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Jeanette Joyce, R. Marc Brodersen, Stephen Meyer, Mckenzie Haines, and Jennifer Weston -Sementelli July 2021 

Although national assessments for evaluating teacher candidates are available, some state education 
agencies and education preparation programs have developed their own assessments. These locally 
developed assessments are based on observations of teaching and other artifacts such as lesson plans 
and student assignments. However, local assessment developers often lack information about the validity 
and reliability of data collected with their assessments. The Council for the Accreditation of Educator 
Preparation (CAEP) has provided guidance for demonstrating the validity and reliability of locally 
developed teacher candidate assessments, yet few educator preparation programs have the capacity to 
generate this evidence. 

The Regional Educational Laboratory Central partnered with educator preparation programs in Kansas 
to examine the validity and reliability of the Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool (K-CAT), a newly developed 
tool for assessing the performance of teacher candidates. The study was designed to align with CAEP 
guidance. The study found that cooperating teachers reported that the K-CAT accurately represented 
existing teaching performance standards (face validity). Two skilled raters found that the content of the 
K-CAT was mostly aligned to existing teaching performance standards (content validity). In addition, 
K-CAT scores for the same teacher candidate, provided by cooperating teachers and supervising faculty, 
were positively related (convergent validity). K-CAT indicator scores showed internal consistency, or 
correlations among related indicators, for standards and for the tool overall (reliability). K-CAT scores 
showed small relationships with teacher candidate scores on other measures of teaching performance 
(criterion-related validity). 

Why this study? 

Some state education agencies and educator preparation programs have developed their own assessments to 
evaluate the performance of teacher candidates. These locally developed assessments are based on observations 
of teaching and other artifacts such as lesson plans and student assignments. Use of locally developed assess-
ments might help reduce the cost of assessment and the reliance on external assessment providers. They might 
also ensure that teacher candidates are assessed on the criteria that are most relevant to the teacher and student 
populations in their states and localities. However, few developers of these local assessments have the capacity 
to generate information about the validity and reliability of the data collected 
with their assessments. 

Assessments developed by educator preparation programs have been criticized for 
their lack of evidence of validity and reliability as measures of teacher candidate effec-
tiveness associated with student learning (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Darling-Ham-
mond & Bransford, 2005; Tanguay, 2018; see box 1 for definitions of key terms and 
appendix A for a brief literature review). The lack of valid and reliable assessments is 
concerning because using performance assessments to evaluate and provide feed-
back to teacher candidates is a key component of highly effective educator prepa-
ration programs (Darling-Hammond, 2014). Using a valid and reliable assessment to 
determine strengths and weaknesses of teacher candidates can support candidates’ 
professional development, provide information about the effectiveness of educator 
preparation programs, and inform program improvement efforts. 

For additional information, 
including a brief literature 
review, technical methods, 
detailed analyses, the 
content of the Kansas 
Clinical Assessment Tool, a 
crosswalk between the tool 
and existing standards, a 
sample alignment protocol, 
and a cognitive interview 
protocol sample, access 
the report appendixes at 
https://go.usa.gov/x6npK. 
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Box 1. Key terms
	

Content validity. Evidence that an instrument is measuring all aspects of the phenomenon it is designed to capture. In this study 
expert rater scores of “mostly aligned” to existing standards provide evidence that the instrument is measuring the phenomenon 
of student teaching. 

Convergent validity. Evidence of an association between two measures of the same phenomenon. In this study convergent valid-
ity was established by raters with different perspectives (cooperating teachers and supervising faculty) using different sets of 
evidence to arrive at related scores. A statistically significant, positive correlation between cooperating teachers’ and supervising 
faculty’s scores provides some evidence that the scores are assessing a common phenomenon. 

Cooperating teacher. A teacher selected by an educator preparation program who has agreed to support the development of a 
teacher candidate through supervised teaching, observation, and feedback. 

Criterion-related validity. Evidence that an instrument, such as the Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool (K-CAT), is associated with 
another instrument that is designed to measure the same construct and that has been externally validated. The study team exam-
ined correlations between teacher candidates’ K-CAT scores and Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching and the Kansas Perfor-
mance Teaching Portfolio scores to provide some evidence of this type of validity. 

Educator preparation program. A program in a college or school of education, often within an institution of higher education, 
that focuses on training teacher candidates. 

Face validity. The extent to which interviewed cooperating teachers perceived that the K-CAT measures the performance of 
teacher candidates. The face validity of the K-CAT was assessed in terms of its usability and representativeness. 

Feasibility. The extent to which interviewed cooperating teachers indicated that the knowledge and skills addressed by the K-CAT 
are within the reach of teacher candidates. 

Indicator. One of several subtopics that make up a specific performance standard. 

Instrument. A set of measures of a phenomenon. In this report an instrument is a set of rubrics to measure 10 dimensions of 
student teaching. 

Internal consistency. Evidence that a group of indicators intended to measure the same standard yield similar scores. Internal 
consistency is commonly used as a measure of reliability. Positive correlations among indicators of a given K-CAT standard provide 
evidence of internal consistency. 

Reliability. The extent to which items in an instrument yield consistent results. Internal consistency is the measure of reliability 
assessed in the study. 

Representativeness. The extent to which interviewed cooperating teachers reported that the K-CAT addresses the intended 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of teacher candidates. Representativeness is an indicator of face validity. 

Standard. A statement of expected performance in teaching. 

Supervising faculty. A faculty member in an educator preparation program who identifies and monitors student-teaching 
placements. 

Usability. The extent to which interviewed cooperating teachers reported being able to accurately capture teacher candidate 
performance using the K-CAT. Usability is an indicator of face validity. 

Validity. The extent to which an instrument accurately measures the phenomenon to be investigated or evaluated. Types of valid-
ity include content validity, convergent validity, criterion-related validity, and face validity. 
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Educator preparation programs must also use valid and reliable assessments to meet accreditation requirements. 
The Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP, 2017) has provided guidance for demonstrat-
ing the validity and reliability of teacher candidate assessments developed by educator preparation programs. 
CAEP requires that educator preparation programs either have a plan to examine the validity and reliability of 
their assessments or provide details on the types of validity and reliability evidence that educator preparation 
programs have established. Although CAEP does not require specific types of validity and reliability evidence, 
educator preparation programs can exceed the CAEP guidelines if the evidence goes beyond content validity—for 
example, by establishing criterion validity—and if validity and reliability coefficients are reported. However, few 
educator preparation programs have the capacity to generate this evidence. A recent summary of CAEP accred-
itation decisions showed that failure to meet validity and reliability expectations for locally developed assess-
ments was a common concern (Railsback, 2018). 

Representatives from educator preparation programs in private institutions of higher education in Kansas, with 
support from the Kansas State Department of Education, developed the Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool (K-CAT) 
to evaluate the performance of teacher candidates in the state. To meet CAEP requirements, the Kansas State 
Department of Education asked the Regional Educational Laboratory Central to examine the K-CAT’s validity and 
reliability. 

Findings from this study will inform the continued use of the K-CAT and indicate changes to improve its validi-
ty and reliability. The study can also serve as a model for others (for example, state or local education agency 
administrators) outside Kansas who want to examine support for the validity and reliability of locally developed 
assessments. Additionally, the developers of the K-CAT are interested in making it publicly available because it 
is aligned to Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC) standards (Council of Chief State 
School Officers, 2013). This report contains the full K-CAT instrument in support of that goal (see appendix D). 
Finally, educator preparation program staff within and outside Kansas can consider the study findings when eval-
uating other assessments for teacher candidate performance. 

Research questions 

The study addressed the following research questions: 

1. To what extent does the Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool (K-CAT) demonstrate evidence of the following types 
of validity? 
a. Face validity: To what extent do the interviewed cooperating teachers believe that the assessment scores 
accurately represent the knowledge, skills, and abilities of teacher candidates? 

b. Content validity: How does the K-CAT align to the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
(InTASC) standards and the Kansas Educator Preparation Program Standards (KEPPS) for Professional Educa-
tion that it is designed to measure? 

c. Convergent validity: To what extent are K-CAT scores for the same teacher candidate, provided by cooper-
ating teachers and supervising faculty and based on different sources of evidence, related? 

d. Criterion-related validity: To what extent are K-CAT scores related to scores from other measures of the 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of teacher candidates, such as the Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching 
and the Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio? 

2. To what extent does the K-CAT demonstrate evidence of reliability through internal consistency between 
related indicators? 

Box 2 summarizes the data sources, sample, and methods used in the study, and appendix B provides additional 
details. 
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Box 2. Data sources, sample, and methods
	

Data sources. The study team used program documents, qualitative data, and quantitative data to address the research ques-
tions. Detailed information about the data sources, sample, and methods used in the study is in appendix B. 
•	 Program documents. The study team reviewed three documents related to expectations for teacher performance: 

•	 Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool (K-CAT). The K-CAT is a rubric-based assessment that cooperating teachers and supervising 
faculty complete separately at the midterm and end of each teacher candidate’s student-teaching experience. The K-CAT 
is composed of 10 standards that align to the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC) standards 
(Council of Chief State School Officers, 2013) and to the Kansas Educator Preparation Program Standards (KEPPS) for Profes-
sional Education (Kansas State Department of Education, n.d.-a). 

•	 InTASC standards and KEPPS. The InTASC standards and KEPPS describe the knowledge, skills, and abilities expected of all 
teachers. 

•	 Qualitative data. The study team conducted a semi-structured interview about the face validity of the K-CAT with one random-
ly selected cooperating teacher at each of the six educator preparation programs participating in spring 2020. 

•	 Quantitative data. The study team analyzed three measures of teacher performance: 
•	 K-CAT scores. Cooperating teachers and supervising faculty provide teacher candidates with scores for each K-CAT indicator. 
The study team used these scores to calculate K-CAT standard-level scores and a K-CAT overall score. 

•	 Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching (Praxis PLT) scores. The Praxis PLT is a timed, computer-administered test of edu-
cator ability, developed by the Educational Testing Service (2019). The assessment focuses on pedagogy rather than on 
content-specific knowledge and is used with other sources of data to inform teacher licensure and certification decisions in 
Kansas. 

•	 Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio (KPTP) scores. The KPTP is the primary teacher candidate assessment used in Kansas. 
The KPTP is a summative assessment of teacher candidates’ preparedness to enter the classroom and is used to inform 
teacher licensure and certification decisions (Kansas State Department of Education, n.d.-b). 

Sample. Seven educator preparation programs from a consortium of private institutions of higher education in Kansas participat-
ed in the study. 
The study sample for research question 1a consisted of six cooperating teachers. (One educator preparation program stopped 

using the K-CAT after the spring 2019 semester and was not represented in the sample for research question 1a.) For research 
questions 1c, 1d, and 2, the study team collected data for all teacher candidates in the seven educator preparation programs that 
participated in a student-teaching experience during the spring 2019, fall 2019, or spring 2020 semester. 

Methods. The study team used the following methods to address each research question: 

•	 Research question 1a (face validity). The study team coded interview transcripts to assess the degree to which cooperating 
teachers felt that the K-CAT content was representative of the InTASC standards and KEPPS; the extent to which cooperating 
teachers felt that the K-CAT could be used to accurately describe teacher candidate performance; and the extent to which it 
was feasible for teacher candidates to demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and abilities addressed by the K-CAT. 

•	 Research question 1b (content validity). The study team recruited expert reviewers from the Regional Educational Laboratory 
Central who rated the alignment of the content of each K-CAT standard to each of the InTASC and KEPPS indicators that the 
standard was designed to address. 

•	 Research question 1c (convergent validity). The study team assessed the convergent validity of the K-CAT by examining bivariate 
correlations (Spearman’s rho, rs) between the K-CAT overall scores provided by cooperating teachers and supervising faculty. 

•	 Research question 1d (criterion-related validity). The study team assessed the criterion-related validity of the K-CAT by examin-
ing bivariate correlations (Spearman’s rho, rs) between teacher candidates’ final (end-of-term) K-CAT overall scores and their 
Praxis PLT and KPTP scores. 

•	 Research question 2 (reliability). The study team assessed the reliability of the K-CAT by examining the internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s alpha, α) of scores for the relevant indicators of each K-CAT standard as well as the internal consistency across all 
K-CAT indicators. 
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Findings 

The Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool has evidence of face validity, as demonstrated by feedback from 
cooperating teachers 

The six cooperating teachers who were interviewed reported that the K-CAT was representative of teacher can-
didate knowledge and skills and was usable for describing teacher candidate performance (figure 1). For 7 of the 
10 K-CAT standards, a majority of cooperating teachers (at least four) reported that the standard reflected the 
ideas of the related InTASC and KEPPS indicators (representativeness), and for all the K-CAT standards a majority 
of cooperating teachers reported that teacher candidates’ scores accurately captured performance (usability). 

Figure 1. Cooperating teachers found most Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool standards to be representative, 
usable, and feasible 

Representativeness Usability Feasibility 

Standard 1: Learner Development 

Standard 2: Learning Differences 

Standard 3: Learning Environments 

Standard 4: Content Knowledge 

Standard 5: Application of Content 

Standard 6: Student Assessment 

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction 

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies 

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration 

4 

5 

3 

4 

5 

4 

4 

5 

4 

3 

6 

4 

1 

5 

1 

5 

6 

4 

3 

5 

3 

5 

6 

4 

4 

5 

5 

4 

4 

1 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Number of cooperating teachers 

Note: Representativeness indicates that a standard addresses intended teacher candidate knowledge and skills. Usability indicates that a standard 
accurately describes teacher candidate performance. Feasibility indicates that a standard can be achieved by a teacher candidate. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of transcripts of six interviews conducted in spring 2020. 
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For 6 of the 10 K-CAT standards, a majority of cooperating teachers (at least four) reported that the indicators 
were feasible. The four remaining standards were perceived as having one or more indicators that were out of 
reach of teacher candidates. Cooperating teachers raised concerns about the integration of technology into mul-
tiple indicators across K-CAT standards. Cooperating teachers described schools and districts throughout Kansas 
in which technology was scarce, making it difficult for candidates to achieve higher scores on these standards. 
They also mentioned that higher scores on some indicators, such as collaborating across subject areas and engag-
ing with families, appeared out of reach of teacher candidates. (See appendix C for more details on codes and key 
comments from cooperating teachers.) 

The Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool has evidence of content validity, as demonstrated by the high 
levels of alignment to existing standards 

Expert reviewers’ ratings of the overall alignment between K-CAT indicators and their InTASC and KEPPS equiva-
lents were .78 for the InTASC and .84 for the KEPPS. Both ratings exceeded .75, the study’s threshold for “mostly 
aligned” (figure 2). Of the 10 K-CAT standards for InTASC and for KEPPS, 8 were aligned at a rating of .75 or better. 
(See appendix B for information on rater training, appendix E for a crosswalk of K-CAT standards to KEPPS and 
InTASC indicators, and appendix F for the sample alignment protocol.) 

The Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool has evidence of convergent validity, as demonstrated by teacher 
candidates receiving similar ratings from cooperating teachers and supervising faculty 

The study found evidence of convergent validity in the relationship between K-CAT overall scores provided by 
cooperating teachers and supervising faculty. Statistically significant and positive relationships were observed 
for the K-CAT overall and at the standard level at the midterm and final (end-of-term) administrations1 (figure 3), 
indicating that it is unlikely these relationships were due to chance. (See appendix C for detailed analyses.) 

The Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool has limited evidence of criterion-related validity, as 
demonstrated by some statistically significant and positive relationships with scores on other 
measures of teaching ability 

Of the 40 relationships examined between K-CAT scores and Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching (Praxis PLT) 
and Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio (KPTP) scores, 10 were statistically significant and positive (figures 4 
and 5). However, most of the relationships (30 of the 40) were weak and not statistically significant, which limits 
the strength of the criterion-related validity argument. There were differing patterns by rater and measure. Coop-
erating teachers’ scores were more closely related to Praxis PLT scores than were supervising faculty’s scores. 
None of the cooperating teachers’ K-CAT standard-level scores was significantly related to KPTP scores, and only 
one of the supervising faculty’s K-CAT standard-level scores (standard 9) was significantly related to KPTP scores. 
Overall, these findings are similar to those from a study that examined correlations between teacher candidates’ 
student-teaching evaluation scores and their scores on the Oregon Educator Licensure Assessments, which 
ranged from −.02 to .23, with an average of .14 (Waggoner & Carrol, 2014). 

1. Final K-CAT, Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching, and Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio data were not available for spring 
2020 teacher candidates because Kansas schools closed to in-person learning during the spring 2020 semester as a result of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 

REL 2021–095 6 



 

Figure 2. The majority of the Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool standards were mostly aligned to existing 
standards 

Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
Kansas Educator Preparation Program Standards for Professional Education 

Standard 1: Learner Development 

Standard 2: Learning Differences 

Standard 3: Learning Environments 

Standard 4: Content Knowledge 

Standard 5: Application of Content 

Standard 6: Student Assessment 

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction 

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies 

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration 

K-CAT overall score 
.84 

.98 

.83 

.67 

.81 

.80 

.85 

.86 

.89 

.97 

.71 

.78 

.82 

.75 

.61 

.70 

.78 

.94 

.81 

.78 

.92 

.75 

Mostly 
aligned 

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1.0 

Average rating across indicators 

K-CAT is Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool.
	

Note: Two raters scored each standard for alignment as follows: .25 = “very little or none,” .50 = “some,” .75 = “most,” 1.00 = “all or almost all.”
	

Source: Authors’ analysis of content alignment by two raters, collected during the 2019/20 school year.
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Figure 3. Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool scores provided by cooperating teachers and supervising faculty 
were positively related 

Final K-CAT scores Midterm K-CAT scores 

Standard 1: Learner Development 

Standard 2: Learning Differences 

Standard 3: Learning Environments 

Standard 4: Content Knowledge 

Standard 5: Application of Content 

Standard 6: Student Assessment 

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction 

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies 

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration 

K-CAT overall score 
.39 

.52 

.33 

.33 

.29 

.30 

.30 

.28 

.56 

.43 

.41 

.48 

.51 

.48 

.25 

.39 

.43 

.42 

.27 

.47 

.54 

.40 

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1.0 
Strength of relationship between cooperating teacher

and supervising faculty scores 

K-CAT is Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool.
	

Note: Results are based on 110 teacher candidates who had data that contributed to at least one convergent validity analysis. All correlations are statis-
tically significant at p ≤ .01.
	

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by Kansas educator preparation programs for the spring 2019, fall 2019, and spring 2020 semesters.
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Figure 4. Cooperating teachers’ Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool scores showed stronger relationships with 

Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching scores than with Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio scores
	

Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio 

Standard 1: Learner Development 

Standard 2: Learning Differences 

Standard 3: Learning Environments 

Standard 4: Content Knowledge 

Standard 5: Application of Content 

Standard 6: Student Assessment 

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction 

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies 

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration 

K-CAT overall score 
.24 

.17 

.08 

.12 

.30* 

.19 

.34* 

.29* 

.29* 

.39** 

.23 

.06 

–.13 

.02 

.09 

.07 

.08 

.12 

.09 

.22 

.09 

.11 

–.2 0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1.0 
Strength of relationship between teacher scores and other measures 

* Significant at p ≤ .05; ** significant at p ≤ .01. 

K-CAT is Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool. 

Note: Results are based on 68 teacher candidates who had data that contributed to at least one criterion-related validity analysis.
	

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by Kansas educator preparation programs for the spring 2019 and fall 2019 semesters.
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Figure 5. Supervising faculty’s Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool scores related to both Praxis Principles of 
Learning and Teaching scores and Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio scores on standard 9 

Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio 

Standard 1: Learner Development 

Standard 2: Learning Differences 

Standard 3: Learning Environments 

Standard 4: Content Knowledge 

Standard 5: Application of Content 

Standard 6: Student Assessment 

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction 

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies 

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration 

K-CAT overall score 
.2

.20 

.01 

.16 

.05 

.

.03 

.16 

.2

.11 

.18 

.2

.09 

.2

.21 

.17 

.10 

.08 

.21 

.16 

7* 

.35** 

26 

6* 

.30* 

5* 

3 

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1.0 
Strength of relationship between supervisor scores and other measures 

* Significant at p ≤ .05; ** significant at p ≤ .01. 

K-CAT is Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool. 

Note: Results are based on 74 teacher candidates who had data that contributed to at least one criterion-related validity analysis.
	

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by Kansas educator preparation programs for the spring 2019 and fall 2019 semesters.
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The Kansas Clinical Assessment of Teaching demonstrated internal consistency at the instrument level 
and at the standard level (reliability) 

The study team examined the reliability of the overall K-CAT instrument by assessing the internal consistency of 
scores provided across all K-CAT indicators and combined scores provided at both the midterm and final admin-
istrations. The overall K-CAT, as determined by scores provided across all K-CAT indicators, was highly reliable, 
with a Cronbach’s alpha of .97. The team assessed the reliability of the individual K-CAT standards by examining 

Figure 6. Overall and standard-level Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool scores demonstrated internal 
consistency (reliability) 

K-CAT midterm scores K-CAT final scores Both administrations 

Standard 1: Learner Development 

Standard 2: Learning Differences 

Standard 3: Learning Environments 

Standard 4: Content Knowledge 

Standard 5: Application of Content 

Standard 6: Student Assessment 

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction 

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies 

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration 

K-CAT overall score .95 

.83 

.69 

.72 

.78 

.86 

.80 

.80 

.79 

.78 

.70 

.97 

.86 

.79 

.84 

.84 

.89 

.82 

.85 

.82 

.83 

.81 

.97 

.86 

.79 

.83 

.83 

.88 

.80 

.84 

.81 

.81 

.81 

00 .2.2 .4.4 .6.6 .8.8 1.1.00 
Strength of internal consistency 

K-CAT is Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool. 

Note: Results are based on 389 K-CAT records that contributed to at least one reliability analysis. Because teacher candidates had K-CAT records 
provided by cooperating teachers and supervising faculty at both the midterm and the end of the term, teacher candidates could have multiple K-CAT 
records included in the reliability analyses. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by Kansas educator preparation programs for the spring 2019, fall 2019, and spring 2020 semesters. 
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the scores provided for the relevant indicators of each standard. Nearly all the K-CAT standards had a Cronbach’s 
alpha of at least .80 (figure 6). K-CAT standard-level reliability, using data across both administrations, ranged 
from .79 for standard 9 (Professional Learning and Ethical Practice) to .89 for standard 6 (Student Assessment). An 
alpha of .70 is considered a minimum standard for research purposes, and an alpha of .90 is considered necessary 
when the data will be used for decisions at the individual level, such as with the K-CAT overall score (Cortina, 
1993; Nunnally, 1978). Reliability tended to be higher for the midterm administration than for the final administra-
tion (see appendix C for detailed analyses, including by rater type). 

Overall, there is evidence that the Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool is both valid and reliable 

The sources of validity and reliability evidence found in the study are summarized in table 1, using criteria estab-
lished by the study team and described in appendix B. The study team considered the individual K-CAT standards 
and the overall K-CAT instrument to be demonstrating convergent validity or criterion-related validity if any of 
the relevant correlations across administration or rater type were statistically significant and positive, regard-
less of size (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Standard 2 (Learning Differences), standard 3 (Learning Environments), and 
standard 9 (Professional Learning and Ethical Practice) demonstrated evidence of all four types of validity and 
evidence of internal consistency. Standard 8 (Instructional Strategies) demonstrated evidence of two types of 
validity, whereas the other standards were missing evidence of at least one type of validity. The overall K-CAT 
instrument demonstrated at least some evidence of all types of validity and reliability. 

Table 1. The Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool standards showed varying levels of validity and reliability
	

Kansas Clinical Assessment Tool standard 

Validity Reliability 

Face Content Convergent 

Criterion related Internal 
consistency Praxis PLT KPTP 

Standard 1: Learner Development ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 2: Learning Differences ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 3: Learning Environments ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 4: Content Knowledge ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 5: Application of Content ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 6: Student Assessment ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 7: Planning for Instruction ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 8: Instructional Strategies ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Overall ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

✔ indicates that the overall tool or a standard has evidence of a given validity type or of reliability. 

KPTP is Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio. Praxis PLT is Praxis Principles of Learning and Teaching. 

Note: Face validity was supported if at least four of the six interviewees indicated there was usability or representativeness. Content validity was 
supported if the rating met “mostly aligned” for Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium or Kansas Educator Preparation Program 
Standards for Professional Education. Convergent validity and criterion-related validity were supported if correlations were significant at p ≤ .05 for any 
comparisons (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Internal consistency was supported if Cronbach’s alpha was at least .70 for the is Kansas Clinical Assessment 
Tool (K-CAT) standards and at least .90 for the overall K-CAT. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data provided by Kansas educator preparation programs for the spring 2019, fall 2019, and spring 2020 semesters and 
interview data collected in spring 2020. 
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Implications 

The results of the study provide evidence of the validity and reliability of the K-CAT. Both the K-CAT as a whole and 
items representing 3 of the 10 standards demonstrated evidence of each type of validity and reliability explored. 
Educator preparation programs in Kansas can use this information when deciding how to best use the K-CAT to 
assess and provide feedback to teacher candidates and can use K-CAT data to inform program improvements. 

This study can also inform educator preparation programs’ use of the K-CAT as part of their accreditation process. 
Because the study found evidence of validity beyond content validity and reported validity and reliability coeffi-
cients, the K-CAT exceeds the CAEP (2017) requirements for assessments developed by educator preparation pro-
grams. Specifically, the evidence in this report establishes the content validity of the K-CAT (CAEP Sufficient Level) 
and provides convergent and criterion-related validity coefficients (above CAEP Sufficient Level). The reported 
internal consistency coefficient also shows that the K-CAT is highly reliable (above CAEP Sufficient Level). 

Educator preparation program leaders within and outside Kansas might also take into account the evidence of 
validity and reliability in this report as they consider adopting all or part of the K-CAT to assess teacher candi-
dates (see appendix D for the full K-CAT instrument). This evidence is relevant for educator preparation programs 
in states that have adopted the InTASC standards, to which the K-CAT aligns. Additionally, because the report 
provides validity and reliability evidence at the K-CAT standard level as well as for the overall K-CAT, leaders can 
determine whether all or only parts of the K-CAT best meet their needs. 

Finally, educator preparation program leaders might use the processes outlined in this report to examine the 
validity and reliability of their own developed assessments. Whereas CAEP (2017) provides guidance on the types 
of validity and reliability evidence that can be provided to support the use of assessments developed by educa-
tor preparation programs, this report describes the specific steps taken to obtain this evidence. For example, 
state education agencies or educator preparation programs could use the approaches described in this report to 
examine the content validity of their own assessments to meet the CAEP requirements or to examine other types 
of validity and estimate validity and reliability coefficients in order to exceed CAEP requirements. 

There are several limitations to the study. Although the convergent validity findings support the continued use of 
the K-CAT, convergent validity could be increased through more training for K-CAT raters and clearer definitions 
of the behaviors to be rated. Because cooperating teachers and supervising faculty provide K-CAT ratings based 
on differing bodies of evidence, clearer understanding of the K-CAT indicators and scoring criteria might contrib-
ute to less variation in the ratings provided by the different raters. Calibration training could increase the raters’ 
shared understanding of the teacher candidate behaviors expected for each level on the scoring rubric (Fetters, 
2013). Additionally, given the few statistically significant criterion-related validity correlations and potential bias 
due to the number of teacher candidates without Praxis PLT scores (see appendix B), further investigation of 
criterion-related validity might also be needed. Finally, there are potential limitations of the analysis of conver-
gent validity used in the study. First, evidence of convergent validity is meant to be reported together with evi-
dence of divergent validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Future studies could expand the analysis of validity to include 
both convergent and divergent validity. Second, future studies might focus on other measures of validity not 
included in this study, such as predictive validity. 
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