completed the
descriptive questionnaire segment of the survey, resulting in a total of 354. The majority
of survey participants indicated 10 plus years of experience working in the field with
their current credential, 62.5% (n = 197) licensed teachers and 43.6% (n = 17)
instructional assistants. Seventy-seven percent of licensed teachers (n = 244) indicated a
level of education as graduate degree or beyond. Most instructional assistants, 43.7% (n =
17) indicated a 2 — year degree as their highest level of education. Table 5 provides
demographic information on survey participants by classroom role. Following completion
of the descriptive questionnaire, 34 participants did not complete the utility survey. Of
320 participants completing the utility survey, 91% were licensed teachers (n = 291) and

9% (n = 29) were instructional assistants.
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Table 5. Survey Participant Demographic Information Percentages by Classroom Role

Variable Licensed Teacher Instructional Assistant
(n=1315) (n=39)

Years employed with current credential

<1 year 1.2% 10.3%
1-2 6.0% 7.7%
3-5 14.6% 12.8%
6-9 15.2% 25.6%
10 + 62.5% 43.6%
No response 0.3% 0.0%
Level of education
High school 0.0% 28.1%
2 —year degree 0.0% 43.7%
4 — year degree 22.3% 25.6%
Graduate + 77.4% 2.6%
No response 0.3% 0.0%
Number of children in classroom
<10 2.2% 18.0%
10-15 2.5% 0.0%
15-20 20.0% 18.0%
20 -25 36.2% 51.3%
25-30 22.5% 2.6%
30 + 15.5% 7.7%
No response 0.6% 2.6%
Experience administering OKA
First year 19.7% 33.3%
Second year 76.8% 41.0%
No response 3.5% 25.7%
Received results from 2013-2014
Yes 25.4% 7.7%
No 50.5% 30.8%
No response 24.1% 61.5%
Measures

Kindergarten teachers’ acceptance and utilization of the OKA was evaluated
using two procedures: (1) a utility survey with a supplementary descriptive questionnaire
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using Qualtrics software and (2) follow-up phone interviews of survey participants. The
online survey was available to kindergarten teachers December 1, 2014 and was open
through December 19, 2014. The results of the survey and interviews were used to gain a
broad understanding of how Oregon kindergarten teachers perceived the utilization and
implementation of the OKA. Results have the potential to support the improvement of
instruction, training, and school readiness practices.

Utility survey. Questions included on the utility portion of the online survey were
modified from the Abbreviated Acceptability Rating Profile (AARP) as detailed in Table
6 (Tarnowski & Simonian, 1992). Additionally, questions were reviewed and finalized
through an iterative and collaborative process with ODE staff including a policy analyst,
preK- 3™ grade coordinator, and manager of test design and administration. Participants
were asked to rank their responses to eight statements on a six point Likert scale based on
their experience with the OKA during the 2014 — 2015 academic year. After completing
the utility survey, participants were given the opportunity to provide any additional
comments they wanted to include about the OKA. A copy of the utility survey is included
in appendix A.

Descriptive questionnaire. Participants were asked to complete a descriptive
questionnaire as a supplement to the OKA utility survey. The questionnaire included both
categorical response, and open-ended items. At the end of the survey, participants were
given the opportunity to enter their email and be contacted about a follow-up phone
interview. Completion of the OKA utility survey descriptive questionnaire was designed
to take participants no longer than 10 — 15 minutes. A copy of the descriptive

questionnaire is included in Appendix B and descriptive variables are described below.
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Table 6. Modification of the Abbreviated Acceptability Rating Profile (AARP) for the
Purpose of Creating a Utility Survey of the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment

Original AARP Item

Modified OKA Utility Survey Item

1. This is an acceptable treatment for
the child’s behavior

2. The treatment should be effective in
changing the child’s behavior

3. The child’s behavior is severe
enough to justify the use of this
treatment

4. I would be willing to use this
treatment with my child

5. This treatment would not have bad
side effects for the child

6. I liked this treatment

7. The treatment was a good way to
handle the child’s problem

8. Overall, the treatment would help
the child

1. This is an acceptable tool for understanding
what children know and are able to do upon
entering kindergarten

2. This assessment will contribute to an overall
understanding of students’ skills as they enter
my classroom

3. The diverse skill set of children entering
kindergarten justifies the use of this assessment

4. I support the continued use of this assessment
without the need for further refinements

5. The assessment is developmentally
appropriate for children of kindergarten age

6. I liked this assessment

7. I understand the purpose and intent of the
Oregon Kindergarten Assessment

8. Overall the assessment provides beneficial
information about children entering kindergarten
in Oregon

Note. Items are rated using a six-point Likert-type rating of strongly disagree, disagree,
slightly disagree, slightly agree, agree, and strongly agree. Final item construction

incorporated expert review.

Descriptive variables. Descriptive data were collected on the participants in

order to assess differences in survey answers based on the following variables:

1. Role in kindergarten classroom. Role in the classroom was specified

as (1) Licensed classroom teacher, (2) instructional assistant, or (3)

other.
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2. Degree level. The highest level of education completed by each
participant was organized by (1) high school, (2) 2 — year degree, (3) 4
— year degree, or (5) graduate degree and beyond.

3. Teaching experience. Y ears of teaching experience with a licensed
teaching credential was categorized by (a) 0, (b) 1 —2,(c)3—-5,(d) 6
— 9, and (d) more than 10.

4. Number of children in classroom. Teachers were able to indicate the
number of children in their classroom by choosing either, (a) less than
10, (b) 10 — 15, (c) 20 — 25, (d) 25 — 30, or (e) more than 30.

5. Administration and training on the OKA. Teachers were asked to
indicate whether or not they were trained on the administration of the
OKA, and whether or not they personally administered the assessment,
and if so which components.

6. Children with disabilities served. Teachers indicated if children with
disabilities were included in their classroom, and if they administered
the OKA to children with disabilities.

7. Experience administering the OKA. Teachers indicated if they had
previously administered the OKA during the 2013 — 2014 academic
year, and if so whether or not they received results.

Phone interviews. Following completion of the demographic questionnaire and
OKA utility survey, participants were asked if they were interested in being contacted for
the purpose of a follow-up phone interview. If they chose to participate in the follow-up

interview they were given the opportunity to choose between either phone or email as the
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mode for initial follow-up contact. Sixty-three percent of survey participants (n = 212)
indicated that they were interested in being contacted for a phone interview. Of the
participants who indicated interest in completing a follow-up interview, 25 were initially
contacted after random selection. Of those 25 participants, four opted out and additional
participants were chosen at random and contacted until a minimum of 25 follow-up
interviews were completed. A total of 26 follow-up interviews were completed with
primary kindergarten classroom teachers (n = 24) and instructional assistants (n = 2). The
majority of participants (n = 24) indicated it was their second year administering the
OKA. Participants were asked open-ended questions generated based on the constructs of
the online survey. All participants received a $25 Amazon.com gift card as a thank you
for their participation. Phone interview questions are included in appendix C.
Analysis

A combination of quantitative and qualitative analyses were used to analyze data
collected by the online survey and follow-up phone interviews. Descriptive statistics, t-
tests, and ANOVA were used for computed average survey scores and the calculation of
mean item scores for ordered and categorical response items. Teacher demographics were
coded as dichotomous or multinomial variables and utility survey average total scores
were entered as a continuous outcome variable for t — test analysis. Quantitative analyses
were conducted using SPSS 20. Qualitative thematic analyses (Merriam, 2009; Miles,
Huberman, & Saldana, 2014; Saldana, 2013) were conducted for answers to open-ended
survey questions and phone interviews. Thematic analyses included a two level coding
procedure as suggested by Merriam (2009). First and second level codes for open-ended

survey and interview questions were defined by construct and operationalized in
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appendices D-J. Three researchers independently coded responses. Criteria reliability was
set at 90% accuracy as determined by majority agreement in overlapping codes for each
participant response, for each open-ended question (Merriam, 2009).

Independent t-test. An independent t-test was used to explore differences in
average utility survey scores between two sets of dichotomous groups: 1) classroom
teachers and instructional assistants, and 2) participants who indicated children with
disabilities were served in their classroom and those who did not. Results included mean
differences with confidence intervals, t-statistic, degrees of freedom and significance
values.

ANOVA. A between subjects ANOVA was used to test differences in average
utility survey scores for four groups of OKA administration segments: (1) administered
only the approaches to learning component, (2) administered only the early math and
early literacy components, (3) administered all components of the OKA, and (4) those
who did not indicate the components administered. Results are reported using mean
differences with confidence intervals, t-statistic, degrees of freedom and significance

values.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Examination of Statewide Data

Quantitative analyses were conducted using statewide data collected by ODE. A
total of 43,072 OKA assessments were collected. Gender, ethnicity-race, economic
disadvantage, special education, and public preK participation were included (Table 4).
Analyses included descriptive statistics, Mann-Whitney U tests, and a Kruskal-Wallis H
tests to determine if difference existed between group scores on the OKA based on
demographic characteristics. Analyses described in this section address the first two
research questions:

1. Are there significant differences in children’s performance on the OKA
based on demographic characteristics?
2. What is the performance of children previously receiving Early Childhood
Special Education (ECSE) on the OKA?

Demographic Characteristics

Mann-Whitney U test. A Mann-Whitney U test was computed to determine if
there was difference in OKA scores between children who were (a) identified as
economically disadvantaged and those who were not, (b) identified as attending Oregon
public preK and those who were not, and (c) identified as having a disability or delay and
those who were not. An adjusted p — value was used based on a Bonferroni correction of
p <.004 in order to reduce experiment wise type I error rate. Distributions of the OKA
scores for all groups were similar, as assessed by visual inspection. However, average

approaches to learning (ATL) scores, total early math (EM) scores, and number of letter
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names (LN) and letter sounds (LS) correct were statistically significant between groups.
Children who were not identified as economically disadvantaged had statistically
significant higher OKA segment scores than children who were identified as
economically disadvantaged. Children identified as not attending Oregon public preK
also had significantly higher OKA segment scores than children who attended public
preK. Lastly, results of the Mann-Whitney U test revealed statistically higher scores
across OKA segments for children without an identified disability or delay when
compared to children who were identified. Results are summarized in Tables 7-9.

Table 7. Mann-Whitney Summary Table for Group Differences on OKA Scores Based on
Economic Status

Economic Disadvantage

Identified Not Identified
(n=23,126) (n=19,948)

OKA Mdn Mdn U z p r
segment

Approaches 3.60 3.86 1.71E§  -33.78 .001 0.23
to learning

Early math 7.00 9.00 1.51E8  -51.23 .001 0.34
Letter names 7.00 24.00 1.28E8  -67.82 .001 0.46
Letter sounds 1.00 5.00 1.31E8  -65.71 .001 0.45

Note. Criterion for significance was set using a Bonferroni correction of p <.004.
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Table 8. Mann-Whitney Summary Table for Group Differences on OKA Scores Based on
Public PreK Attendance

Attended Public PreK

Identified Not Identified
(n =7,392) (n=35,680)

OKA Mdn Mdn U z p r
segment

Approaches 3.53 3.80 1.02E8 -21.70 .001 0.15
to learning

Early math 7.00 8.00 1.03E8 -20.43 .001 0.14
Letter names 9.00 17.00 97,090,042.0 -2491 .001 0.17
Letter sounds 1.00 2.00 92,781,925.5 -28.89 .001 0.20

Note. Criterion for significance was set using a Bonferroni correction of p <.004.

Table 9. Mann-Whitney Summary Table for Group Differences on OKA Scores Based on
Disability Status

Disability Status

Identified Not Identified
(n=4,288) (n=38,784)

OKA Mdn Mdn U z p r
segment

Approaches 3.06 3.80 45,101,641.0 -41.29 .001 0.28
to learning

Early math 6.00 8.00 54,933,009.5 -27.13 .001 0.20
Letter names 6.00 17.00 53,288,366.5 -27.40 .001 0.20
Letter sounds 0.00 2.00 52,974,541.0 -27.18 .001 0.18

Note. Criterion for significance was set using a Bonferroni correction of p <.004.
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Children Previously Receiving ECSE Services

Children categorized as receiving ECSE services included 4,288 children.

Kruskal-Wallis H test. A Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to determine if
there were differences in ATL OKA scores between five groups of child progress
categories: (1) did not improve functioning (NIF), (2) improved functioning but not
sufficient to move nearer to the functioning comparable to same-aged peers (IFN), (3)
improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it (IFC), (4)
improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers (IFP), and (5)
maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers (MFP). Results are
reported for each ATL based on a child’s progress category in each of the three outcome
areas upon exit from ECSE: (A) positive social-emotional skills, (B) acquisition of
knowledge and skills, and (C) use of appropriate behaviors to meet their need.
Distributions of ATL scores were similar for all groups, as assessed by visual inspection
of'a boxplot. However, median ATL scores were statistically significant between
progress categories for positive social-emotional skills, x*(4) = 105.75, p = .001,
acquisition of knowledge and skills, x*(4) = 13.688, p = .008, and use of appropriate
behaviors to meet needs, y°(4) = 41.22, p = .001. Pairwise comparisons were performed
using Dunn’s (1964) procedure with a Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons.

Results are summarized in Table 10.
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Table 10. Group Differences in Approaches to Learning Scores Based on ECSE EXxit
Progress Category

Outcome Area

A B C

Progress

Category n Mdn SD n Mdn  SD n Mdn SD
NIF 120  2.73, 0.85 61 2.73 090 87 293., 0.84
IFN 258  2.86y 0.87 752 3.00 0.90 863 3.00. 0.88
IFC 1278 2.87.p 0.87 1049 293 0.89 723 2.80 0.90
IFP 182  3.40,p 0.83 13 3.004 1.00 65 3.20.r, 0.90
MFP 49  3.80. 0.82 12 3.734 0.92 149  3.26¢ 0.82

Note. Medians in a column sharing subscripts are significantly different from each other
with small effects, » < .20. Outcome areas and progress categories are defined as: (A)
positive social-emotional skills, (B) acquisition and use of knowledge and skills, (C) use
of appropriate behaviors to meet needs, (NIF) did not improve functioning, (IFN)
improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to the functioning comparable to
same-aged peers, (IFC) improved functioning to a level nearer to same aged peers but did
not reach it, (IFP) improved functioning at a level comparable to same aged peers, and
(MFP) maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers.

Mann-Whitney U test. A Mann-Whitney U test was computed to determine if
there were differences in OKA scores between (a) children exiting ECSE who improved
functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers (IFP) and their same-aged
peers entering Oregon kindergarten fall 2013, and (b) children exiting ECSE who
maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers (MFP) and their same-
aged peers entering Oregon kindergarten fall 2013. An adjusted p — value was used based
on a Bonferroni correction of p <.002 in order to reduce experiment wise type I error

rate. Distributions of the OKA segment scores for all groups were similar, as assessed by

visual inspection.
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Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills.

Improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers.
Significant differences between groups were found in average approaches to learning
scores, and number of letter sounds correct. No significant differences between groups
were found with early math scores or letter names correct.

Maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers. No significant
differences were found between children existing ECSE and same-age peers entering
kindergarten in average approaches to learning, early math, numbers of letter names, or
number of letter sounds correct.

Outcome B: Acquisition of knowledge and skills.

Improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers. No
significant differences were found between groups for approaches to learning, early math,
letter names or letter sounds correct.

Maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers. No significant
differences were found between groups for approaches to learning, early math, letter
names or letter sounds correct.

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers.
Statistically significant group differences were found on average approaches to learning
scores, total early math scores, and number of letter names and letter sounds correct.

Maintained functioning to reach a level of comparable to same-aged peers.
Statistically significant differences between groups were found for all OKA segments. On

average significant differences indicated that children not transitioning from ECSE
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displayed higher scores on OKA items. Results are summarized in Tables 11 — 12.

Table 11. Mann-Whitney Summary Table for Group Differences on OKA Scores by OSEP
Outcome Area Between Same-Aged Peers and Children Exiting ECSE Who Improved
Functioning at a Level Comparable to Same-Aged Peers

Group
ECSE: IFP Same-Aged
Peers
OKA Outcome n Mdn n Mdn U z p
ATL A 171 3.40 39,610  3.73 2,891,318.50 -3.31 .001
B 13 3.00 177,042.50 -1.95
C 56 3.20 729,442.00 -4.43 .001
EM A 173 7.00 39,706  8.00 3,197,571.50 -1.57
B 13 10.00 203,576.00 -1.32
C 60 6.50 960,066.50 -2.61
LN A 170 11.00 39,337 16.00  3,019,837.50 -2.18
B 13 21.00 201,497.50 -1.32
C 60 6.00 899,842.00 -3.20 .001
LS A 168 1.00 39,067  2.00 2,751,406.00 -3.72 .00l
B 13 4.00 216,779.00 -0.94
C 60 0.00 859,727.50 -3.67 .001

Note. Criterion for significant was set using a Bonferroni correction of p <.002. Only
significant p-values reported. Effect sizes are very small, » < .02. Outcome areas are
defined as: (A) positive social-emotional skills, (B) acquisition and use of knowledge and
skills, and (C) use of appropriate behaviors to meet needs. ATL = approaches to learning,
EM = early mathematics, LN = letter names, LS = letter sounds. IFP = Improved
functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers.
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Table 12. Mann-Whitney Summary Table for Group Differences on OKA Scores by OSEP
Outcome Area Between Same-Aged Peers and Children Exiting ECSE Who Maintained
Functioning at a Level Comparable to Same-Aged Peers

Group
ECSE: MFP Same-Aged
Peers

OKA Outcome n Mdn n Mdn U z p
ATL A 49 3.80 39,610 3.73 941738.00 -0.36

B 12 3.73 237130.00 -0.01

C 143 3.26 2075174.50  -5.53 .001
EM A 49 8.00 39,706  8.00 895271.00  -0.97

B 12 10.00 150582.00 -2.22

C 145 7.00 2433837.00  -3.23 .001
LN A 49  21.00 39,337 16.00 907509.00 -0.71

B 12 22.00 205730.500  -0.77

C 142 9.5 2344815.00 -3.311 .001
LS A 48 3.00 39,067  2.00 930913.50 -0.88

B 12 8.50 189308.00 -1.18

C 141 0.00 2256182.00  -3.81 .001

Note. Criterion for significance was set using a Bonferroni correction of p <.002. Only
significant p-values are reported. Effect sizes are very small, » < .02. Outcome areas are
defined as: (A) positive social-emotional skills, (B) acquisition and use of knowledge and
skills, and (C) use of appropriate behaviors to meet needs. ATL = approaches to learning,
EM = early mathematics, LN = letter names, LS = letter sounds. MFP = maintained
functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers.

Web-Based Survey and Follow-up Interviews
Qualitative and quantitative analyses were conducted on data collected from the

web-based survey and follow-up interviews to address the final research question:
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3. What is the utility of the OKA, as evaluated by kindergarten teachers?
Quantitative analyses consisted of an independent t-test for scores on the utility survey
and an analysis of variance (ANOVA) for average scores on the utility survey. A
qualitative thematic analysis was conducted for open-ended survey and follow-up
interview questions.

Web-Based Survey

Kindergarten teachers (n = 315) and instructional assistants (n = 39) completed
the web-based descriptive questionnaire and utility survey.

Utility survey scores. Utility survey scores were calculated based on responses to
eight statements ranked on a six-point Likert-type scale of: (1) strongly disagree, (2)
disagree, (3) slightly disagree, (4) slightly agree, (5) agree, and (6) strongly agree.
Descriptive statistics were calculated on item survey scores to document means and
standard deviations based on classroom role (i.e., licensed classroom teacher,
instructional assistant). The highest ranking for an individual item score was six. Item
scores for each of the eight utility questions ranged from one to four for classroom
teachers and instructional assistants (Figure 6). Table 13 provides mean item utility
scores by classroom role. The total possible average score on the eight question utility
survey was six. Average utility score for licensed classroom teachers was 2.58 (SD =
0.97), and instructional assistants 3.36 (SD = 0.83). Average utility survey scores by

classroom role are displayed in Table 14.
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Table 13. Means and Standard Deviations of Utility Survey Item Scores by Classroom
Role

Licensed Teacher Instructional
(n=291) Assistant
(n=29)
Survey Item M D M sp

1. This is an acceptable tool for 2.56 1.19 3.55 0.95
understanding what children know
and are able to do upon entering
kindergarten.

2. This assessment will contribute to 244 1.20 331 111
an overall understanding of ' ' ' '
students’ skills as they enter my
classroom.

3. The 41ver§e skill set of ch}ldren 261 1.22 3.45 0.91
entering kindergarten justifies the
use of this assessment.

4. 1 support continued use of this 213 111 283 1.07
assessment without the need for ' ' ' '
further refinements.

5. This assessment is . 271 124 304 1.10
developmentally appropriate for
children of kindergarten age.

6. Iliked this assessment. 293 1.14 3.07 1.07

7. Tunderstand the purpose and intent 3 40 1.20 4.00 0.82
of the Oregon Kindergarten
Assessment.

8. Overall the assessment provides 2.60 124 3.55 1.00

beneficial information about
children entering kindergarten in
Oregon.

Note. Items are rated using a six-point Likert-type rating of (1) strongly disagree, (2)
disagree, (3) slightly disagree, (4) slightly agree, (5) agree, and (6) strongly agree.
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Figure 6. Mean utility survey item scores by classroom role.

Note. Higher mean scores indicate stronger agreement with survey statements. Utility
scores correspond to the follow Likert ratings: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3)
slightly disagree, (4) slightly agree, (5) agree, and (6) strongly agree.

Table 14. Means and Standard Deviations of Average Utility Survey Score by Classroom
Role

Role Percent n M SD
Licensed 91% 291 2.58" 0.97
classroom teacher
Instructional 99 29 336" 0.83

Assistant

Note. * Group means are significantly different with a small effect, p =.001, » = .23.
Items are rated using a six-point Likert-type rating of (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree,
(3) slightly disagree, (4) slightly agree, (5) agree, and (6) strongly agree.
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Independent t-test. An independent t-test was used to explore differences in
average utility survey scores between two sets of dichotomous groups: 1) classroom
teachers and instructional assistants, and 2) participants who indicated children with
disabilities were served in their classroom and those who did not. On average,
instructional assistants indicated higher agreement with statements on the utility survey
(M =3.36, SE = 0.15), than licensed classroom teachers (M = 2.60, SE = 0.06). This
difference, -0.77, 95% CI [-1.15, -0.40], was statistically significant, #318) =-4.12, p =
.001, representing a small effect size, » = (.23. No significant differences were found in
average utility scores based on whether or not children with disabilities were served in
the classroom.

ANOVA. A between subjects ANOVA was used to explore differences in
average utility survey scores for four groups of OKA administration segments: (1)
administered only the approaches to learning component, (2) administered only the early
math and early literacy components, (3) administered all components of the OKA, and
(4) those who did not indicate the components administered. Results of the overall
ANOVA indicated a statistically significant effect of OKA administration segment on
average utility survey score, F(3, 329) =4.92, p =.002, = .21. Further inspection of
follow-up post hoc analyses using Tukey HSD revealed differences for average scores of
those who administered all components of the OKA (M = 2.46, SE = 0.08) and those who
did not indicate the components administered (M = 2.89, SE = 0.11), #(237)=3.19,p =
.002. This difference 0.43, 95% CI [0.16, 0.69], was statistically significant representing
a small effect size of » = 0.20. Furthermore, a significant difference, 0.48, 95% CI [0.15,

0.82] was revealed for those who administered all components of the OKA and those
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who only administered the early math and early literacy components (M = 2.95, SE =
0.14), #(193) = 2.83, p = .005, representing a small effect size of » = 0.20. No significant
differences were found for those who only administered the approaches to learning

segment of the OKA. Table 15 details the significant results.

Table 15. Group Differences for OKA Administration Component and Average Utility
Survey Score

OKA component
All OKA Math and literacy Unknown
(n=160) (n=45) (n=181)
Measure M SD M SD M SD
Average 2.46,p 1.00 2.94, 0.87 2.89, 1.00
utility survey
score

Note. Means in a row sharing subscripts are significantly different from each other with a
small effect, » = .20. For all measures, higher means indicate stronger agreement with
OKA utility survey items. Items are rated using a six-point Likert-type rating of (1)
strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) slightly disagree, (4) slightly agree, (5) agree, and (6)
strongly agree.

Calculated means for preparedness survey items. Survey questions related to
preparedness were all ordered response questions with the following ratings: (1) strongly
disagree, (2) disagree, (3) slightly disagree, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree. Participants
were asked to indicate their agreement with the statement, [ feel prepared to teach the
skills and behaviors addressed by the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment, for each of the
OKA components: (a) early English literacy, (b) early Spanish literacy, (c) early

mathematics, and (d) approaches to learning. Respondents overall mean rating for

English literacy was 4.47 (SD = 0.76). The mean rating for early Spanish literacy was
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2.53 (SD = 1.43). Respondent overall mean rating for preparedness to teach the skills and
behaviors addressed by the early math components of the OKA was 4.45 (SD =0.79) and
the mean rating for approaches to learning was 4.40 (SD = 0.82). All mean rating scores
indicated that overall respondents agreed that they felt prepared to teach the skills
addressed by the OKA with the exception of early Spanish literacy. Overall respondents
did not agree that they were prepared to teach the skills addressed by the early Spanish
literacy segment of the OKA.

Qualitative thematic analysis. Three open-ended questions were included in the
online survey. Thematic analysis included a two level coding procedure as suggested by
Merriam (2009). First and second level codes for open-ended survey questions were
defined by construct and operationalized in appendices D-F. Once themes were identified
and initially coded by the primary researcher, two additional doctoral students
independently coded responses. Criterion for reliability was set at 90% accuracy as
determined by majority agreement in overlapping codes for each participant response, for
each open-ended question (Merriam, 2009). Responses contained one or more codes.

Question 1. Ninety-one survey respondents (29%) answered the first open-ended
question: “What comments or suggestions do you have based on your experience with the
OKA training?” Three first level themes were identified from the responses: (a) positive
statement, (b) critical statement, and (c) other statement. Each first level theme included
four, second level themes. Second level themes for both positive and critical statements
were identified as: (a) training procedures, (b) training content, (c) training time, and (d)
data procedures. Second level themes for other statements not pertaining to the training

topic included: (a) kindergarten assessment (KA) procedures, (b) KA purpose, (c) KA
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results, and (d) KA content. A combined 55% of survey respondents provided either a
positive (24%) or critical (31%) statement regarding the OKA training. Positive
responses were relatively evenly disbursed across second level codes; however, critical
responses mostly pertained to specific procedures for the OKA training and procedures
for entering/collecting data on the OKA. Forty-five percent of survey respondents
answered the first question with a statement pertaining to a construct other than what was
addressed by the survey question (i.e., training). Of these responses 40% commented on
logistical procedures for administering the OKA, 22% commented on the results or
information available from the OKA, 21% on the content (existing or lacking) on the
OKA, and 17% commented on the purpose or reason for the OKA. Table 16 provides a
summary of themes and examples of respondent answers for question 1.

Table 16. Summary of Themes Identified for Question 1: What comments or suggestions
do you have based on your experience with the OKA training?

Theme Coded Examples of Survey Data
Responses
1. Positive “Training was good.”
statement (n=13)  “It was a simple training by my admin to ensure our

team was administrating the test the same way.”

Training “I really appreciate taping the webinars so I could

procedures (n=>5) go back and review any questions I had later. It
made it less stressful when I could not exactly
remember how to or a specific questions.”

Training (n=9) “The training is clear and outlines the expectations

content for what you are looking for during the test.”

Training time (n=75) “The training was efficient.”

2. Critical
statement
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Training
procedures

(n=13)
Training
content

(n=11)
Training time

(n=13)
Data
procedures

(n=3)

3. Other statement

KA
procedures

(n=23)
KA purpose

(n=10)

“Our training was not done at our school site which
meant that [ had to travel to a different building
during my after school prep time. I would have
preferred being trained at my own school to make
the most efficient use of my time.”

“Please offer the training before students arrive at
school and/or extend the testing window.”

“Some directions regarding test administration are
ambiguous.”

“Boring. Much of what we were presented could
have been gone over briefly—too much involved
with it being ‘secret’ with regards to the content of
the test.”

“Way too long. We understand what to do and what
not to do. We don’t have time to sit and have it read
to us.”

“The training included directions on how to enter
the scores online, but its hard to view both the site
for entering scores and view the training at the
same time in order to use the training video as a
model and complete the steps for entering scores.”

“The information provided by this assessment has
no value to me as a teacher. We are not allowed to
take any notes or use any information to gather
during assessing for instructional purposes.”

“Some of the directions were confusing for little
ones—especially in the math area.”

“This assessment does not give me any useful
information regarding the ‘readiness’ of my
students”

“I am unclear about the purpose and intent of this
assessment. What will be done with this
information and why is there no feedback provided
to teachers?”
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KA results “A true assessment would have the teacher write or
document counting, numeral recognition, letter
recognition. The teacher would then also be
allowed to use the data for instructional purposes so
that assessment time spent at the beginning of the

(n=13) Year is useful.”

“Teachers need immediate access to the results.
Otherwise we have to do duplicate (and in cases
triplicate) testing.”

“What is the purpose of administering assessments
whose results will not be shared with us.”

KA content “The KA does not yield information useful for
(n=12) baseline data. It assumes that most students know
how to add, subtract, identify letters and numbers
coming into school.”

Note. Not all codes received second level coding. KA = kindergarten assessment.

Question 2. Ninety-five survey respondents (29%) provided answers to the
second open-ended question: “What improvements would you suggest for next year’s
OKA? Seven first level themes were identified from answers to the second question.
Three first level themes included second level coding in order to capture more specific
underlying constructs. The three first level themes coded with the highest number of
responses were: (a) content (i.e., suggestions pertaining to the actual content of the OKA
segments or overall), (b) procedures (i.e., comments refer to the procedures of
administering the OKA at either the student, classroom, district, or systems level), and (c)
results (i.e., suggestions pertaining to receiving or interpreting the results of the OKA).
Table 17 provides a summary of themes along with examples of respondent answers for
question 2.

Question 3. Sixty-one survey respondents (17%) provided answers to the third
open-ended survey statement: “Please feel free to provide any additional comments

regarding the OKA.” Eight first level themes were identified based on participant
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responses. Of the eight first level themes, three contained second level coding in order to

capture more precise underlying constructs. The three first level themes coded with the

highest number of responses were: (a) purpose (i.e., comments address the intent or

purpose of the OKA), (b) results (i.e., comments pertain to receiving or interpreting the

results), and (c) procedures (i.e., comments refer to the procedures of administering the

OKA at either the student, classroom, district, or systems level). Table 18 provides a

summary of these themes along with examples of respondent answers for the third

question.

Table 17. Summary of Themes Identified for Question 2: What improvements
would you suggest for next year’s OKA?

Theme

Coded

Responses

Examples of Survey Data

1. Discontinue

2. Families

3. Results

(n=9)

(n=2)

(n=32)

“Discard it and start over with a new assessment that
is appropriate for kindergarteners of all levels.”

“The brochure for parents should be far briefer and
less specific. Or it should be given to parents after
the assessment and written to explain what they have
just done.”

“When we don’t see results, there is no purpose in
putting kids through that testing the first week of
school.”

“I think the assessment is fine, but wish I had
received the data from last year.”

“Allow us to receive the OKA results way earlier so
we can utilize the information in a much more
meaningful way.”

“Provide teachers with the compiled results of the
assessments early in the school year. Last year I did
not receive results until spring, which was useless.”

“Either share the results with teachers, or let them
use their valuable time in other more productive
ways.”
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4. Purpose

Value

Early
learning

5. Content

Math

Literacy

Approaches
to learning

(n=2)
(n=17)
(n=2)
(n=9)
(n=15)
(n=14)
(n=4)

“I have serious concerns about why this assessment
need to be administered and the intent with which
the data is being collected.”

“I’m not convinced that an assessment of students at
the beginning of the year is a good thing. If
kindergarten students were given the assessment
again at the end of the year to show growth and
learning, I think the information would be more
useful. A lot of the information that students are
assessed on is information that they should be
learning in kindergarten.

“Use the results to push
public/government/programs to improve preschool
programs, especially for low SES kids/families!”

“There is no assessment component that addresses
other areas of concern (i.e., gross motor).”

“There are some questions whose answer can be
guessed and do not necessarily show student’s
knowledge or understanding.”

“The math tests are too difficult. Numbers and
operations for the most part do not align with the
CCSS’s in kindergarten.”

“Math test should start with a low-level question and
increase in difficulty, stopping after a wrong
answer.”

“All alphabet letters (upper and lowercase) should
be presented to students regardless of how many
they get wrong, and all consonant letters should be
presented to students.”

“The letter name and letter sound results differ
greatly from the assessments we give directly after,
and in which we base our instruction.”

“I do like the approaches to learning section of the
assessment. The questions asked are age appropriate
and gives us an opportunity to get to know the
students before we fill it out.”
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Spanish

Standards

6. Procedures

Funding

Data entry

Instructions

Administrati
on

7. Timing

(n=1)
(n=4)
(n=4)
(n=4)
(1=9)
(n=8)
(1=9)
(n=15)

“ Please review the early Spanish literacy section of
the exam. In one section, students are asked to name
letters, but the letters refer to syllables. This is
confusing to students. I believe that if students are
being asked to name letters and sounds in English
they should be asked the same in Spanish. Being
able to say the syllables in Spanish is much harder.”

“I would also like it to cover specific state standards
for students entering kindergarten such as writing
their name, colors, sounds and letter recognition as
well as numbers bother in sequence and out of
sequence.”

“Does the letter recognition piece need to be timed?”’

“Providing funding for test administrators would be
very helpful.”

“Districts should have someone to enter the data, not
the teacher.”

“The entering of information is tedious and time
consuming. The layout of the data entry needs to be
changed in my opinion. I would like to be able to see
the kids’ names all the time while entering the data.”

“Teachers should note oral answers and students
should point to an answer.”

“Please make sure the Life Skills & Behavior
students are assessed by Life Skills & Behavior
teachers instead of the regular classroom teacher.
The regular classroom teacher should never be
required to work with violent students.”

“Beginning of the year kindergarten students are shy
and reluctant to always participate eagerly with
people they are unfamiliar with so the findings can
even be inaccurate; especially since it is pressed
upon them the first week of school.”

Note. Not all codes received second level coding.
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Table 18. Summary of Themes Identified for Question 3: Please feel free to provide any
additional comments regarding the OKA.

Theme

Coded
Responses

Examples of Survey Data

1. Discontinue

2. Families

3. Results

4. Purpose

Value

Early learning

(n=4)

(n=35)

(n=14)

(n=2)

(n=11)

(n=06)

“Please consider discontinuing or replacing the
this test to make it valuable to teachers in the
field.”

“Many parents are very angry with our school
district for assessing their child before their child
even has a change to go to kindergarten.”

“Sending out more information about the
assessment before the school year starts.”

“We did not receive any test results form the 2013-
2014 test or the 2014-2015 test. Tests results must
be given back to the teacher to plan effective
lessons.”

“For two years I have been told that I would have
the results of the assessment to guide my teaching.
This has not happened. I have yet to see student
results.”

“I wish I could have the results of the test. It was
weird that we gave this test and then received no
results to work with or interpret to help us in the
beginning of the year. What is the test for if we do
not receive the results?”

“I like the idea of baseline information. We get
students with no exposure and it is sad to see them
struggle before they have even entered the
classroom.”

“This assessment is a waste of my time.”
“It is useless to me as a classroom teacher—just a

hoop to jump through.”

“I would like to see the state reaching out to
pediatricians and providing lists of ways your
child could be ready for kindergarten.”

“We need to address poverty and access to
preschool for all students.”
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5. Content

Literacy

Approaches to

learning

ELL

6. Procedures

Funding

Data entry

Instructions

Administration

(n="7)
(n=1)
(n=1)
(n=2)
(n=>3)
(n=1)
(n=3)
(n=1)
(n=2)

“This is a poor test. It does not accurately
communicate kindergarten readiness.”

“I think it is definitely helpful to assess the
students before they begin the school year. I also
feel like it is more useful to know what letters and
sounds they can identify overall, rather than just
how many they can tell you in a minute.”

“Approaches to learning is a vital area that many
of our students are not prepared for when they
enter into a kindergarten classroom.”

“It is difficult to know what students need
interpreters prior to testing—this makes the
process very difficult and tedious.”

“Allowing administration of the assessment online
would create a more equitable administration of
the test for schools that are virtual.”

“The money would be better spent in the
classroom and for additional help.”

“Teachers are very busy and then we are asked to
enter our own data for a standardized
assessment—other grades do not have to do that.
That part should be fixed.”

“Many of my students have never experienced
multiple choice type questions before the OKA
and they end up guessing in the math assessment.”

“In our building the OKA is administered by our
Title 1 staff with the exception of the portion about
behaviors. I honestly cant recall ever seeing a copy
of the assessment myself because other staff
members administer it and then we are told we
cant see the results.”
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7. Timing “At my school we administered the assessment the
first time we met our students. It was difficult to
decide who needed the translated assessment

(n=8) because I didn’t know the students well enough.”
n =
“It does not facilitate assessment for instruction

when a test is only administered once. At least if
we completed the test at the end of the year we
could know student growth.”

8. Additional “Considering we already do our district
assessments assessments, this test is just an added burden at the
beginning of the year, when there are way too
many things to worry about already.”

(n=9)  “It doesn’t align with out district assessment and |
need to do a separate assessment once school
starts.”

“The OKA is repetitive for the schools that
administer DIBELS.”

Note. Not all codes received second level coding.

Follow-up Phone Interviews

Following completion of the demographic questionnaire and OKA utility survey,
participants were asked if they were interested in being contacted for the purpose of a
follow-up phone interview. Sixty-three percent of survey participants (n = 212) indicated
that they were interested in being contacted for a phone interview. Of the participants
who indicated interest in completing a follow-up interview, 25 were initially contacted
after random selection. Of those 25 participants, four opted out and additional
participants were chosen at random and contacted until a minimum of 25 follow-up
interviews were completed. A total of 26 follow-up interviews were completed with
primary kindergarten classroom teachers (n = 24) and instructional assistants (n = 2).

Qualitative thematic analysis. Four open-ended questions were asked during

follow-up phone interviews. Thematic analysis included a two-level coding procedure as
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suggested by Merriam (2009). First and second level codes for follow-up interview
questions are defined by construct and operationalized in appendices G-J. Once themes
were identified and initially coded by the primary researcher, two additional doctoral
students independently coded responses. Criterion for reliability was set at 90% accuracy
as determined by majority agreement in overlapping codes for each participant response,
for each open-ended question (Merriam, 2009). Responses contained one or more codes.
Follow-up interviews were completed with 26 participants; all participants provided
responses for each open-ended follow-up question.

What do you like most about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment? Six themes
were identified from interview responses. Of the six themes, three included secondary
codes. The three themes with the highest number of coded first level responses were: (a)
procedures (i.e., pertaining to administering the OKA at the student, classroom, district,
or systems level), (b) nothing (i.e., comments nothing or can’t think of anything), and (c)
purpose (i.e., addresses the intent or purpose of the OKA). Themes are summarized with
examples of respondent answers in Table 19.

What do you like least about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment? Eight
themes were identified from interview responses. Of the eight themes, four included
secondary codes. The three themes with the highest number of coded first level responses
were: (a) content (i.e., pertaining to the content of the OKA segments or overall), (b)
results (i.e., pertaining to receiving or interpreting the results), and (c) timing (i.e.,
pertaining to the time frame of when the OKA is administered). Themes are summarized

with examples of respondent answers in Table 20.
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If you were to receive a classroom report immediately following completion of
the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment how likely would you be to use the data to inform
instruction in your classroom? Responses were coded using two first level themes: (a)
yes (i.e., indicating they would use the data at least to some extent), and (b) no (i.e.,
indicating they would not use the data). Second and third level codes were identified
based on interview responses that included supporting content for using or not using the
data. Of the 26 interview participants 62% (n = 16) indicated that they would use the data
to at least some extent, and 38% (n = 10) indicated that they would not. Themes are
summarized with examples of answers in Table 21.

Is there anything else that you would like to add about your overall experience
with the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment? Seven themes were identified based on
participant responses to the last interview question. Of the seven themes, four included
secondary coding levels. The three first level themes with the highest number of coded
responses were: (a) purpose (i.e., comments addressing the intent or purposes of the
OKA), (b) content (i.e., comments pertaining to the segment or overall OKA content),
and (c¢) procedures and timing, which both had equal numbers of coded responses.

Themes for the last interview question are summarized with examples of answers in

Table 22.
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Table 19. Summary of Themes Identified for Phone Interview Question: What do you like
most about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?

Theme Coded Examples of Survey Data
Responses
1. Nothing (n=8)  “Absolutely nothing.”
2. Results “When I do receive the results they aren’t telling
(n=1) me anything new—however they are confirmatory
of what I already know.”
3. Purpose “I like the idea of it—collecting information about
the kiddos before they come into school.”
(n=4) “Attempting to understand where kids are coming
into kindergarten at.”
Value (n=1) “It gives me a baseline of what I have to work with
for the year.”
Early learning “I’m just hoping that it will lead to a case for
(n=1)  universal preschool in Oregon, or at least in
targeted communities.”
4. Content
Literacy “I liked the letter names and sounds portion—it
(n=1)  was fine. It gave me quick information about who
knew some and who didn’t know any.”
Approaches to “The approaches to learning segment targets good
learning areas.”
(n=4)  “Some of the approaches to learning questions I
pp gq
really like — they are similar to ones I ask on my
own questionnaire for getting to know children.”
5. Procedures “We are already using the EasyCBM so the
familiar format is helpful and easy to use.”
(n=6)  “Ease of administration because it’s similar to

DIBELS.”
“Designed to be quick.”
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Funding “T also really like that our district now pays to train
and hire an instructional assistant to help with the

=1 : i :
(n=1) academic portions as this was really a burden on
my time in the past.”
Administration (n=2) “I can easily delegate administration of the OKA
to my assistants.”
6. Timing “It’s a formalized early opportunity that gives

teachers baseline information as they get started
(n=3) forthe school year.”

“It’s a structured opportunity to meet with students
at the beginning of the year.”

Table 20. Summary of Themes Identified for Phone Interview Question: What do you like
least about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?

Theme Coded Examples of Survey Data
Responses
1. Nothing (n=1) “Umm.. nothing.”
2. Families “I did not like the family’s brochure. It felt like

way too much information way too late. Should be
given much earlie—even in spring before
kindergarten during kindergarten roundup.

(n=2) However, I’'m worried the format provides too
much pressure about passing a test and there is a
lot of variability in how teachers administer the
OKA and deliver the information to parents.”
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3. Results

4. Purpose
Value

5. Content
Math
Literacy

(1=9)
(n=2)
(n=4)
(n=3)
(n=2)
(n=2)

“In both years I have administered the OKA I have
never seen any results or any data. This is
incredibly frustrating.”

“For our school district we have never seen the
results. Never.”

“I don’t like that we don’t get the data back from
the state. I saw in the newspaper that they have
compared it but I have never seen the data. I don’t
like that the first time I see the data it is in a local
newspaper.”

“The biggest problem is that the teachers in my
district do not do the academic portion of the OKA
and we never receive the results. It is done by
instructional assistants and maybe they get the
results—but [ have never seen them. This is
absolutely unhelpful. The only results I have seen
have been via the local newspaper.”

“I have general concerns about the potential
movement to expect more out of entering
kindergarteners. I don’t want students to feel
pressured. [ worry that the OKA could push
expectations for more out of kindergarteners than
what they are really developmentally ready for.”

“It’s just not beneficial to me as a kindergarten
teacher. Even the letter naming doesn’t narrow
down what specific letters they know or don’t
know because it’s a repetition of letters.”

“The assessment is missing information about
gross/fine motor. Would like to be able to gather
information on those skills (e.g., whether or not
child can hold a pencil, cut with scissors, etc.).”

“Definitely the math part. A lot of questions are
end of the year skills, which to me do not indicate
whether or not a child is prepared for kindergarten
(e.g., subtraction—I"m okay if they don’t know
that).”

“The use of easyCBM and DIBELS to assess

entering kindergarteners. It is not appropriate to
assess these children at this age, at this time.”
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Approaches
to learning

ELL

6. Procedures

Data Entry

Instruction

7. Timing

Additional
assessments

(n=2)
(n=1)
(n=4)
(n=1)
(n=1)
(n=73)
(n=3)

“The approaches to learning questions are hard
because for some kids I don’t know even know
them well until later in the school year—or we
really haven’t even done anything with them other
than test them.”

“I do not like the fact that the kindergarten Spanish
speakers are tested on the syllables and they have
to be tested in both English and Spanish alphabet.
Syllables are something they start to know at the
end of the kindergarten year. It looks like the kids
who speak Spanish don’t know anything because
they are not being represented accurately.”

“There is a misconception that teachers get useful
information from this assessment. In training
protocols we are told explicitly that we cannot use
any information or take notes of what we have
gleaned from this assessment or we could be liable
to lose our license.”

“There is really no place to note whether or not the
kindergartener is guessing [math portion]. I know
if they are guessing and scoring higher because of
it—this just isn’t accurate.”

“In the math section, one of the scripted phrases is
point to or choose the answer — they are required
to point or we can’t count it. That language is very
confusing to the children. They may respond
verbally but are confused about the pointing.
Additionally, when they point to it for some they
are clearly just guessing but a lot were getting
more correct than they actually should have. It
provided inaccurate information.”

“The time frame. We really don’t know the kids
very well yet. It’s a stressful, busy time of year
when we are teaching routines, etc.”

“It takes a lot of time form the learning and
teaching, especially during a time when children
are trying to get settled and use to routines.”

“Did not replace any essential assessment that I
had to do anyway.”

Note. Not all codes received second level coding. ELL = English language learners.
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Table 21. Summary of Themes Identified for Phone Interview Question: If you were to
receive a classroom report immediately following completion of the OKA how likely
would you be to use the results to inform instruction in your classroom?

Theme

Coded

Responses

Examples of Survey Data

1. Yes

Families

Results

Additional
assessments

Timing

Content

Literacy

2. No

Results

(n=9)

“It would be really nice.”
“Very likely.”
“Very likely, I absolutely would.”

“Very likely. I would really like to have the
information by the end of October or early
November because that is when we have first
conferences with parents. Would be great
information to share.”

“Definitely—give me the information, give it to
someone who needs it! I don’t even know why they
don’t give it to us, why can we even photocopy it?!”

“Very likely because I do a similar assessment with
DIBELS and it would provide a nice picture.”

“If that happened it would definitely help me put
kids in groups and organize my classroom. I would
also know where to begin instruction and what I
would skip or spend less time on. It the OKA were
given at registration instead of the first week of
school this would be even more helpful.”

“I would definitely probably use the letter name and
sound information. We do that anyways. That would
be useful to have as a baseline.”

“No at all.”

“Not likely—it would be nice to have though and to
get in a timely fashion but I don’t think the results
are valid.”
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Additional

assessments
(n=15)
Timing
(n=1)
Content
Math
(n=1)
Standards
(n=1)

“I wouldn’t because the other methods of data
collection I use are more helpful.”

“Not at all, we do STAR assessment, so I use this
instead. Much more helpful.”

“If we receive the data at the end of October, not
likely because we already have our classroom
groups put together for instruction. I would like to
see the assessment being done in the summer or
sometime prior to the start of school.”

“Not at all. The test is very poorly designed. It
doesn’t give me any useful information—
particularly the math portion. The question mixes
the concepts asked, the pointing creates randomness
and the answers could be totally off.”

“Not very likely because again, the content doesn’t
address particular standards. It’s intermixed. It’s not
tied to the Common Core, there isn’t a crosswalk
and there aren’t enough questions.”

Note. Not all codes received second level coding.

Table 22. Summary of Themes Identified for Phone Interview Question: Is there anything
else that you would like to add about your overall experience with the Oregon

Kindergarten Assessment?

Theme Coded Examples of Survey Data
Responses

1. Nothing (n=1)  “No,Idon’tthink s0.”

2. Families “I’d like to see more parent input questions—the
(n=3)  more we get the parents involved the higher success

rate we’ll have for the kids.”
3. Results “Jus that we don’t get the data so it’s not useful to
_ us.”

(n=2)

“If the information isn’t shared its not valuable.”
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4. Purpose

Value

Early
learning

5. Content

Math

Literacy

(1=9)
(1=2)
(n=2)
(n=2)
(n=4)
(1=4)

“There is so much misconception about the
kindergarten assessment and what the tool is
assessing and what the data means and how it is
represented and picked up by the local papers.”

“Overall there is a lot of misconception about what
the OKA is about, maybe this is a PR issue.”

“I just have no understanding whatsoever as to its
purpose. What even is the expectation of this
assessment? Are you going to mandate preschool?
Fund parenting programs? I just really wish
someone would actually tell me what the deal is and
why we are even doing this assessment. There are so
many mixed messages.”

“I want to be clear, [ am not anti-assessment. [ just
want to make sure the assessment is useful.”

“I see a value in the OKA if it is used correctly—
otherwise I think the OKA is not helpful to teachers
whatsoever.”

“I do hope though that it informs how the state can
target monies to preschool programs in the highest
need areas and ultimately universally across
Oregon.”

“It’s not a developmentally appropriate test for
kindergarteners.”

“As far as the math, the format of the test is really
tricky. The format could be tweaked—or maybe the
wording could be changed (e.g., no more point to or
choose the answer). I’d also really like to know
whether or not students could count or identify
numbers more than whether or not they can subtract.
It’s just not getting the right data.”

“Letters would be wonderful if it was actually
assessing individual letters—or even upper and
lower case letters, but that is not what the
assessment is assessing. The formatting—there is
too much on the page.”
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ELL “I have over 50% of students who are ELL. I know
they are ELL because they can’t speak a word of
English—however, I cannot give the Spanish
version of the OKA until the school district has
identified and documented these students as ELL.
Because of the high number of students who are
going through the process of being identified as
ELL, this can take a couple of weeks and so the
timeline of when the OKA has to be given these
students have to receive the OKA in English.”

Standards “I would really like to see more clarity with the
(n=1) common core standards—specifically for the math
questions.”

6. Procedures “The test security—this makes tons of sense in
higher grades but in kindergarten makes almost no
sense. They are such fundamental skills that kids
either have or don’t have and its sill that we keep
people out of the loop. There is no reason for
secrecy.”

(n=>35)

Fundin “The money put toward creating and administerin
g yp g g
(n=1) the assessment could be used for much better
purposes.”

Instructions “I think there is such a tension between the idea that
you want to have a scripted assessment for reliability
in answers—and the fact that you are working with
five year olds that misinterpret what you are trying
to do and we cant use the tools we have to prevent
that.

Data entry “Inputting the data is extremely cumbersome. The
format/interface of the two columns does not work
well because you have to scroll over to input

(n=2)  information and then you can’t see children’s
names.”

“The data input visually is cumbersome. This needs
to be updated.”
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7. Timing “That it’s done right away before the teaching, we
find that we would get better results if waiting until
after three weeks of starting up kindergarten.”

“For us, I don’t know how other schools did it—we
had pre-school conferences so we did our
assessment before the school year started. I’'m not
sure how other schools arranged that but [ would
imagine it would be challenging to do during the
actual school year. Could have been problematic.”

(n=17)

“Kinder is a hot topic right now and they are
absolutely bombarded with tests at the beginning of
the year.”

Additional “The literacy portion is okay. I still do my own
assessments (n=1) assessment to find out every single letter and sound
to find out what they know.”

Note. Not all codes received second level coding. ELL = English language learners.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

Interest continues to emerge across the US in high-quality early childhood
education programs that prepare children for success in school and later years (Obama,
2013; Scott-Little et al., 2006). Particular attention has been focused on the kindergarten
year as having important consequences for a child’s later school success (Bernstein et al.,
2014). It is well documented however, that children begin school with a diverse array of
skills and experiences and opportunity gaps exist (Aud et al., 2013; Goldstein, 2007; Hart
& Risley, 1995; Nores & Barnett, 2014), posing the question: Will testing of young
children yield better instruction for improved outcomes for our youngest school children?
It is suggested that results of kindergarten assessments can be used to inform efforts for
closing achievement gaps and informing instruction in the early elementary school grades
(Connors-Tadros, 2014). However, as kindergarten assessments seek to provide
information to a variety of key stakeholders (e.g., teachers, policymakers, school
administrators), the additional question remains: What is the overall purpose of
kindergarten assessments?

The OKA was designed for administration to all entering kindergarten students
with or without identified disabilities or delays, within the first six weeks of school.
Statewide data provided by Oregon Department of Education were examined to explore
differences in children’s performance on the OKA based on demographic characteristics
and prior enrollment in ECSE. Additionally, data from a web-based survey and solicited
follow-up interviews of survey participants were examined to explore the utility (i.e.,

usefulness, acceptability) of the OKA. This section first includes a discussion of the main
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findings from examination of statewide data with limitations and suggestions for future
research. Next, follows discussion of results from the web-based survey with follow-up
interviews and corresponding limitations and future research. Lastly, overall suggestions
for future research based on the combined components of the study are also discussed.
Kindergarten Assessment Data

Participants included all students entering kindergarten in a publicly funded
school in the state of Oregon during the 2013 — 2014 academic school year. Students
entered kindergarten with varying prior school experiences (i.e., Head Start, Oregon
Public Preschool), and demographic characteristics (e.g., SES), with some children
transitioning from specialized ECSE services. Examination of statewide data provides
insight on how the first intended purpose of the OKA is being met (Table 1): (1) Provide
baseline local and statewide information to communities, schools, and families to ensure
all early learners are ready for kindergarten (ODE, 2014). Assessment data allow
stakeholders to answer the following questions about children in Oregon: Are there
disparities between groups of children that must be addressed? Are there particular
areas of school readiness that Oregon must target?
Opportunity Gap

Results from examination of statewide data are consistent with what is captured in
the literature regarding learning opportunities for young children. Children’s
opportunities to learn differ greatly in early childhood and are linked with social,
emotional, and academic development (Hamre & Pianta, 2007; Hart & Risley, 1995).
Statewide data revealed children who were (a) identified as economically disadvantaged,

or (b) children with a disability had lower OKA scores when compared to kindergarten
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peers. However, due to the nature of the data, children identified with a disability may not
have previously received ECSE services, making this finding difficult to interpret.
Children Served in ECSE

The question of receipt of ECSE services is interesting as on average no
significant differences on OKA scores were found with respect to children exiting ECSE
who improved or maintained functioning at a level comparable to their same aged peers
in areas of (a) positive social-emotional skills, and (b) acquisition and use of knowledge
and skills on OSEP reporting outcomes. These are encouraging results for children
transitioning from ECSE, who improved or maintained functioning at a level comparable
to their same-aged peers. On average these children showed no significant differences
between their peers on the OKA. Data supported the literature documenting the positive
impact of early identification and services for young children prior to entering school
(Karoly, Kilburn, & Cannon, 2005).
Children Previously Attending Public PreK

Children identified as having attended public preK in Oregon were found to have
significantly lower OKA scores when compared to those who were not identified as
attending public preK. This finding is not surprising as the public preK in Oregon is
administered through Head Start and targets children and families at significant risk and
experiencing economic hardship. Additionally, children enrolled in Head Start programs
often demonstrate inconsistent program attendance due to transportation and other
barriers, making it difficult to draw conclusions about the effect of preK on kindergarten
achievement. Furthermore, data did not allow for analysis based on specific preK

program or indicator of program quality (e.g., Quality Rating and Improvement System
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[QRIS] rating).

Nevertheless, results from examination of statewide data are confirmatory with
regard to what is known about achievement gap. Results from ECSE outcome data are
encouraging and findings should support targeting monies for programs for young
children. Results also support recommendations put forth by the National Research
Council of the National Academies (Snow & Van-Hemel, 2008) including that state
kindergarten entry assessments can provide baseline information to help teachers target
instruction that can then be calibrated over a school year to assist a child in meeting short
and long-term goals or learning benchmarks. The OKA provides a snapshot of what
children know and are able to do upon entering school and should be available for
utilization by classroom teachers.

Limitations

Limitations with examining the statewide data set provided by ODE were present,
specifically regarding demographic variables. While some demographic information were
available (e.g., disability status, economic disadvantage), these indicators were assigned
at the end of the academic year, rather than as children entered kindergarten and not
concurrent with administration of the OKA 1in the first six weeks of school. Furthermore,
disability status was a general descriptive category and did not indicate a specific
diagnosis or disability. As such I was only able generalize results of differences based on
disability status and not specific disabilities, which would vary in relation to OKA scores.
Lastly, identification of the child attending a public preK was available (e.g., Head Start);
however, rate of attendance or year of enrollment was not available, nor was an indicator

of program quality. Lastly, individual or simultaneous enrollment data for children in

79



daycare centers or private preschool were not available.
Future Research

In the future, more detailed information about children’s prior school experiences
could provide valuable insight on OKA scores. This information could be captured
through a brief parent completed survey administered during kindergarten roundup or
initial parent-teacher conferences. Currently, Washington State implements a family
connection component as a piece of their Washington Kindergarten Inventory of
Developing Skills (WAKIDS) assessment. This component utilizes information obtained
from parent-teacher meetings to supplement kindergarten assessment results. Oregon
could utilize a similar approach and include survey question regarding preschool
enrollment (e.g., yes or no), type of enrollment (e.g., childcare, Head Start, private
preschool), attendance (e.g., always, sometimes, infrequently), and program quality (i.e.,
QRIS rating if available). These data could prove beneficial for not only more closely
examining the context of OKA scores but also in providing the kindergarten teacher with
a broader picture of a child’s prior school experiences. Furthermore, future research
examining child performance on the OKA could be enhanced by collecting information
documenting a child’s socio-economic status (SES) at the start of the kindergarten year.
Identifying SES at the time of OKA administration would support a more accurate
interpretation of OKA results based on child demographics at the start of school as
opposed to those assigned later on in the school year. Lastly, specification of children’s
documented disability or delay would also allow for more accurate interpretation of OKA

results for children documented as having a disability or delay.
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Web-based Survey and Follow-up Interviews
Participants included kindergarten teachers and kindergarten classroom
instructional assistants employed in an Oregon public school during the 2014 — 2015
academic school year. Results from the survey and follow-up interviews addressed to
what extent the intended purposes of the OKA (Table 1) are being met and perceived by
kindergarten teachers. Specifically, survey and interview results provided insight
regarding the second and third intended purposes of the OKA:

2. Provide essential information on all children as they enter kindergarten to
inform K-12 educators on student strengths and needs which can then
guide instructional decisions to ensure students are well prepared for their
educational experience.

3. Identify achievement gaps early — thus providing instruction and support
to address them early. By doing this, we help prepare students for success
not just in kindergarten but also in the years to come (ODE, 2014).

Additionally, results from the survey and follow-up interviews add to the
literature on kindergarten assessment related to best practices as outlined by the Division
for Early Childhood of the Council for Exceptional Children and the Assessment and
Accountability Comprehensive Center (AACC) for ensuring adequate utility and social
validity when implementing and choosing assessment measures (Herman et al., 2012;
Neisworth & Bagnato, 2004). How useful is the assessment in helping to accomplish our
intended purpose? How will the results fit with other assessments, both formative and
end-of-year state tests? Who will use the results?

Overall, the survey and follow-up interviews provide evidence of the need for
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more support and procedures to ensure utility and social validity standards are being met
when implementing a new statewide mandated assessment measure. On average, licensed
teachers and instructional assistants disagreed or slightly disagreed with statements put
forth on the utility survey. Statements represented constructs based on the intended
purposes of the OKA, as well as indicators of acceptance and utilization of the tool.
Licensed teachers indicated less agreement with utility statements when compared with
instructional assistants. The significant difference in scores is not surprising given that
licensed classroom teachers spend the majority of the time with students and would be
the professional most likely to utilize the information gleaned from test segment scores.
Moreover, survey participants administering all OKA segments indicated significantly
lower scores than other participants administering only partial segments. These results are
important when considering the perceived utility of the overall OKA verses isolated
segments. Furthermore, the combination of utility survey, descriptive questionnaire, and
follow-up interview results suggested low assessment utility and social validity were
associated with perceptions of: (a) assessment purpose or intent (b) administration
procedures, (c) content, and (d) delivery or receipt of assessment results. These findings
not only explain a low perceived utility of the OKA by kindergarten teachers, but also
present barriers in meeting the second and third intended purposes of the OKA as detailed
above (i.e., guiding instructional decisions, and providing instructional supports early to
address achievement gap). Of critical importance to meeting these purposes is the
delivery of assessment results to kindergarten teachers. On the web-based survey more
than 50% of teachers indicated that they did not receive the results of the OKA from the

2013-14 academic year. It is essential that kindergarten teachers receive and are able to
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retain results of the OKA shortly after administration so they can target instruction and
provide early supports based on documented achievement gaps.

Results of the study compliment what is known about the opportunity gap and
diversity of prior school experiences for children entering kindergarten. It is critical that
kindergarten teachers have the opportunity to utilize the information (i.e., results) gained
from the OKA and respond to these diverse needs with targeted instruction and supports
at the beginning of the school year. This is also true for children entering kindergarten
with strong academic and behavioral skill sets. The opportunity for teachers to utilize
snapshot information provided by the OKA for all entering kindergarteners across ability
levels should not be wasted, particularly provided the growing body of research that has
begun to document a significant relation between aspects of early achievement, self-
regulation, and social competence with later school success (Blair & Razza, 2007; Durlak
etal., 2011; McClelland et al., 2007; McClelland & Morrison, 2003; McClelland et al.,
2000; Schmitt et al., 2015).

Currently teachers are implementing duplicate (and at times triplicate) testing to
obtain information that could be provided by the OKA within the first six weeks of
school. Instead teachers are not receiving OKA results until January (if at all), which is
the same time they are simultaneously released to the public. For some teachers, the first
point of contact with OKA results is through the local newspaper. Currently the OKA is
completed via paper-pencil, and teachers then enter scores manually into an electronic
database. Allowing teachers to either photocopy or obtain an immediate summary sheet
of OKA scores following data entry would be a viable option.

Currently, the Oregon Department of Education Kindergarten Content and
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Advisory Panel are working to evaluate and improve the existing implementation and
content of the OKA. Results of the web-based utility survey and follow-up interviews
clearly indicated the need to support this iterative process. Utility survey statements for
which teachers agreed least were: (1) I liked this assessment, and (2) I support continued
use of this assessment without further refinements. This was true for both licensed
teachers and instructional assistants. It is suggested that if the OKA continues to be
implemented as a mandated assessment, a short utility survey should be included with
data entry. Data from the online survey documented a vested interest on the part of
classroom teachers in the procedures for OKA implementation. More than half of survey
participants (63%) indicated they were interested in being contacted for a follow-up
phone interview after completing the utility survey. Survey results can be used to
continually refine and support OKA implementation and data usage. Specifically, re-
occurring examination of both the OKA utility and social validity may help
administrators understand the direct context of the tool in order to ensure teachers can
effectively implement the OKA, as well as use results to drive instruction. Furthermore,
OKA utility data can continue to assist the state of Oregon in determining: How useful is
this assessment in helping us to accomplish our intended purposes?
Limitations

The first limitation of the web-based survey and follow-up interviews was the
inability to accurately calculate a survey response rate. Since the survey was sent by ODE
to district test administrators, who were then instructed to forward to all kindergarten
teachers and kindergarten instructional assistants, the exact number of teachers who

received the survey is unavailable. Additionally, whether or not test administrators did
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indeed forward the web-based survey is unknown. Without access to teacher email
accounts, there was no way to confirm receipt of the online survey or send follow-up
emails. In addition, the inability to target which counties to include for the web-based
survey led to the second study limitation: sample representation. Initially, two urban
counties and a rural Oregon county were targeted for survey dissemination. However, the
survey was sent by ODE to all districts in the state of Oregon and location was not
indicated on the survey. This did not allow for conclusions to be drawn based on district
or county population.
Future Research

In the future, utilization of a re-occurring utility survey, which accompanies data
entry, would ensure all teachers have the opportunity to provide feedback on the utility
and social validity of the OKA. Data would provide ODE OKA advisory panels with
critical information on how future iterations of the kindergarten assessment are being
received, and implemented across the state. Furthermore, adding an identifier for
participant school district would allow results to capture differences in perceived utility
between both urban and rural communities while still maintaining anonymity of the
survey participant. Survey results could then link district data with corresponding Early
Learning Hubs, thus supporting the opportunity to bridge early learning programs with
elementary schools and streamline communication regarding the purpose and intent of
the OKA.

Overall Future Directions of the OKA
Overall results of the study complement what is known about the differences in

early learning opportunities that are linked with social, emotional, and academic
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development for young children prior to entering kindergarten (Hamre & Pianta, 2007;
Hart & Riseley, 1995). The OKA provides an opportunity to document an existing
opportunity gap and entering skill set among children with diverse demographic
characteristics and those transitioning from prior early childhood services (e.g., public
preK, or ECSE). These data underscore the critical need for teachers to be afforded the
opportunity to utilize results for instruction and/or to supplement existing practices. In
order for teachers to respond to these differences in the most optimal way possible, it is
critical that more detailed statewide information is collected to supplement OKA results
(e.g., prior preK, attendance rate, quality of prior preK). Additionally, providing parents
the opportunity to report on their perspective of skills addressed by the OKA would
provide a more comprehensive context for interpreting and responding to OKA results by
classroom teachers. This could be done through the use of modified checklists that
address child knowledge and skills and could take place during parent interviews or
surveys in the summer or start of the school year.

Overall, as fall 2015 brings the third year of statewide implementation, the OKA
remains a new tool with a need for continued refinement based on existing strengths and
gaps in meeting intended purposes. Continuing to survey the utility of the OKA can
prove useful in understanding not only how to best document the opportunity gaps among
young children, but also guide teacher instructional practice and response to diverse
kindergarten classrooms. Moreover, continued examination of the tool’s utility can
inform how well the intended purposes of the OKA are being met and how future
iterations of the OKA are being received and implemented across the state. Overall, these

future steps will ensure the state is meeting the overarching and critical goal of closing
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opportunity gaps for young children in Oregon.

Conclusion

The OKA was developed as a result of funds awarded through the federal Race to
the Top — Early Learning Challenge grant competition. The competition reflects a
changing climate for the early childhood field and a vested interest at both the state and
national level in improving access for young children to high-quality early learning and
development programs. The OKA provides a snapshot of what children entering
kindergarten in Oregon know and are able to do. The assessment was developed to align
with Oregon early learning standards (i.e., Head Start Early Learning Framework) and
has been implemented in every public kindergarten classroom in Oregon since fall of
2013. Implementation of the OKA allows for baseline information to be collected for
every child entering kindergarten in the state of Oregon, an advantage for stakeholders
interested in further exploring the achievement gap among young children. Moreover, the
OKA provides the opportunity for classroom teachers to document and respond to
varying skillsets of children within the first six weeks of school. However, while the
implementation of a new statewide kindergarten assessment has its advantages,
challenges also ensue.

Howard (2011) discusses the challenges of designing kindergarten entry
assessments in Moving Forward with Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Efforts, a
position paper of the Early Childhood Education State Collaborative on Assessment and
Student Standards. For example, various stakeholders involved in kindergarten
assessment will have important differences regarding the use of assessment data:

* Parents and teachers are interested in information pertaining to the strengths
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and needs of children in order to provide effective supports and learning
opportunities.

* Early childhood managers and school administrators are interested in the
status of children’s early learning and development in order to plan specific
program services and determine effectiveness.

e State policymakers want to document population trends, track children’s
progress, and determine if public early childhood expenditures are making a
difference.

These differences are similar to the intended purposes of the OKA and are cross-walked
in Figure 7. While challenges exist (Howard, 2011), and are documented through the
results of this study, state kindergarten assessments can be useful for a number of
purposes and a variety of stakeholders if done well.

Results of this study support what is known regarding the achievement gap among
young children (Nores & Barnett, 2014), as well as the critical need for early
identification and service delivery for young children with an identified disability or
delay (Karoly et al., 2005). However, these results are only useful if they are accessible to
all OKA stakeholders, which include kindergarten classroom teachers. Additional
findings from the utility survey and follow-up phone interviews document the critical
need to evaluate assessment utility and social validity in order to implement a new
statewide assessment with optimal outcomes. Recommendations based on the intended
purposes of the OKA and results of this study are provided in Figure 8.

As state and federal initiatives continue to emphasize the importance of high-

quality early childhood education programs and their link to well documented school and
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later life success, it is critical that attention is given to the implementation and
effectiveness of newly created systems like the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment. Nearly
all states currently have some form of an assessment at kindergarten entry, or plans to
implement in the near future. As the number of states implementing an assessment at
kindergarten entry quickly increases (Connors-Tadros, 2014) it is essential that states
implement ongoing evaluation of implementation efforts. Additionally, guidance should
be taken based on recommendations published by professional organizations, as well as

lessons learned from other states further along in the implementation process.
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KA Stakeholder

Interest

* Teachers

* Early Status of children’s early
Childhood learning and development in
Managers — order to plan specific

¢ School program services and
Administrators determine effectiveness

Information pertaining to the

. strengths and needs of

Parents

children in order to provide
effective supports and
learning opportunities

¢ State
policymakers

Document population trends,
track children’s progress,
and determine if public early
childhood expenditures are
making a differences

OKA Intended Purpose

Provide baseline local and
statewide information to
communities, schools, and
families to ensure all early
learners are ready for
kindergarten.

Provide essential
information on all children
as they enter kindergarten
to inform K-12 educators
on student’ strengths and
needs which can then guide
instructional decisions to
ensure students are well
prepared for their
educational experience.

Identify achievement gaps
early — thus providing
instruction and support to
address them early. By
doing this, we help prepare
students for success not just
in kindergarten but also in
the years to come.

Provide a consistent tool to
be used across the state. A
statewide assessment will
provide the state-level
perspective on where
kindergarten students are
currently so that we can
measure progress in the
years to come.

Figure 7. Crosswalk of kindergarten assessment stakeholder interests with intended

purposes of the OKA.
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OKA Intended Purpose

Provide baseline local and
statewide information to
communitics, schools, and
families to ensure all carly
learners are ready for
kindcrgarten.

[

Provide essential
information on all children
as they enter kindergarten
to inform K-12 educators
on student’ strengths and
needs which can then guide
instructional decisions to
ensure students are well
prepared for their
educational expericence.

Identify achievement gaps
carly — thus providing
instruction and support to
address them carly. By
doing this, we help prepare
students for success not just
in kindergarten but also in
the years to come.

Provide a consistent tool to
be used across the state. A
statewide assessment will
provide the state-level
perspective on where
kindergarten students arc
currently so that we can
measure progress in the
years to come.

Stakcholder

Summary Recommendations

Early
Childhood
Managers
Early Learning
Hubs

School
Administrators
Community
Members

Target monies based on
OKA results to ECEECSE
programs

Utilize carly lcarning hubs
to implement supports and
services that align with
Oregon carly learning
standards and are linked
with initial and sustained
school success
Communicate clear
assecssment purposes based
on asscssment stakcholder

L -

Parents
Teachers

Allow teachers to retain or
receive results in a timely
fashion

Provide guidance for
interpreting results, sharing
information with familics,
and implementing targeted
instruction and supports in
the classroom

e *

State policy
makers

Maintain a consistent system
for evaluating OKA utility
and social validity by
classroom teachers

Figure 8. Summary of recommendations by OKA intended purpose and stakeholder.
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APPENDIX A

UTILITY SURVEY

Please rank your response to the following statements based on your experience with the Oregon
Kindergarten Assessment during the current 2014 — 2015 academic year.

Question Strongly | Disagree | Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1. This is an acceptable tool for 1 2 3 4 5 6

understanding what children know and
are able to do upon entering
kindergarten

2. This assessment will contribute to an 1 2 3 4 5 6
overall understanding of students’ skills
as they enter my classroom

3. The diverse skill set of children entering 1 2 3 4 5 6
kindergarten justifies the use of this
assessment
4.  Isupport the continued use of this 1 2 3 4 5 6
assessment without the need for further
refinements
5. The assessment is developmentally 1 2 3 4 5 6
appropriate for children of kindergarten
age
6.  Iliked this assessment 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Tunderstand the purpose and intent of 1 2 3 4 5 6

the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment

8. Overall the assessment provides 1 2 3 4 5 6
beneficial information about children
entering kindergarten in Oregon

I feel prepared to teach the skills and behaviors addressed by the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment:

Content Strongly | Disagree | Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1. Early English literacy 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Early Spanish literacy 1 2 3 4 5 6
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3. Early mathematics 1 2 3 4 5 6

4.  Approaches to learning 1 2 3 4 5 6

Open-ended Questions

What improvements would you suggest for next year’s Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?

Are there any additional comments you would like to make about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?
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APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Are you currently employed in a kindergarten classroom? (Yes/No)

* Ifno - “Thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey. You do
not currently meet the criteria for participation

* Ifyes, continue to next question

2. Which position best describes your current role in the kindergarten classroom?

o Licensed classroom teacher

e Ifyes, then — “Do you hold a current Oregon teaching credential? (Yes/No)

o Instructional assistant

o Other

3. Please indicate the highest level of education you have completed.

o High School

o 2 —year degree

*  Please describe

o 4 —year degree

*  Please describe

o Graduate degree or beyond

*  Please describe

5. How many years have you worked in the field with a licensed teaching credential?

o 0

o 1-2
o 3-5
o 6-9

o 10 or more

6. How many children are in your classroom(s)?

o Lessthan 10
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o 10-15

o 15-20
o 20-25
o 25-30

o 30 or more

7. Did you receive training to administer the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment? (Yes/No)

e Ifyes, “What comments or suggestions do you have based on your
experience with the OKA training?

8. Did you personally administer the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment to the students in your classroom?

(Yes/No)

If no — “Who administered the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment in your
classroom?”

o

e Ifyes, then “Which components did you personally administer?”

o Early literacy

o Early mathematics

o Approaches to learning

9. Do you have children with identified disabilities or delays in your classroom? (Yes/No)

* Ifyes— “Did you administer the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment the
children in your classroom with identified disabilities or delays?” (Yes/No)

* Ifno, continue with next question

10. Is this your first year administering the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?

* Yes

* No, I administered the OKA during the 2013 — 2014 academic year

* Ifno - “Did you receive the classroom results of the OKA during the
previous academic year?” (Yes/No)

Ending
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Are you interested in being contacted for a follow — up phone interview? Participation in the follow-up
interview is voluntary. Those who participate will receive a $20 Amazon.com gift card as a thank you
(Yes/No)

* Ifyes— “Please indicate your preferred method of initial contact”

o Email
o Phone
e Ifphone -

o Please provide your contact information and availability

o Weekend or weekday
o Morning
o Afternoon

o Evening

Thank you so much for your participation in this survey. Your responses will provide meaningful insight
for better understanding the utilization and acceptance of the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment.

96




APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
. What is your position in the kindergarten classroom?
. Is this your first or second academic year administering the Oregon Kindergarten
Assessment?
. What did you like most about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?
. What did you like least about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?
. Is there anything else that you would like to add about your overall experience

with the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?
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APPENDIX D

CODING KEY: SURVEY QUESTION 1

What comments or suggestions do you have based on your experience with the OKA

training?

Construct

Description

Positive Statement
Training
procedures

Training content

Training time
Critical statement

Training

procedures

Training content

Training time

Data procedures

Other statement

KA procedures

KA purpose

KA results

KA content

Provides favorable feedback regarding the training
specifically

Comments specifically on procedures of the OKA training

Comments specifically on the content of the OKA training

Comments specifically on the duration of the OKA training,
or on scheduling of the OKA

Provides critique or criticism regarding the training
specifically

Comments specifically on procedures of the OKA training

Comments specifically on the content of the OKA training

Comments specifically on the duration of the OKA training,
or on scheduling of the OKA

Comments on the procedures for entering/collecting data on
the OKA

Pertains to construct other than what was addressed by the
survey question (i.e., training)

Comments on the logistical procedures for administering the
OKA (e.g., at the student, classroom, district, or systems
level)

Comments on the purpose or reason for OKA

Comments on the results or information available from the
OKA

Comments on the content (existing or lack) on the OKA
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APPENDIX E
CODING KEY: SURVEY QUESTION 2

What improvements would you suggest for next year’s OKA?

Construct Description
Discontinue Comments suggest the OKA should be discontinued
Families Suggestions pertain to disseminating information to families
Results Suggestions pertain to receiving or interpreting the results
Purpose Suggestions address the intent or purpose of the OKA
Value Comments address the teachers personal value (i.e.,

Early learning

Training time

usefulness) of the OKA

Comments address/suggest using results/data to support early
learning experiences (i.e., community programs for families
and 0-5 year olds)

Suggests pertain to the actual content of the OKA (segments
or overall)

Suggestions pertain to the actual content of the OKA (i.e.,

Content
segments or overall)
Math Comments specifically on the math content
Literacy Comments specifically on the literacy content
Approaches to Comments specifically on the approaches to learning content
learning (i.e., behavioral, observational)
Spanish Comments specifically on the Spanish version
Standards Comments suggest aligning content with standards (e.g., state
standards, Common Core)
Suggestions refer to the procedures of administering the OKA
Procedures o
(e.g., at the student, classroom, district, or systems level)
Funding Suggestions pertain specifically to funding
Data entry Suggestions pertain to the procedures for entering data on the
OKA
) Suggestions pertain to the directions provided on the OKA
Instructions . . . .
(e.g., instructions given to the student, assessment script)
Administration Suggestions pertain to who is administering the OKA
. Suggestions address the time frame of when the OKA is
Timing

administered
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APPENDIX F
CODING KEY: SURVEY QUESTION 3

Please feel free to provide any additional comments regarding the OKA.

Construct Description
Discontinue Comments suggest the OKA should be discontinued
Families Suggestions pertain to disseminating information to families
Results Suggestions pertain to receiving or interpreting the results
Purpose Suggestions address the intent or purpose of the OKA
Value Comments address the teachers personal value (i.e.,
usefulness) of the OKA
Comments address/suggest using results/data to support early
Early learning learning experiences (i.e., community programs for families
and 0-5 year olds)
Suggests pertain to the actual content of the OKA (segments
Content
or overall)
Literacy Comments specifically on the literacy content
Approaches to Comments specifically on the approaches to learning content
learning (i.e., behavioral, observational)
ELL Comments specifically on English Language Learners
Comments refer to the procedures of administering the OKA
Procedures .
(e.g., at the student, classroom, district, or systems level)
Funding Comments pertain specifically to funding
Comments pertain to the procedures for entering data on the
Data entry
OKA
) Comments pertain to the directions provided on the OKA
Instructions . . . )
(e.g., instructions given to the student, assessment script)
Administration Comments pertain to who is administering the OKA
. Comments address the time frame of when the OKA is
Timing

administered

Comments address additional required assessments that

Additional assessments overlap the time frame of the OKA
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APPENDIX G

CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 1

What do you like most about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?

Construct Description
Nothing Comments “nothing” or “cant think of anything”
Results Suggestions pertain to receiving or interpreting the
results
Purpose Suggestions address the intent or purpose of the OKA
Comments address the teachers personal value (i.e.,
Value

Early learning

Content

Literacy

Approaches to
learning

Procedures

Funding

Administration

Timing

usefulness) of the OKA

Comments address/suggest using results/data to support
early learning experiences (i.e., community programs for
families and 0-5 year olds)

Suggests pertain to the actual content of the OKA
(segments or overall)

Comments specifically on the literacy content

Comments specifically on the approaches to learning
content (i.e., behavioral, observational)

Comments refer to the procedures of administering the
OKA (e.g., at the student, classroom, district, or systems
level)

Comments pertain specifically to funding
Comments pertain to who is administering the OKA

Comments address the time frame of when the OKA is
administered
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APPENDIX H

CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 2

What do you like least about the Oregon Kindergarten Assessment?

Construct Description
Nothing Comments “nothing” or “cant think of anything”
e Comments pertain to disseminating information to
Families -
families
Results Suggestions pertain to receiving or interpreting the
results
Purpose Suggestions address the intent or purpose of the OKA
Value Comments address the teachers personal value (i.e.,
usefulness) of the OKA
Content Suggests pertain to the actual content of the OKA
(segments or overall)
Math Comments specifically on the math content
Literacy Comments specifically on the literacy content
Approaches to Comments specifically on the approaches to learning
learning content (i.e., behavioral, observational)
Comments refer to the procedures of administering the
Procedures OKA (e.g., at the student, classroom, district, or systems
level)
Data ent Comments pertain to the procedures for entering data on
Y the OKA
) Comments pertain to the directions provided on the OKA
Instructions . . . :
(e.g., instructions given to the student, assessment script)
. Comments address the time frame of when the OKA is
Timing .
administered
Additional Comments address additional required assessments that
assessments overlap the time frame of the OKA
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APPENDIX I

CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 3

If you were to receive a classroom report immediately following completion of the
Oregon Kindergarten Assessment how likely would you be to use the results to inform

instruction in your classroom?

Construct Description
Yes Indicates they would use the data at least to some extent
e Comments pertain to disseminating information to
Families -
families
Results Comments pertain to receiving or interpreting the results
Additional Comments address additional required assessments that
assessments overlap the time frame of the OKA
. Comments address the time frame of when the OKA is
Timing .
administered
Comments pertain to the actual content of the OKA
Content
(segments or overall)
Literacy Comments specifically on the literacy content
No Indicates that they would not use the data
Results Comments pertain to receiving or interpreting the results
Additional Comments address additional required assessments that
assessments overlap the time frame of the OKA
. Comments address the time frame of when the OKA is
Timing .
administered
Comments pertain to the actual content of the OKA
Content
(segments or overall)
Math Comments specifically on the math content
Comments pertain to established standards (e.g., state
Standards P (e.g

standards, Common Core)
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APPENDIX J

CODING KEY: INTERVIEW QUESTION 4

If you were to receive a classroom report immediately following completion of the
Oregon Kindergarten Assessment how likely would you be to use the results to inform
instruction in your classroom?

Construct Description
Nothing Comments “nothing” or “cant think of anything”
Families Comments pertain to disseminating information to families
Results Comments pertain to receiving or interpreting the results
Purpose Comments address the intent or purpose of the OKA
Value Comments address the teachers personal value (i.e.,

Early learning

Content

Math
Literacy
ELL

Standards

Procedures
Funding
Instructions
Data entry

Timing

Additional
assessments

usefulness) of the OKA

Comments address/suggest using results/data to support early
learning experiences (i.e., community programs for families
and 0-5 year olds)

Suggests pertain to the actual content of the OKA (segments
or overall)

Comments specifically on the math content
Comments specifically on the literacy content
Comments specifically on English Language Learners

Comments pertain to established standards (e.g., state
standards, Common Core)

Comments refer to the procedures of administering the OKA
(e.g., at the student, classroom, district, or systems level)

Comments pertain specifically to funding

Comments pertain to the directions provided on the OKA
(e.g., instructions given to the student, assessment script)

Comments pertain to methods for entering data from the OKA

Comments address the time frame of when the OKA is
administered

Comments address additional required assessments that
overlap the time frame of the OKA
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