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Appendix F: OLP TOOL Technical Report 
Dr Sandra Mathers, Oxford University Jan 2026 

  
DESCRIPTION OF TOOL 
  
The OLP tool aims to elicit and measure preschool educators’ knowledge of language-supporting 
strategies, specifically, their ability to identify and interpret strategies in video interactions. Educators 
are asked to watch two short (2-3 min) clips of classroom interactions and prompted to identify the 
strategies being used by the adult which are likely to support children’s oral language development.  
  
Responses are coded to reflect three facets of knowledge:  

1. The PERCEIVING score reflects the extent to which educators can identify language-supporting 
strategies in the videos. Answers are coded against a list of strategies derived from prior research 
as being important for oral language. Since educators have a choice of which strategies to report, 
responses reflect their ability to identify the most salient strategies i.e., those likely to be most 
important for children’s language learning in that specific context. Answers are weighted using a 
benchmark based on expert responses to the videos, with higher scores awarded for strategies 
which experts rated as being both present and salient in each video.  

2. The NAMING score reflects the extent to which respondents use ‘expert vocabulary’ to describe 
the strategies they identify e.g., using the term ‘descriptive commentary’ rather than the more 
informal ‘talking about what the child is doing’. It reflects formal and explicit knowledge of the 
relevant concepts.  

3. The INTERPRETING score reflects the extent to which respondents offer an explanation or 
analysis of the strategy they identified (e.g. suggesting a possible pedagogical goal, noting an 
observed effect on the child). It reflects higher-level knowledge, specifically, the ability to 
connect knowledge about child development and pedagogy (understanding why as well as how).  
  

PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES 
  
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) showed that the three facets can be empirically distinguished and are 
better represented by a three-factor structure than by a single combined measure (Mathers, 2021). 
Loadings of observed variables onto latent variables were all ≥.6 and model fit was excellent [χ2= 3.10 
(df=4, p=.54), RMSEA = .00; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.03].[1]  
  
Scoring for the OLP can be completed in a reliable manner. Inter-rater reliability for all three facets was 
high in the original validation study (Mathers, 2021), with exact agreement rates as follows:  Perceiving 82-
89%; Naming 100%; Interpreting: 96%- 98%. 
  

Knowledge as measured by the OLP predicts higher-quality classroom practice (Mathers, 2021) and child 
language progress between the ages of 3 and 5 (Mathers et al., 2022). Specifically, Naming predicted 
observed quality of practice as assessed by the ECERS-3 and SSTEW rating scales; and Interpreting 
predicted quality as assessed by the ECERS-3 and growth in child vocabulary as measured by the British 
Picture Vocabulary Scale (BPVS). 

FURTHER DETAIL ON CODING 

https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-US&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fdurhamuniversity-my.sharepoint.com%2Fpersonal%2Fphxn87_durham_ac_uk%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F108b23055cad41f1b3f181a6785f2bbb&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&wdodb=1&hid=7E4E05A2-10B8-0001-11CD-2AAD2D9585F5.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=431d3d4d-784a-7372-813c-cbb6f97fe653&usid=431d3d4d-784a-7372-813c-cbb6f97fe653&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fdurhamuniversity-my.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=ItemsView&wdhostclicktime=1774941049680&afdflight=98&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftn1
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Perceiving. Responses were considered valid if they matched at least one strategy in the OLP framework 
(Table 1; Mathers, 2020). A single response/sentence could be credited as reflecting multiple strategies, 
and strategies could be described using informal language. A perceiving score was generated by 
multiplying each valid strategy by the relevant expert rating for that video, resulting in higher scores being 
awarded for strategies which experts rated as being both present and salient in each video (1=low, 
5=high) (see Mathers, 2020). These are represented as sum scores (i.e. the total of each respondent’s 
score for videos 1 and 2).  
Naming. Responses were coded to reflect instances of professional vocabulary using a vocabulary list 
derived through expert review. Multiple vocabulary terms could be credited within an individual response. 
The total naming score for each respondent was generated by summing the score for each video. 

Interpreting. Responses were coded to reflect instances of interpretation: a possible pedagogical 
intention, an observed effect on the child, a reference to educator decision-making/ intentionality, or a 
possible alternative approach. The total interpreting score for each respondent was generated by 
summing the score for each video. 

Data for all three facets were double-coded to ensure robustness (by the OLP author and a trained 
researcher). Differences were resolved by discussion. 

  
Table 1 The 30 strategies underpinning the OLP coding framework   

MODELLING LANGUAGE  
1. Modelling diverse, rich or specific vocabulary   

. Modelling diverse, rich or specific grammar   

. Linguistic expansion or recasting of children’s language   

. Emphasising, repeating or reinforcing language   

. Using descriptive, informative, narrative language in concrete contexts   

. General language modelling   
WORD MEANINGS  

. Providing explicit definitions of words   

. Providing concrete clues to meaning    
COMMUNICATION AND CONVERSATION  

. Engaging in conversation with children   
0. Non-verbal strategies to invite communication   

. Verbal strategies to invite communication  
2. Prompting children to use new vocabulary   
3. Being a responsive conversation partner  
4. Extending conversational or narrative content   
5. Supporting mutual understanding/adapting language to child’s level  
6. Supporting children to attend and participate   
7. Affirming the child’s language by repeating it   

HIGHER-ORDER LANGUAGE AND THINKING  
8. Promoting children’s thinking   
9. Prediction, speculation, reasoning, explanation and inference  
0. Modelling fictional narrative/pretending   

. Use of open questions   
RELATIONSHIPS AND THE CHILD  

2. Positive affect or communication NOW REMOVED 
3. Individual attention and sensitive responding   
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4. Using a non-directive approach  
5. Facilitating peer communication  
6. Facilitating peer interactions and relationships  
7. Promoting children’s self-worth  

MEANINGFUL AND ENGAGING CONTEXTS  
8. Joint attention/following children's lead and interests  
9. Meaningful/engaging contexts and activities for language  
0. Deepening learning  

  

DIFFERENCES IN PROCESS USED FOR THE EYC PROJECT AS COMPARED WITH THE INITIAL 
VALIDATION STUDY 

There were some differences in process from the initial validation study, largely resulting from refinements 
made through further use of the OLP since its development: 

1. Changes to the structure and wording of the prompt. 
Specifically: 

• Educators were asked to identify up to five strategies rather than up to eight strategies, to focus 
attention on those which are considered to be most salient 

• Educators were asked to enter their text into an open box rather using separate boxes for each 
strategy, to allow for a more authentic and holistic response 

• Educators were specifically prompted to record the aspects of the interaction which they think are 
most important for supporting oral language in the relevant context  

• Educators were prompted to be as detailed and specific as they can when responding 
• A recommendation was given to watch without the transcript on first watch 

Original prompt: 
“Watch the clip and identify the strategies this practitioner is using which might support children’s language 
development. This could include children’s understanding of language and/or their expression. If you can, 
try to record strategies which support a range of language skills (e.g. communication, narrative, vocabulary 
and/or grammatical skills).  

You can watch the clip again if you need to, or refer to the transcript (see p.1 of the survey to download this).  
Use the eight boxes below to record your answers. List as many strategies as you can, but if you identify 
fewer than eight you can leave some boxes blank.” 

Prompt used for current data collection: 
“Consider what the adult is doing to support the children’s oral language development. In the box below, 
record the aspects of the interaction which you think are most important for supporting oral language 
in this context (i.e. will be most powerful in developing the children’s oral language, such as 
communication, vocabulary, grammar and/or narrative skills). Give as much detail as you can: please try 
to record at least five distinct strategies or reflections in your response and be specific (e.g. give 
examples from the video to illustrate what you mean).  
You can watch the videos more than once and refer to the transcript if you need to – although we 
recommend that you watch without the transcript the first time.” 

  
2. Refinements to the coding protocol 
  
Some minor refinements have been made the coding protocol. The two most substantive changes are as 
follows: 
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• Strategy 22 (Positive affect or communication) has been removed as a category in its own right and 
woven into other remaining categories, on the basis that it was not sufficiently distinct from other 
categories to stand alone. 

• Some additional terms have been added to the coding manual for the ‘naming’ score. These were 
terms which had not come up in prior datasets but were present in the current EYC dataset. It 
was not possible to conduct a full expert benchmarking process to consider these new terms for 
inclusion. However, one of the experts from the original benchmarking exercise was consulted to 
assess the new long-list of potential terms and decide which should be included in the coding 
manual. This update was considered important, in order to accurately reflect the knowledge 
reflected in this dataset - and the fact that terminology (and the terms and concepts used in 
professional development) will naturally change over time. A list of new terms can be provided on 
request. 

  

3. Sum scores were used rather than weighted factor scores, since the sample was different to that 
from which the factor loadings were derived. The score for each facet (Perceiving, Naming, Interpreting) 
was calculated by summing the relevant scores for Video 1 and Video  
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[1] χ2 = Chi squared, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index. Cut-off 
criteria (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schreiber et al, 2006): χ2 df<2, p>.05, RMSEA ≤.06, CFI and TLI ≥.90-.95. 
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