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Article

Teachers’ use of evidence-based strategies is necessary to 
promote student engagement with learning activities, as 
well as student academic achievement (Reddy, Hua et al., 
2021). Teacher evaluation is designed to provide teachers 
with the formative feedback they need to improve class-
room practices and addresses ongoing professional devel-
opment (PD) needs of teachers (Reddy, Hua et al., 2021). 
Teacher evaluation is designed to monitor teacher perfor-
mance and improve classroom practices by identifying 
teacher strengths and areas in need of improvement (Isore, 
2009). Improving teacher evaluation has been a significant 
focus of education reform over the last 10 years, and the 
vast majority of U.S. states have implemented multi-method 
teacher evaluation systems that combine classroom obser-
vations with student achievement or growth measures. 
However, multiple threats to validity in teacher evaluation 
data exist, including bias in administrators’ ratings of teach-
ers (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017) and teacher dissatisfaction 
with and stress resulting from the evaluation process (Ford 
et  al., 2017). Furthermore, student performance-focused 
evaluations do not account for classroom factors and pro-
cesses of the teacher. Thus, teacher evaluation approaches 

that include multiple methods for assessing effectiveness 
and informing teacher PD improvements are needed (Cohen 
et al., 2014).

The use of student ratings and teacher self-report has 
emerged as appropriate, complementary sources of data 
for decision making post teacher evaluation (Nelson 
et al., 2016; Reddy, Dudek & Shernoff, 2016). Moreover, 
the use of teacher self-report has been emphasized by 
several national organizations (e.g., National Education 
Association and American Federation of Teachers) to 
improve the preparation for and delivery of instruction 
(Reddy, Dudek et  al., 2016). Although a multi-method, 
multi-observer approach is advised as best practice in 
teacher evaluation, existing multi-rater methods often do 
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not emphasize the perspective of the classroom teacher 
in the process and instead heavily weight evaluation sys-
tems toward classroom observations.

Classroom Strategies Assessment System (CSAS)

The CSAS (Reddy & Dudek, 2014) was designed for school 
administrators and teachers to concurrently assess teachers’ 
research-based practices. The CSAS is a multi-dimensional, 
multi-rater classroom assessment that consists of direct 
observation and rating scales using both observer and 
teacher perspectives. The CSAS was developed through a 
research-based process and contemporary test development 
theory (Reddy & Dudek, 2014; Reddy et al., 2013a, 2013b). 
The development process for CSAS dimensions and strate-
gies was guided by input from effective experts, school 
stakeholder input, field testing across multiple pilot studies, 
and data analytic methods (see Reddy & Dudek, 2014; 
Reddy et al., 2013b).

The CSAS assesses evidence-based instruction and 
behavior management practices stemming from the litera-
ture on effective instruction and behavior management 
(e.g., Coutinho et al., 2005; Gable et al., 2009). Instructional 
and behavior management strategies present on the CSAS 
(see Table 1) are reflected in several seminal meta-analytic 
studies on effective instruction (Hattie, 1992, 2009; 
Marzano, 1998; Wang et al., 1993).

There are two forms of the CSAS that are designed to be 
used concurrently. The CSAS Observer Form (CSAS-O) 
can be used to observe teachers’ practices, and the CSAS 
Teacher Form (CSAS-T) is a self-report tool that teachers 
can use to assess the same observed lesson. Using both 
forms is designed to promote dialogue about effective 
teaching practices and PD between observers and teachers 
(Reddy et al., 2013a, 2020).

Studies have demonstrated evidence of the predictive 
validity on the CSAS-O with students’ academic profi-
ciency and growth in achievement (Dudek et  al., 2018; 
Reddy et  al., 2013b, 2020), as well as student academic 
engagement (Lekwa et al., 2019). Research on each form 
individually evidenced acceptable construct validity and 
reliability (Reddy et al., 2013a, 2015), plus concurrent and 
convergent validity with other measures (Reddy et  al., 
2012, 2016, 2020). However, the relationship between the 
CSAS-O and CSAS-T, when used as part of the teacher 
evaluation process in low socioeconomic status (SES) 
school settings, has not been examined.

School Socioeconomic Status (SES) and Teacher 
Evaluation

Students residing in low-SES communities enter school at 
a disadvantage. Certain factors associated with living in 

low-SES areas (e.g., less exposure to books and entering 
school at a younger age) decrease school readiness (Janus 
& Duku, 2007). Poor school readiness can lead to lower 
academic achievement, higher drop-out rates, delin-
quency, and reduced mental health (Foster et  al., 2005; 
Hair et al., 2006). The effects of low SES and school read-
iness are mitigated through high-quality instruction and 
interventions (Pears et al., 2014). Teacher evaluation using 
the CSAS can inform PD providing teachers in low-SES 
communities the skills to engage in high-quality instruc-
tion and behavior management (Reddy, Hua et al., 2021).

Purpose

The present study aims to evaluate the convergence between 
teacher self-report and school administrator ratings of class-
room instructional and behavior management practices in 
urban schools serving low-SES communities using the CSAS.

First, we hypothesize small to moderate positive correla-
tions between raters on the CSAS based on the timing of 
measurement (e.g., during instruction vs. teacher reflection) 
and previous research into inter-rater agreement on teacher 
evaluations. Reddy and colleagues (2013) found support for 
the hypothesis stating that teachers overestimate their rat-
ings of instructional strategies in the classroom. Furthermore, 
Arnold-Berkovits et al. (2019) found strong, positive corre-
lations between teacher self-reported time spent on instruc-
tional strategies (i.e., opportunity to learn) and observer 
ratings of corresponding instructional strategy use in class-
rooms. Given that the present study examined observers 
post-instruction ratings and not self-report estimates of time 
spent in instruction as measured by Arnold-Berkovits and 
colleagues (2019), we do not anticipate our results to yield 
as strong correlations. Instead, we predict differences in line 
with Reddy, Shernoff, and colleagues (2021), lowering the 
correlations to the small to medium range.

Second, we hypothesize that scores measuring the same 
construct using different methods were expected to have 
higher correlations than scores measuring different constructs 
within method. A multi-trait–multi-method (MTMM) matrix, 
which allows for the determination of variance between 
scores on parallel forms with multiple raters (Campbell & 
Fiske, 1959) is used to examine the convergent validity 
between ratings on the CSAS-T and CSAS-O. The MTMM 
is used to measure the cross-informant agreement across 
CSAS constructs (i.e., academic instruction and behavior 
management) using Cronbach’s alpha to determine the 
greatest influence on scores, measurement type (i.e., 
rater), or trait (i.e., construct; Feeney-Kettler et al., 2019).

Finally, we expect variability between teacher self-report 
and school administrator ratings on use of evidence-based 
instruction and behavior management strategies in the 
classroom to exist, consistent with small to moderate 
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strength correlations between raters. Given that teachers 
overestimate their ratings of instructional methods  
(Reddy & Dudek, 2016), we expect teacher ratings of  
evidence-based instruction and behavior management strat-
egies higher than observers.

Method

Data for the current study were provided by the School 
Systems Improvement (SSI) Project, a large school reform 
grant sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education 
Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF; U.S. Department of Education, 
2012). The TIF program supported local education agen-
cies’ (LEAs) development of comprehensive human capital 
management systems that included performance-based 

compensation systems for educators and rigorous educator 
evaluation systems based significantly on student growth. 
The TIF specifically focused on supporting high-needs LEA, 
defined as priority or persistently low achieving schools, and 
economically disadvantaged contexts (i.e., greater than 50% 
of students receiving free or reduced lunch percentage 
greater). Under the SSI Project, 15 economically disadvan-
taged charter schools in New Jersey (NJ) partnered with two 
universities to implement TIF program goals.

Participants

Data for the current study are derived from school adminis-
trator observations and teacher self-report scores on the 
CSAS that were required as part of a comprehensive teacher 

Table 1.  CSAS-O and CSAS-T Strategy Rating Scales and Definitions.

Total, composite, or subscale Definition

Total scores
  CSAS Total Score (IS + BMS) Measures overall use of evidence-based instruction and behavior management 

strategies.
  Instructional Strategies Total Measures overall use of evidence-based instructional strategies.
  Behavior Management Strategies Total Measures the overall use of evidence-based behavior management strategies.
Instructional Strategies composites and subscales
  Instructional Methods Composite Measures how classroom instruction occurs to attain how teachers incorporate 

learning in the classroom and how well academic content is delivered.
    Adaptive Instruction Strategies used to respond to student needs while teaching. Reflective of teacher 

flexibility and responsiveness to student needs and methods of differentiated 
instruction.

    Student-Directed Instruction How teachers engage students in the learning process, through constructivist and 
hands-on learning techniques.

    Direct Instruction Measures the strategies teachers use to deliver academic content and provide 
information to students.

  Academic Monitoring and Feedback Composite How teachers monitor student understanding of material and provision of feedback.
    Promotes Student Thinking The way teachers activate students’ metacognitive and higher-order thinking 

abilities.
    Academic Performance Feedback How teachers provide feedback to students about their academic progress, 

including efforts to explain what is correct or incorrect about the students’ 
academic performance.

Behavior Management Strategies composites and  
  subscales
  Behavior Feedback Composite The way teachers provide feedback about student behavior.
    Praise Verbal and nonverbal strategies used to provide praise to students for engaging 

in behavior that is appropriate for a classroom (e.g., following classroom rules, 
following directions).

    Corrective Feedback Verbal and nonverbal strategies used to correct or redirect students’ 
inappropriate behaviors.

  Preventative Methods Composite How teachers promote positive and decrease negative behaviors in the classroom.
    Proactive Methods Verbal and nonverbal strategies used to increase engagement and decrease 

disruptive behaviors in the classroom. How teachers create a positive 
classroom environment.

    Directives How teachers communicate behavioral expectations and directions/instructions 
to students.

Note. CSAS-O = Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Observer Form; CSAS-T = Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Teacher Form; 
IS = Instructional Strategies; BMS = Behavioral Management Strategies.
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evaluation system. The present sample consists of teachers 
in their first year of participation in the project. As per eval-
uation system requirements, all participants were observed 
three times over the course of the school year by their school 
administrator using the CSAS-O. Teachers completed three 
corresponding CSAS-T Forms, one for each corresponding 
CSAS-O observation.

Teachers.  The sample consisted of 249 classroom teach-
ers serving students in all grade levels (pre-kindergarten 
to 12th grade). Teacher ages ranged from 21 to 63 years 
old (M = 32.5; SD = 9.2) with the majority self-identi-
fying as female (n = 191, 76.7%), White (n = 179, 
71.9%), and Not Hispanic or Latinx (n = 224, 90.0%). 
Teachers also identified as Black or African American (n 
= 38, 15.3%), Asian (n = 8, 3.2%), Multi-Racial (n = 6, 
2.4%), or Other (n = 18, 7.2%). The majority of teachers 
(n = 184, 73.9%) reported an earned bachelor’s degree 
and 65 (26.1%) teachers reported an earned master’s 
degree or higher.

School administrators.  School administrators (n = 30) 
completed observations, with 70% identifying as female 
(n = 21). The administrators identify as African American 
(n = 15, 50%), White (n = 12, 40%), Asian (n = 1, 3%), 
and Other (n = 2, 7%). Highest degree earned also varied, 
83% report an earned master’s degree (n = 25) and five 
school administrators earned a doctorate (17%). Ages 
ranged from 30 to 54 years (M = 40.50, SD = 7.95). 
Observers reported an average of 15.43 years of teaching 
experience (SD = 19.49) and 7.25 years of administrative 
experience (SD = 5.92).

School context.  The teachers and administrators in the cur-
rent study come from 15 charter schools in the U.S. state 
of New Jersey participating in the SSI Project during the 
2014–2015, 2015–2016, and 2016–2017 school years. All 
schools were located in urban or suburban areas across the 
northern, central, and southern regions of the state. Grade 
levels served, student enrollment, and student demograph-
ics varied for each school. Schools served elementary 
Grades K–5 (n = 6), elementary to middle school Grades 
K–8 (n = 5), Grades K–12 (n = 2), one school exclusively 
focused on high school Grades 9–12, and one school 
focused on Grades 6–12. Collectively all 15 schools repre-
sent 6,830 students across Grades K–12 (M = 455, SD = 
281, range = 145–1,109). Schools serve a diverse body of 
students including Black/African American (40%), His-
panic/Latino (42%), Asian (6%), and White/European 
American (11.50%) among others. Students were evenly 
split 50.20% male to 49.80% female. Across schools, the 
average percentage of students receiving free reduced 
lunch was 72% (SD = 0.16, range = 51%–91%).

Measures

Classroom Strategies Assessment System.  The CSAS is a multi-
rater assessment that includes two forms, the CSAS-O for 
observers and the CSAS-T for teachers. Both forms examine 
the same areas of instruction and behavior management. 
Scores derived from each measure can be used to facilitate 
conversations about PD and effective strategies occurring in 
the observed lesson and classroom (see Table 1).

The CSAS-O and CSAS-T evidenced acceptable factor 
structure, test–retest reliability, inter-observer agreement, 
and internal consistency (Reddy et al., 2013a, 2015a). Both 
forms demonstrated evidence of predictive validity with 
student achievement for mathematics and ELA (English 
language arts) on statewide testing (e.g., Dudek et al., 2018; 
Reddy et  al., 2013b, 2020) as well as students’ academic 
engagement (Lekwa et al., 2019). Both forms were used as 
part of two randomized control trials on instructional coach-
ing (Fabiano et al., 2018; Reddy, Hua et al., 2021).

Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Observer Form.  
The CSAS-O is completed by observers as part of a direct 
classroom observation process, and it includes three sec-
tions: (1) Strategy Counts, (2) Strategy Rating Scales, and 
(3) Classroom Checklist. During each observation, observers 
completed the Strategy Counts section by tallying the fre-
quency of eight discrete teacher behaviors, while recording 
relevant evidence and observation notes. The Strategy Rating 
Scales were completed immediately after the observation and 
involved the review of Strategy Counts and observer notes. 
The Classroom Checklist was completed prior to the observer 
leaving the classroom, examining the presence or absence of 
important classroom procedures and physical artifacts.

The CSAS-O Strategy Rating Scales contain 54 items 
divided across two domains: Instructional Strategies (IS) 
and Behavioral Management Strategies (BMS). Items are 
summed together to create total, composite, and subscale-
level scores. The IS rating scales contain 28 items that 
yield an IS total scale, two composite scales, and five sub-
scales. The BMS rating scales contain 26 items that create 
a BMS total scale, two composite scales, and four sub-
scales. The IS total and BMS total are summed together to 
create an overall CSAS total (IS + BMS) scale score. To 
complete the Strategy Rating Scales, observers first rated 
how often (observed frequency rating) teachers used spe-
cific strategies on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = never 
used, 3 = sometimes used, 7 = always used) and then rated 
how often the teachers should have used each strategy (rec-
ommended frequency) using the same Likert-type scale 
anchors. Recommended frequency scores are determined 
through several sources available to observers completing 
CSAS-O training, including the evidenced-based and 
effective teaching principles reviewed during training, 
scoring procedures and scoring mechanics of the CSAS 
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strategies, and alignment between the notes/evidence recorded 
during the observation procedure and the CSAS strategies.

A difference score, called the discrepancy score, is based 
on the absolute difference between the observed frequency 
and recommended frequency for each strategy. Discrepancy 
scores represent need for change with larger scores indicat-
ing a greater need for change. Discrepancy scores were cal-
culated for each item and summed together to create 
subscale, composite, and total scale scores (see Table 1).

The CSAS-O includes guidelines for ratings of effec-
tiveness (i.e., ineffective, partially effective, effective, and 
highly effective) based on the CSAS Total Discrepancy 
score. Administrators and teachers similarly matched the 
total score to the corresponding effectiveness rating guide-
line. Interpretation of this categorization reflects dichoto-
mous decision making often used in schools. Either action 
is taken to address a teacher’s effectiveness, or action is 
not taken.

Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Teacher Form.  
Teacher self-report ratings were captured using the CSAS-T. 
The CSAS-T includes the same Strategy Rating Scales and 
Classroom Checklist sections and items as the CSAS-O. The 
item scoring process and scale score calculations are also the 
same. Teachers first self-rated the observed and recommended 
frequencies for each item and then calculated a discrepancy 
score. The same corresponding effectiveness ratings guide-
lines are also found on the CSAS-T.

We examined convergence between the Strategy Rating 
Scales and subscale scores from the CSAS-O and CSAS-T. 
Interval-level scores and ratings of effectiveness were used 
for analysis.

Procedure

CSAS training.  Trainings for the CSAS-O and CSAS-T were 
provided by individuals certified as CSAS trainers/master 
coders that successfully completed an extensive train-the-
trainer model with CSAS authors. As a prerequisite, all 
CSAS trainers/master coders are required to complete the 
initial CSAS-O 3-day training (outlined below) for observ-
ers and demonstrate mastery in coding by exceeding a reli-
ability threshold of 90% for the observer video-based 
criterion test. Trainers/mastercoders then successfully com-
pleted a 5-day training with CSAS authors reviewing the 
CSAS training protocols, video exemplars, scoring guides, 
and additional observer practice with classroom videos.

School administrator training.  School administrators attended 
a 3-day training consisting of a four-step process familiariz-
ing observers to the scientific literature, scoring, and utility 
of the CSAS-O. Step 1 oriented the observers to the scien-
tific literature on effective academic instruction and class-
room behavior management (e.g., Hattie, 2009) that guided 

the development of the CSAS-O dimensions and strategies. 
The second step involved training and practice on scoring 
procedures of the CSAS, which included (a) scoring proce-
dures based on scientific literature, (b) CSAS scoring guide-
lines, and (c) alignment of school administrator’s observation 
notes to the CSAS domains and subscales, emphasizing the 
observed and recommended frequencies. Step 3 required 
passing a knowledge test designed to ensure understanding 
and application of the training content. The fourth step 
involved in CSAS training required the school administra-
tors to engage in video coding practice of classroom video 
exemplars and receive feedback from a CSAS trainer/master 
coder. To conclude training, the school administrators were 
required to pass a video-based criterion test using the CSAS 
and meet the minimum reliability score (70%). The video-
based criterion test includes five classroom videos in which 
observers’ scores are compared with master codes for each 
video to determine reliability scores. Master codes for each 
video were iteratively developed by CSAS authors and 
master coders who developed the CSAS. School adminis-
trators were provided additional in vivo, co-observation 
practice with a certified CSAS trainer/master coder.

Teacher training.  The CSAS-T training is a two-step process 
aimed at enhancing teacher self-assessment beginning with 
a 3-hr instructional training session from a CSAS trainer. 
The CSAS theory, evidence, construct and item definitions, 
and criteria for scoring were discussed. The second portion 
was a discussion of the effective instruction literature and 
frequency of strategy use in relation to the CSAS. Teachers 
were not required to take a test to determine mastery. 
Instead, teachers reviewed and discussed classroom videos 
with the CSAS trainer/master coder.

Observation procedures.  Teachers were observed a minimum 
of three times each year by their school administrator with the 
CSAS-O as part of routine performance evaluation require-
ments. Observations occurred throughout the academic school 
year during the fall, winter, and spring of each project year. 
As per teacher evaluation system requirements, the three 
CSAS-O observations were averaged together to create a 
summative end-of-year observation score for the CSAS-O. 
Teachers completed a CSAS-T for each observation con-
ducted by their school administrator with the CSAS-O. This 
resulted in three CSAS-T observations for each teacher, 
which were then averaged together at the end of the year to 
create a summative self-reflection score for each teacher, 
which was required for the teacher evaluation process.

For the current study, the summative CSAS-O and 
CSAS-T score for each teacher was analyzed. Because 
CSAS-O administrator observations were paired with an 
accompanying CSAS-T self-reflection by teachers for 
each observation period prior to end-of-year summative 
procedures, the final summative end-of-year scores that 
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utilized an average of each form similarly maintained the 
pairing between the two forms.

Data Analyses

Relationship between teacher and school administrator CSAS 
ratings.  Interval-level scores were used to address the first 
research question aimed at understanding the relationship 
between teacher self-report and school administrator ratings 
on the CSAS. T tests were conducted to compare any dis-
crepancies between teacher self-report and observer ratings. 
Pearson correlations were used to evaluate convergence. 
Cohen’s (1992) interpretation was used to analyze correla-
tion strength. Correlations between .10 and .30 were con-
sidered small, .30 to .50 were considered moderate, and 
above .50 were considered large.

Effectiveness ratings.  Descriptive analyses were used to ana-
lyze the second research question addressing teacher effec-
tiveness. The CSAS Total score was used to estimate teachers’ 
overall effectiveness, on a 4-point rating rubric (i.e., ineffec-
tive, partially effective, effective, and highly effective). 
Teacher and administrator categorical ratings were compared 
with each other and to guidelines provided by the CSAS.  
T tests were used to analyze score comparisons.

Results

Descriptive Analyses

Descriptive statistics of the CSAS-O and CSAS-T discrep-
ancy scores for the current sample can be found in Table 2. 

On average, teacher self-report discrepancy scores were 
similar, but slightly higher than school administrator scores. 
For the CSAS Total scores, teachers self-reported (M = 
29.8, SD = 23.9) an average discrepancy (i.e., need for 
change) score slightly higher than school administrator rat-
ings (M = 26.4, SD = 20.2).

Relationship Between Teacher Self-Report and 
Observer Ratings

Cross-informant agreement on CSAS.  As shown in Table 3, 
cross-informant correlations were found to be in the small 
range for CSAS-O and CSAS-T total, IS, and BMS total 
scores. When the CSAS measures were broken down by 
their composite scores, correlations of similar magnitude 
were found (rs = .19–.27). Correlations between subscales 
level also fell within the small range (r = .15–.27).

Within the sample, higher correlations were found 
between ratings on use of behavior management strategies 
(BMS Total r = .27) than ratings on the use of instructional 
practices (IS Total r = .19). The highest correlation was 
found between the CSAS-T and CSAS-O on the preventa-
tive methods composite (r = .27) indicating that ratings are 
more likely to converge on measures of positive reinforce-
ment for behavior. Higher correlations were found between 
subscales measuring behavior management practices (e.g., 
behavior corrective feedback r = .26 and proactive meth-
ods r = .27) than academic instructional practices (e.g., 
adaptive instruction r = .15 and student-directed instruc-
tion r = .17). All correlations were significant at p < .05 
(Table 4).

Table 2.  Descriptive Data for the CSAS-O and CSAS-T Strategy Rating Discrepancy Scores.

CSAS Total, composite, or subscale

CSAS-O CSAS-T

M SD Range M SD Range

CSAS Total (IS + BMS) 26.40 20.20 0–103 29.8 23.9 0–132
IS Total 14.0 10.40 0–51.3 15.4 12.10 0–64
  Instructional Methods Composite 7.21 6.08 0–29.7 8.52 6.92 0–32.3
    Adaptive Instruction 1.81 1.70 0–9 1.93 1.64 0–7.3
    Student DI 1.94 1.90 0–10.3 2.34 2.19 0–11.3
    Direct Instruction 3.45 3.06 0–14 4.25 3.75 0–22.7
  Monitoring and Feedback Composite 6.80 4.66 0–27.3 6.84 5.53 0–35
    Promotes’ Student thinking 2.87 2.35 0–12.3 3.20 2.75 0–14.3
    Academic Performance Feedback 3.92 2.66 0–15 3.64 3.04 0–20.7
BMS Total 12.40 11.0 0–55 14.5 12.4 0–68.3
  Preventative Methods Composite 4.60 4.58 0–28 7.44 6.91 0–37
    Proactive Methods 3.17 3.16 0–14.3 3.85 3.66 0–22.3
    Directives 2.82 2.85 0–14 3.59 3.48 0–17
  Behavior Feedback Composite 6.46 5.96 0–31 7.01 5.89 0–31.3
    Praise 3.48 3.05 0–16 3.20 2.81 0–19
    Behavior Corrective Feedback 2.98 3.43 0–18.3 3.81 3.47 0–19

Note. CSAS-O = Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Observer Form; CSAS-T = Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Teacher Form; 
IS = Instructional Strategies; BMS = Behavioral Management Strategies; DI = Direct Instruction.
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Concurrent validity of the CSAS-T and CSAS-O.  As shown in 
Table 5, a MTMM matrix was used to evaluate evidence for 
the concurrent validity of the CSAS-O and CSAS-T. The 
MTMM compared the measured traits of the CSAS across 
two raters using the BMS total and IS total. The four com-
posite scores (IS, Monitoring and Feedback, Preventative 
Measures, and Behavioral Feedback) were included for a 
better understanding of convergent validity.

The MTMM analyses of the total scores and composite 
scores both indicated stronger shared variance within method 
(i.e., rater) than within trait (i.e., construct). Observer ratings 

are more highly correlated with observer ratings across con-
structs than ratings on the same construct by different raters. 
Correlations between IS and BMS were in the medium range 
for teacher raters (r = .38) and for observers (r = .33). 
Monotrait correlations for total scores were in the small range 
for both IS (r = .19) and BMS (r = .27). For composite 
scores, monomethod heterotrait correlations were in the large 
and very large ranges (rs =.64–.89), and heteromethod mono-
trait correlations were in the small range (rs = .19–.27). 
Heteromethod, heterotrait correlations were also in the small 
range and were mostly, slightly lower (rs = .13–.24).

Table 3.  Correlations Between CSAS-O and CSAS-T Strategy Rating Total, IS and BMS Total Scores.

Variable

Teacher self-report

Observer Report IS BMS IS + BMS

Administrator observation IS .19* .17* .18*
BMS .22* .27* .25*
CSAS Total (IS + BMS) .22* .23* .23*

  Teacher self-report

  IM MF PreM BF

Administrator observation IM .20* .13* .14* .12*
MF .19* .19* .18* .18*
PreM .24* .18* .27* .21*
BF .20* .17* .23* .26*

Note. Correlations between teacher scores are above the diagonal, correlations between administrator scores are below the diagonal, and teacher-
administrator correlations are on the diagonal (bolded). CSAS-O = Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Observer Form; CSAS-T = Classroom 
Strategies Assessment System–Teacher Form; IS = Instructional Strategies; BMS = Behavioral Management Strategies; IM = Instructional Methods;  
MF = Monitoring and Feedback; PreM = Preventative Methods; BF = Behavior Feedback.
*Significant at p < .05.

Table 4.  Correlations Between CSAS-O and CSAS-T Strategy Rating Subscale Scores.

Administrator observation

Teacher self-report

AI SDI DI PST APF ProM D P BCF

AI .15* .18* .14* .10 .08 .09 .09 .08 .08
SDI .15* .17* .14* .13* .12 .09 .09 .09 .10
DI .17* .17* .19* .14* .11 .18* .16* .10* .15*
PST .16* .19* .20* .21* .14* .20* .16* .17* .16*
APF .12 .12 .16* .13* .21* .16* .12 .19* .13*
ProM .22* .22* .23* .20* .16* .27* .23* .17* .22*
D .16* .20* .19* .16 .14* .23* .26* .15* .20*
P .08 .10 .14* .11 .15* .17* .15* .20* .16*
BCF .18* .20* .22* .17* .17* .26* .25* .24* .26*

Note. Correlations between teacher scores are above the diagonal, correlations between administrator scores are below the diagonal, and teacher-
administrator correlations are on the diagonal (bolded). CSAS-O = Classroom Strategies Assessment System–Observer Form; CSAS-T = Classroom 
Strategies Assessment System–Teacher Form; AI = Adaptive Instruction; SDI = Student-Directed Instruction; DI = Direct Instruction;  
PST = Promotes Student Thinking; APF = Academic Performance Feedback; ProM = Proactive Methods; D = Directives; P = Praise;  
BCF = Behavior Corrective Feedback.
*Significant at p > .05
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Comparisons of ratings conducted by school administrators and 
teachers.  No group difference was found for total scores: 
Total (t = 1.67, p = .090), IS Total (t = 1.35, p = .179), 
and BMS Total (t = 1.91, p = .057). Teachers and school 
administrators rate similarly on teachers’ need for change. 
Group differences between CSAS discrepancy scores were 
found for two of the four composites. Mean group differ-
ences on the instructional method (t = 2.25, p = .025) and 
preventive method (t = 2.56, p = .011) composites were 
found to be statistically significant. Discrepancy scores 
reported by teachers were significantly larger than scores 
reported by school administrators on both composite 
scores. No differences were found on the monitoring and 
feedback (t = .096, p = .923) and the behavior feedback  
(t = 1.04, p = .300).

Student-directed instruction, direct instruction, proac-
tive measures, directives, and behavior corrective feed-
back were found to have statistically significant group 
differences. Teacher reported subscale discrepancy scores 
were significantly higher than school administrator 
observer ratings. Subscales with a statistically significant 
difference contribute to instructional methods and preven-
tative methods composites.

Ratings of Effectiveness

Average teacher self-report (n = 156, 62.7%, M = 29.81, 
SD = 23.90) and school administrator ratings (n = 173, 
69.4%, M = 26.45, SD = 20.24) fell in the Effective range, 
no difference was found between groups (t = 1.70, p = .090). 
Anecdotal differences were noted at the Ineffective level 
(administrator n = 14, 5.6%, and teacher n = 25, 10.0%). 
Highly Effective (administrator n = 34, 13.7%; teacher n = 39, 
15.6%), and Partially Effective (administrator n = 28, 11.2%; 
teacher n = 28, 11.2%) ratings were largely commensurate.

Discussion

Teacher evaluation designed to identify and enhance teacher 
PD should include multiple sources and methods to capture 

the process of classroom teaching (ESSA, 2015). Using 
teacher self-report allows for reflection on the use of  
evidence-based classroom practices and can help improve 
the quality of classroom instruction (Desimone et al., 2010; 
Pollard et al., 2008). The present study examined the use of 
school administrator and teacher ratings of classroom 
instruction and behavior management practices across three 
observations. Findings revealed small positive correlations 
between raters. Overall, we found no differences between 
principal and teacher classroom practice ratings (i.e., CSAS 
Total, IS Total, and BMS Total).

Ratings of Classroom Instruction and Behavior 
Management Practices

Understanding small inter-rater correlations.  Findings of the 
present study supported the hypothesis suggesting school 
administrator and teacher ratings of classroom practices 
would yield small to moderate correlations. Significant 
small positive correlations were found between ratings on 
all CSAS-O and CSAS-T scale scores. Findings are consis-
tent with the magnitude of between-measures correlations 
in a previous predictive validity study that made use of both 
the CSAS-O and CSAS-T to predict student growth (Reddy, 
Hua et  al., 2021) and with previous literature on multi-
informant ratings of classroom observations and student 
outcomes (see Meyer et al., 2001; Reddy et al., 2013). One 
reason that may contribute to the small correlations between 
the two ratings is the nature of their administration. The 
CSAS-O ratings are generated from school administrators 
observing the teachers in the classroom and measuring the 
frequencies in real time. The CSAS-T ratings were com-
pleted after the lesson and require teachers to self-reflect. 
While reflecting, it is likely that teachers may have focused 
more on certain strategies they had hoped to improve on 
and were therefore, more critical of their own performance, 
which may have contributed to smaller correlations.

Given that the CSAS was designed to promote PD con-
versations between teachers and administrators, small cor-
relations may be beneficial for facilitating PD conversations 

Table 5.  Multi-Trait, Multi-Method Correlation Matrix of CSAS Total and Composite Scores.

CSAS composites

Teacher–Observer

Monotrait r Highest r # higher rs

IS Total .19 .38 2
Instructional Methods .20 .89 4
Monitoring and Feedback .19 .86 4
BMS Total .27 .33 1
Preventative Methods .27 .88 3
Feedback .26 .77 3

Note. All correlations were significant at the p < .05 level. # higher rs = the number of Pearson correlations within the multi-trait, multi-method 
matrix (for the specified trait) that are larger in strength than the monotrait Pearson correlation. CSAS = Classroom Strategies Assessment 
System; IS = Instructional Strategies; BMS = Behavioral Management Strategies.
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between school administrators and teachers about what 
constitutes effective implementation. Differences between 
observed strategy use and self-reflected strategy use could 
guide discussions between teachers and observers with 
conversations centering on the highest rated need for 
change scores across the two raters and areas where differ-
ences exist between raters. For example, one of the instruc-
tional strategies measured by the CSAS is adaptive 
instruction, which includes efforts to differentiate instruc-
tion. Differentiated instruction in the larger literature has 
been defined as the way teachers respond to the differ-
ences in students’ knowledge to amplify each student’s 
potential (Tomlinson, 2000). However, the definition of 
differentiated instruction is not consistent across theory, 
professionals, and commercial packaging (Goddard & 
Kim, 2018). Adaptive instruction correlations could be 
constrained due to differing definitions for the measured 
constructs, despite both receiving training on the CSAS, 
or observer drift.

Convergent validity findings.  Analyzed within an MTMM 
framework, evidence indicated that the CSAS-O and CSAS-
T are measuring different constructs, or at a minimum mea-
suring the same construct from distinct rater perspectives. 
All correlations between scores from teachers and scores 
from administrators on common traits were in the small 
range (rs = .19–.27), consistent with previous research on 
cross-informant agreement across a variety of studies, rat-
ers, and constructs (Meyer et al., 2001). Higher within-trait 
correlations are evidence of true construct measurement, 
rather than scores being reflective of irrelevant constructs 
such as rater bias or the halo effect. Although the results do 
not support convergent validity between observers and 
teachers, MTMM analyses further support the use of the 
CSAS-O and CSAS-T to enhance PD conversations.

Effectiveness of Classroom Teachers

The present research examined the difference between 
teacher self-reported and school administrator observed rat-
ings of teacher effectiveness as measured by the CSAS. 
Findings suggest that school administrator and teacher rat-
ings of effectiveness were largely consistent, falling into the 
Effective range. Average ratings for both groups also fell in 
the Effective range with no difference between groups.

Teacher ratings of effectiveness are often used in the 
evaluation process as a way to dichotomize scores into 
effective and ineffective. Using ratings in this way combines 
the various strategies being measured (i.e., instructional 
practices and behavior management strategies) into an “all 
or nothing” process. Teachers and administrators, alike, 
often overestimate the number of peers who should have 
ratings below proficient (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017). Thus, 
discussing differences in ratings of effectiveness may forge 

respect and meaningful PD conversations that advance 
opportunities for growth. Metrics of quantity are often 
missed in assessments of teachers’ self-reported effective-
ness (Herman et  al., 2000; McCaffrey et  al., 2001). Both 
CSAS forms include quantity and quality metrics for teach-
ers’ use of evidence-based practices, which could lead to 
ongoing performance feedback, support, and professional 
growth planning, which is often lacking in traditional PD 
models (e.g., Yoon et al., 2007).

Study Limitations and Future Direction

The present study is not without limitations. This investiga-
tion used data from a sample of school administrators and 
teachers employed in economically disadvantaged charter 
schools in NJ. Findings may not be generalizable across 
school administrators and teachers in the United States or to 
school personnel who do not teach in charter school or 
under-resourced settings. For example, the majority of 
school administrators in this sample were female and iden-
tified as African American, which may not be representative 
of school administrators in other states and regions. 
Likewise, the majority of teachers in our sample reported 
the highest degree earned as a bachelor’s; however, 46% of 
charter school teachers in the United States reported having 
postbaccalaureate degrees (Tai & Goldring, 2020). Future 
research on multi-informant teacher evaluations should 
include a more representative sample from varied school 
settings from diverse locale reflecting national averages for 
race, gender, and degree.

All classroom observation data in the current study 
were collected by school administrators who were highly 
trained on the theory, evidence, and administration of the 
CSAS. These administrators received additional observa-
tion support throughout the school year and may have pos-
sessed unique skills in classroom observation assessment 
that may not parallel other school administrators using 
other teacher evaluation approaches. Generalizability in 
future research may improve by analyzing the conver-
gence between school administrator observers and teacher 
self-reported ratings in routine evaluation, outside of a 
large grant-funded program.

Practical Significance of Findings

Findings support the use of teacher self-report in evaluation 
systems in schools located in low-SES areas as teachers 
present a complementary and unique view of their class-
room practices. Furthermore, the significant correlations 
across raters offer support for the use of the CSAS to pro-
mote PD discussions between administrators and teachers. 
Post-observation and CSAS-T completion, teachers and 
administrator observers should discuss the classroom strate-
gies used compared with recommended levels and allow for 
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teachers and school administrator observers to clarify dis-
crepancies and determine teacher practice needs.

The CSAS conversations should lead to need-based 
teacher training. Introducing teacher PD associated with 
evidenced need could reduce burnout and turnover preva-
lent in low-SES school districts by improving teacher prac-
tices and knowledge of evidence-based instructional and 
behavior management strategies (Boyd et al., 2012; Reddy, 
Hua et  al., 2021). Moreover, additional training of high-
quality practice needs have been shown to improve student 
outcomes and mitigate the negative effects of economic fac-
tors associated with living in low-SES areas (Pears et al., 
2014). Using the CSAS-T and CSAS-O can drive these nec-
essary conversations and improve the quality of teacher–
administrator conversations and increase necessary PD in 
schools.
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