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ABSTRACT 

This quantitative, correlational study aims to determine if a predictive relationship exists 

between teacher perceptions of Tennessee's teacher evaluation and the linear combination of 

teacher gender, years of experience, and school-level taught (elementary, middle, high). 

Although teachers have recognized the current teacher evaluation system, many educators 

expressed concerns about it. This study is vital in determining teachers' perceptions of the 

evaluation system. Participants of this study included a sample of 108 certified elementary, 

middle, and high school teachers from one of the public school districts in southwestern 

Tennessee. Data were collected via an anonymous, self-paced online survey utilizing a modified 

Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) questionnaire. Multiple regression was used to measure the 

correlation between the predictor variables and the criterion variable. The findings revealed that 

no significant relationship existed between the predictor variables, taken together as a model, and 

the criterion variables (F(3,104) = 1.86, p = .14, R2 = .05). This study findings emphasize the 

critical need to incorporate teachers’ perspectives in developing a fair teacher evaluation system, 

rather than relying on a one-size-fits-all approach. Recommendations for future research include 

conducting a qualitative research design incorporating teacher interviews to uncover teachers’ 

experiences and classroom decisions regarding the Tennessee teacher evaluation system. 

Keywords: student achievement, self-determination theory, Tennessee Education 

Acceleration Model, teacher evaluation, teacher perceptions, Tennessee value-added assessment, 

teacher quality 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

This quantitative, predictive correlational study aims to determine if a predictive 

relationship exists between teacher perceptions of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation and the linear 

combination of teacher gender, years of experience, and school level taught (elementary, middle, 

high). Chapter One provides a background for the teacher evaluation system in a public school 

setting. The background includes an overview of the historical and social context and the 

theoretical framework for this study. The problem statement examines the scope of the current 

literature on this topic. The significance of the present study follows its statement. Finally, the 

research question is introduced, and definitions pertinent to this study are provided.  

Background 

 Teacher quality delivers excellence in teaching, which produces student academic 

achievement (Kirschner & Hendrick, 2020. If research is detailed on anything, it is this one 

point: effective teaching matters in student academic achievement (Hattie, 2009, 2023; Kirschner 

& Hendrick, 2020). Warner (2016) stated that an excellent teacher inspires lifelong learning for 

the students and embodies organizational skills, proper application of instructional pedagogies, 

strong classroom management, high expectations, and moral and ethical actions and decision-

making. Faced with public demands for assessing teacher quality, policymakers in the United 

States strived to enhance the quality of teaching in schools, which led to the passing of the No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation in 2001 (Sartain & Steinberg, 2016). The goal of the 

NCLB proposition was to shrink or eliminate the achievement gap among various groups of 

students (Heise, 2017), which required states to reach a series of student-achievement 

benchmarks through a yearly standardized assessment. As part of education's ongoing reform 
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efforts, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) replaced NCLB in 2015, superseding the 

nation's K-12 education law that nonetheless still focused on accountability through the lens of 

teacher quality and student achievement (Ravitch, 2016). To meet the federal expectations in 

ensuring public school accountability for teacher quality and student learning, policymakers 

across the nation adopted standards-based observation-driven evaluation systems (Williams & 

Hebert, 2020) . Tennessee pivoted to use the Teacher Evaluation Accelerator Model (TEAM) to 

measure teachers' effectiveness without carefully considering educators' perceptions before 

implementing the evaluation system (Glatthorn et al., 2019).  

Historical Overview 

 American teacher evaluation can be traced to the colonial period when groups of citizens 

toured the schools to observe how teachers managed the classroom (Stronge & Tucker, 2013). In 

the 1800s, administrative positions became more prevalent, and master teachers and full-time 

school administrators assumed responsibilities for evaluation; however, evaluators typically 

performed evaluations informally and with no written procedures (Stronge & Tucker, 2013). 

During the 1960s, President Lyndon Johnson passed the Great Society legislation of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 (Alford, 1965), which ratified 

educational programs to encourage underprivileged children to succeed in school (Mertens, 

2001). Before the 1970s, teacher evaluation's focus was primarily summative, with little or no 

feedback on teacher practice (Stronge & Tucker, 2013). Several decades have elapsed using 

traditional teacher evaluations, and many changes have transpired, in which teacher evaluations 

were tools to assess teacher competence and were expected to foster educators' professional 

development and growth (Goldstein, 2014). Since there was a rapid increase in constituents' 

dissatisfaction with measuring teachers' ability to educate their children, the No Child Left 



15 
 

 
 

Behind Act of 2001 (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) required states to implement plans to 

ensure highly qualified teachers teach in core subjects (Mills, 2008). The NCLB mirrored the 

ESEA of 1965, which aimed to deliver quality education for all students, and in doing so, the 

NCLB required states to fill every public-school classroom with highly qualified teachers. Under 

the NCLB Act, highly qualified teachers were required to meet state qualifications and licensing 

criteria for the grade levels and subject areas taught (Goldstein, 2014).  

Despite NCLB's robust intentions to determine highly qualified teachers, there were 

discourses on appropriate models to utilize and implement its requirements in the K-12 school 

setting. Teacher evaluations became the focal policy target across the states (Hazi & Rucinski, 

2009). Former U. S. President Obama passed and signed the Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA) in 2015 to permit states to decide how administrators evaluated teachers (Amrein-

Beardsley, 2020). Such authorization prompted state policymakers to adopt new and rigorous 

teacher evaluation systems. Under ESSA, teacher evaluations were no longer correlated with 

student proficiency and standardized test scores as previously mandated by NCLB. However, 

ESSA suggested performing annual assessments to check student performance. Despite loosened 

ESSA restrictions, school district leaders in several states continuously utilized value-added 

models (VAMs) as part of teacher evaluations. Ballou and Springer (2015) mentioned how a 

current teacher evaluation system propelled by a competitive grant called Race to the Top (RttT), 

which took effect in 2011, incentivized states to rectify K-12 education encompassing low-

performing schools and improved teacher effectiveness. Following the RttT, most states 

incorporated VAMs for teacher evaluations and high-stakes employment decisions, and several 

states and school districts were involved in court cases (Paige, 2020). In 2010, the Tennessee 

General Assembly passed the First to the Top (FTTT) Act (Koedel et al., 2017), requiring all 



16 
 

 
 

school leaders to evaluate school personnel annually. The Tennessee Department of Education 

(TDOE) approved the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM). It specified that teacher 

evaluations should be based on three factors: classroom observations comprising 50% of the 

score, students' standardized test scores comprising 35%, and 15% would be determined by 

student achievement as measured by a student's proficiency on the state-mandated assessment 

(Tennessee Department of Education, 2021).  

Society-at-Large 

 Public school districts began piloting the new teacher evaluation systems at the behest of 

state lawmakers and aligning with the RttT, requiring administrators to evaluate all certified 

teachers annually based on instructional practices and student academic progress (Paufler & 

Sloat, 2020). Although school leaders can integrate evaluative measures, such as classroom 

observations and other professional artifacts, linking VAMs to the overall evaluation process 

broadens teacher effectiveness. Further, the new teacher evaluation system placed heavy 

emphasis and pressure on teacher accountability (Jewell, 2017) for student academic 

achievement, impacting educators' morale and wellbeing, resulting in low self-efficacy and 

decreased motivation. Jewell (2017) stated that low-performing teachers could face public 

scrutiny in educating the students in the community. Teachers' overall ratings could become 

public records that could impact future employment because the evaluation system was linked to 

teachers' promotion, retention, or dismissal. Derrington and Martinez (2019) stated that the 

teacher evaluation process harmed trusting relationships between teachers and administrators and 

prompted teachers to leave the profession, leading to an alarming shortage of teachers in the 

public school setting.  
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Amidst several negative connotations of the teacher evaluation system overall, many 

studies have shown a positive impact of teacher evaluations. Mireles-Rios et al. (2019) 

emphasized that teachers became classroom management experts through teacher evaluation and 

delivered engaging and challenging tasks for all students in the classroom. Further, Cairreiro 

(2020) noted that the evaluation outcomes allowed teachers to accept and meet high expectations 

and promoted reflective discourses for teachers’ pedagogical improvement (Williams & Hebert, 

2020). 

Theoretical Background 

The modern teacher evaluation system was linked theoretically with self-determination 

theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Self-determination theory supports the idea of professional learning 

openly within and across social communities (King & Paufler, 2020). When educators face a 

heavy workload, teachers' psychological and physical welfare is at risk, and teachers' wellbeing 

could impact students' academic learning. The self-determination theory framework affirmed the 

fundamental psychological needs in motivation, improvement, fitness, competence, and 

autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2017). With the present teacher evaluation system, Anderson et al. 

(2019) noted that the process situates teachers into circumstances that negatively impact their 

well-being, and the evaluation system restrained teachers' autonomy from educating the students. 

Classroom educators experienced low levels of choice when significantly regulated by 

curriculum requirements, principal supervision, and administrative practices (Watt & 

Richardson, 2015). In theorizing the teacher evaluation system with self-determination theory, 

intrinsically motivated teachers enjoyed teaching and delivered exciting tasks, which resulted in 

students' academic achievement. From the self-determination perspective, classroom educators 

were motivated to provide quality education to students since teachers naturally become adept 
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and self-sufficient. Amidst ongoing criticisms and requests for teacher evaluation reform from 

the NCLB legislation to the RttT initiative, policymakers continuously strive to produce an 

objective evaluation system that measures teacher performance and helps teachers grow 

professionally (Hess & Noguera, 2021). Embracing high but complex standards to evaluate 

teachers' accountability, policymaking constituents might consider employing the evaluation 

process through self-determination theory to protect all public school teachers' physical and 

psychological needs (Wieczorek et al., 2022). Since teachers are explicitly affected by the 

evaluation system outcomes, educational advocates claim that teachers should participate in 

redesigning the teacher evaluation system. A lack of consideration in including teachers' voices 

in redesigning the evaluation system could lead to a never-ending debate about a suitable 

evaluation system to evaluate teacher quality (Hess & Noguera, 2021). 

Problem Statement 

 Numerous studies in appraising teacher quality have documented teachers' nervousness 

and anxiety (de Lima & Silva, 2018; Gitomer, 2019; Woolfolk & Usher, 2022) when policies 

overlook teachers’ professional values and competence. Many scholars have argued that teachers 

should be involved in the design and implementation of their evaluation system (Carreiro, 2020; 

Finster & Milanowski, 2018; Reddy et al., 2018; Warren & Ward, 2018), while others such as 

Kim and Youngs (2016) resisted such calls because teachers’ perceptions about the teacher 

evaluation policies are sometimes in conflict with teachers’ beliefs. To ensure that teachers grow 

professionally, they must perceive the multiple measures of accountability as fair, valid, and 

reliable (Finster & Milanowski, 2018; Reid, 2020), and they should be allowed to choose how 

they will be evaluated and to determine the areas of refinement for personal growth (Carreiro, 
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2020). Whether or not teacher involvement leads to more accurate evaluations or more positive 

reception of the evaluation by the teachers is yet to be seen.  

Despite much empirical research about valid measures and various models used in the 

evaluation system (Amrein-Beardsley & Holloway, 2019; Close et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2016), 

few studies exist about teachers' perceptions of the evaluation context and the evaluation 

system's overall quality (Warren & Ward, 2018). Additionally, Skedsmo and Huber (2018) noted 

that the results of empirical research favored the evaluators and that direct inputs from teachers 

were limited—indicating a withdrawal of the teachers' voices from evaluation systems. 

According to Ford and Ware (2018), refocusing the design and implementation of teacher 

evaluation would begin restoring working conditions in schools that are more conducive to 

meeting the psychological needs of teachers. Considering teachers' voices, the evaluation system 

becomes credible for assessing teachers' effectiveness, and teacher evaluation matters because 

teachers matter (van der Steeg & Gerritsen, 2016; Xu et al., 2016). In Tennessee, a study’s 

findings showed concern regarding value-added assessments (TVAAS) and the validity of 

providing student growth scores from the state achievement measures using a formula unknown 

to the public (Davis et al., 2016). While Derrington and Martinez (2019) briefly explored 

Tennessee's teacher evaluation perceptions, the survey responses and self-reported data were 

limited to the high school teachers' perceptions. Because the survey was administered at one 

point in time, it is outside of the scope of the research to determine if teacher perceptions have 

changed over time; thus, further study is vital to determine if there are differences in perceptions 

between elementary, middle, and high school teachers. The problem is that the literature has not 

fully addressed the need for teachers’s perspectives on whether or not the current teacher 
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evaluation system will positively affect teachers' professional practices and whether or not 

sustaining the current evaluation system is practical. 

Purpose Statement  

This quantitative, predictive correlational study aims to determine if a predictive 

relationship exists between teacher perceptions of Tennessee's teacher evaluation and the linear 

combination of teacher gender, years of experience, and school level taught (elementary, middle, 

high). The criterion variable of teacher perceptions of the Tennessee teacher evaluation refers to 

the teacher's individualized thoughts about the participants' credibility of analysis of the state's 

evaluation system (Derrington & Campbell, 2019). The three categorical predictor variables will 

include gender, years of experience, and school level taught by the respondents. The predictor 

variable gender refers to the possible response of female or male (Linqvist et al., 2020). The 

years of experience pertain to the number of years the participant has taught: 0 – 3 years 

(beginning), 4 – 5 years (transitioning), and more than 5 years (experienced) (Graham et al., 

2020), while the school level refers to the respondent's instructional level, either in elementary, 

middle, or high (Dogan et al., 2021). The participants of this study will be randomly selected 

from elementary, middle, and high school teachers in one of the school districts in southwestern 

Tennessee, which adopted the current evaluation system in 2011 for measuring teacher 

performance. All participants are certified teachers who are subject to evaluation annually.  

Significance of the Study 

Across the United States, there is a shift to teacher accountability, which has led to the 

widespread adoption of formative and constructive teacher evaluation systems (Williams & 

Hebert, 2020). The state of Tennessee adopted a rigorous evaluation design linked to the First to 

the Top Act (FTTT) bill, requiring a thorough annual evaluation of all personnel (Close et al., 



21 
 

 
 

2020; Derrington et al., 2021; Ford & Hewitt, 2020; Koedel et al., 2017) to determine highly-

qualified teachers based on evaluation ratings. Under FTTT, the teacher ratings are associated 

with compensations, promotion, tenure, and certification decisions (Amrein-Beardlesy, 2020; 

Koedel et al., 2017), prompting teachers' concerns. This present study is an essential component 

of the theory of self-determination. Self-determination theory posits the fundamental 

psychological needs in motivation, development, competence, relatedness, and autonomy (Ford, 

2019; Fradkin-Hayslip, 2021; Ryan & Deci, 2017). According to Ford et al. (2018), teachers are 

self-determined to improve their pedagogical skills by incorporating the feedback received after 

the evaluation.  

Examining teachers' voices about the Tennessee teacher evaluation system could help 

school leaders understand why there is a high teacher turnover rate in the state and the impact of 

teacher evaluation on job satisfaction in terms of teacher gender, years of experience, and school-

level taught, allowing policymakers to comprehend why teachers leave the profession. Smith and 

Holloway (2020) mentioned how holding teachers accountable for students' standardized test 

scores damages job satisfaction. Paufler and Sloat (2020) stated that the evaluation system is 

trustworthy when stakeholders respect educators as professional resources rather than unvalued 

subjects, so the process must understand teachers’ perspectives. This study will contribute to the 

limited existing research on teachers' perceptions of the current Tennessee evaluation system. 

Moreover, examining teacher perceptions could influence teachers' engagement in the revamping 

process, ensuring fair, accurate, reliable, and valid evaluation components and implementation, 

resulting in a teacher evaluation design that better enhances teacher professional practice and 

growth. Further, because of TEAM's components, teachers in Tennessee cannot be evaluated as a 
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whole. Some teachers do not teach tested subjects (e.g., music, art, and P.E.), and others teach at 

a school level where the value-added measures are not applicable (e.g., pre-K and K-3).  

Research Question 

The following research question will drive the study:  

RQ: How accurately can teacher perception of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation system be 

predicted from a linear combination of teacher gender, years of experience, and school-level 

taught (elementary, middle, high) for Tennessee educators?  

Definitions 

1. Gender – Gender refers to the characteristics of females and males (Lindqvist et al., 

2020) 

2. Self-determination theory – Self-determination theory presents motivation as a 

fundamental psychological need that occurs at the nexus of competence, relatedness, and 

autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2017) 

3. School level – School level refers to the teacher’s instructional level, either in elementary, 

middle, or high school (Dogan et al., 2021) 

4. Student achievement – Student achievement is a proficiency outcome of student learning 

and academic performance across tested subject areas such as English and Language 

Arts, mathematics, and science (Alexander et al., 2017) 

5. Teacher evaluation – Teacher evaluation is the process of collecting data to measure 

teacher performance for the intentions of school decision-making related to teacher 

outcomes (Holloway, 2019) 

6. Teacher perceptions – Teacher perceptions are teachers' individualized thoughts and 

credibility of analysis on the teacher evaluation system (Derrington & Campbell, 2019). 
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7. Teacher quality – Teacher quality is a teacher characteristic that influences student 

achievement (Kolman, 2017) 

8. Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) – The Tennessee Educator Acceleration 

Model is one of the four tools used to measure teacher performance annually in the state 

of Tennessee (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021) 

9. Tennessee Value-Added Assessment (TVAAS) – Tennessee Value-Added Assessment is  

an assessment used by the state of Tennessee to measure students' performance through 

standardized test scores (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). 

10. Years of Experience – Years of experience pertains to the number of years the teacher 

teaches (Campbell, 2020) 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

The purpose of this literature review is to present the vital elements of the teacher 

evaluation system in the United States and to review the teacher evaluation system implemented 

in the state of Tennessee. The chapter opens with the theoretical framework. This study is 

grounded first in Deci and Ryan's (1985) self-determination theory, which posits the fundamental 

aspects of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. A thorough review of literature pertinent to the 

teacher evaluation system in public schools and the teacher evaluation system in Tennessee 

completes the chapter and ends with a summary. 

Theoretical Framework: Self-Determination Theory 

Although widespread research exists about teacher evaluation systems as a tool to support 

instructional practices, increasingly, the scholarship has pivoted toward a focus on accountability 

within teacher evaluations (Cairreiro, 2020; Mireles-Rios et al., 2019; Paufler & Sloat, 2020).                                   

The current study is based on a theory that educational stakeholders support teachers during the 

evaluation process regardless of teachers’ gender, years of experience, and school-level taught. 

Teachers' need for support regarding time, autonomy, and professional development aligns with 

self-determination theory, which foregrounds the psychological needs of competence, autonomy, 

and relatedness (Ford, 2018).  

           The historical background and principles of self-determination theory inform essential 

functions in education, such as the teacher evaluation system. First studied in the 1970s, self-

determination theory evolved from studies comparing intrinsic and extrinsic motives and was 

first introduced in 1985 by Edward Deci and Richard Ryan (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Self-

determination theory asserts the fundamental psychological needs in motivation, development, 
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wellness, competence, relatedness, and autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Competence pertains to 

the person's urge to strengthen existing capabilities in hopes of future accomplishment (Ford, 

2018). Relatedness refers to the need to be connected and cared for by colleagues and allocate a 

sense of acceptance to others in the community (Ford, 2018). Autonomy touches on actions for 

which impetus is generated not from the need to satisfy the external expectations but rather from 

self-advocate values and beliefs (Ford, 2018). The self-determination theory emphasizes the 

internationalization of social morals and that society contains various extrinsic rewards and 

controls that may not be suitable for the individual's quest for self-determination (Schunk, 2020). 

It circulates four mini-theories: cognitive evaluation, organismic integration, causality 

orientations, and basic needs that correlate with motivating and achieving health and wellbeing 

(Ryan & Deci, 2017). In applying this to the educational setting, self-determination theory 

supports teacher motivation and psychological health (Cuevas et al., 2018). It presumes that 

humans are innately curious, physically active, and intensely social beings (Ryan & Deci, 2017). 

There are various reasons for teachers' motivation to perform well in their profession, 

such as to serve the students better and to provide quality education. Incorporating a framework 

of self-determination theory is crucial to ensure that the teacher evaluation system produces a 

balanced approach in terms of teachers' needs. Ford and Hewitt (2020) asserted that self-

determination theory could help explain how evaluation feedback motivates teachers to improve 

or grow professionally because motivation drives teachers to become competent and 

autonomous. In a self-determination view, wellness is accompanied by a thriving characterized 

by vitality, apprehensions, access to, and the freedom to exercise one's capacities and proper self-

regulation (Ryan & Deci, 2017). The teachers' self-determination to reach goals in refining 

educational pedagogies could lead to satisfaction and self-fulfillment. Satisfaction is assumed to 
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be a necessary condition for human flourishing, and frustration is injurious to well-being (Ryan 

& Deci, 2017).  

Various studies have emphasized the usefulness of self-determination theory (Cuevas et 

al., 2018; Ford et al., 2018; Ford, 2019). In Ford et al.’s (2018) study, two of the mini-theories of 

self-determination theory, namely the basic psychological need theory (BPNT) and organismic 

integration theory (OIT), were linked to examine the influence of supportive evaluation practice 

on teacher job satisfaction. The psychological need theory predicts that intrinsic motivation will 

remain intact when psychological conditions of competence, autonomy, and relatedness are met 

(Ford et al., 2018). Current research supports that autonomy is connected to competence, 

relatedness, and job satisfaction, resulting in high teacher retention rates and student academic 

outcomes (Fradkin-Hayslip, 2021). The BPNT is relevant in understanding teacher motivation 

because of the uniqueness of the teaching profession, and creating conditions that reinforce and 

activate existing intrinsic motivation is one of the motivational strategies that policymakers 

should approach accountability (Ford et al., 2018).  

However, Ford et al. (2018) asserted that the prevalence of extrinsic rewards and 

punishments tied to teacher performance creates a fundamental misalignment between the 

motivational context and the approach. This assertion was supported by Saeki et al.'s (2020) 

study of the influence of test-based accountability policies that the misalignment manifests in 

such ways as increased stress, decreased satisfaction, and increased teacher attrition. Further, the 

organismic integration theory helps explain how moving individuals from control to autonomy 

yielded substantially greater positive behavioral and psychological outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 

2017). Ford et al.’s (2018)   findings were rooted in SDT and provided evidence that there were 
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gains in job satisfaction among educators who experienced more supportive teacher evaluation 

processes.  

 Evidence suggests that teacher evaluation systems should be rooted in a thorough 

assessment of instructional practice and not simply based only on performance measures such as 

student test scores (Grissom & Youngs, 2016). Further, Stronge (1995) contended that the 

primary goals of evaluation—accountability and professional growth—are not only compatible, 

but connecting them to a unified teacher evaluation is desirable and that the teacher evaluation 

system should fulfill the needs of both the individuals and the organizations.  From the lens of 

SDT, teachers could hone pedagogical skills through professional developments (PDs) to 

enhance classroom atmospheres, including all students' wellbeing and academic success. Ford 

(2019) strongly affirmed that all areas of SDT should be incorporated during professional 

development as teachers may need support in terms of competence and autonomy. In line with 

SDT, Cuevas et al. (2018) anticipated that autonomous motivation positively predicted vitality 

and negatively predicted exhaustion. The findings have shown that teachers who taught for 

pleasure or professional growth were likelier to report feeling full of life and less likely to feel 

exhausted (Cuevas et al., 2018). Conforming to SDT, Ford and Hewitt (2020) believed that using 

rewards and punishments to transform behavior was an effective way to motivate people. 

Additionally, integrating the theoretical framework of SDT and linking it with Stronge's 

improvement-oriented model could develop a significant lens through which to evaluate existing 

and emerging teacher evaluation systems (Ford & Hewitt, 2020). Figure 1 demonstrates that the 

focus of teacher evaluation should be the area of overlap between organizational and individual 

interests, which are growth or improvement, and works that support mutual goals (Ford & 

Hewitt, 2020). The choice of incorporating SDT in the study is to explain how teachers' views on 
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the teacher evaluation system could open pathways to self-motivation and autonomy in 

improving instructional capabilities. 

Figure 1 

Integrated Framework of Self-Determination Theory & Stronge's Improvement-Oriented Model 

 

Note: The integrated framework: Intersection of SDT and Stronge’s Improvement-Oriented 

Model. From “Better Integrating Summative and Formative Goals in the Design of Next 

Generation Teacher Evaluation Systems,” by T.G Ford and K.K. Hewitt, 2020, Policy Analysis 

Archives, p. 7 (https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.28.5024). 

Related Literature   

Over the past decades, each state has freely adopted its teacher evaluation system to 

measure teacher effectiveness (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017; Wieczorek et al., 2022). In Tennessee, 
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the current teacher evaluation system is driven by a competitive grant, which incentivizes states 

to reform K-12 education around low-performing schools and enhances teacher and principal 

effectiveness (Ballou & Springer, 2015; Reid, 2020; Sartain & Steinberg, 2016). One of the goals 

of the teacher evaluation system is to hold public accountability for both teachers and the 

schools. Under the new evaluation system, various measures are considered, including the use of 

mandated classroom rubrics during observations that entail instructional improvement (Ballou & 

Springer, 2015) and the incorporation of value-added measures (VAMs) to inform student 

growth and achievement (Sartain & Steinberg, 2016), teacher self-reports, student and parent-

teacher surveys, and other classroom artifacts (Lavigne & Chamberlain, 2017).  

The Teacher Evaluation 

           The practice of teacher evaluation has been pervasive in education since the late 2000s, 

with most states adopting new high-stakes teacher evaluation systems between 2011 and 2016 

(Kraft et al., 2020). Holloway (2019) defined teacher evaluation as measuring teacher 

performance. Although Carreiro (2020) specified that teacher evaluation is an act of compliance 

that evaluators must accomplish according to predetermined timelines, it offers teachers endless 

opportunities for self-reflection and professional growth. The growing body of research 

categorized teacher evaluation as formative and summative (Ford & Hewitt, 2020). However, 

Mireles-Rios et al. (2019) argued that the recent teacher evaluation focused only on curriculum 

and grade-level summative standards assessments (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017). Regardless of the 

type of evaluation employed to assess teachers, the intent of the evaluation systems should 

remain intact (Mireles-Rios et al., 2019).  

           The existence of the teacher evaluation system is accompanied by targeted goals to aid 

teachers professionally and personally. With the passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act 
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(ESSA), states have been given significant authority to create an evaluation system to serve the 

community's needs better and adhere to state standards (Young et al., 2017). Initially, the teacher 

evaluation goals were to measure teacher competence and enhance teacher quality (Mireles-Rios 

et al., 2020). On the other hand, since there is a greater sense of teacher accountability, Williams 

and Hebert (2019) suggested that state lawmakers should reevaluate the purpose and components 

of the teacher evaluation to ensure clarity, validity, and reliability. 

Elements of Teacher Evaluation Systems 

The teacher evaluation system has been the center of much research, but additional 

studies are essential in examining teachers' perceptions of the evaluation system. Empirical 

research showed that teacher evaluation systems incorporating structured classroom observations 

and detailed feedback on instructional practice could improve student achievement (de Lima & 

Silva, 2018; Sartain & Steinberg, 2016). Measuring teachers' attitudes and beliefs about their 

evaluation is critical for assessing teacher evaluation's cogency and improving their 

implementation (Reddy et al., 2018). Teachers' perspectives and concerns regarding the current 

evaluation systems must be understood and considered if policymakers can seize the opportunity 

to redesign the systems (Paufler & Sloat, 2020) to have tremendous potential for teacher quality 

and positive student learning outcomes. Several factors could potentially shape how educational 

stakeholders redesign the teacher evaluation system (Reid, 2020), such as the characteristics of a 

teacher, the evaluator, the evaluation process, the feedback, and the evaluation context. 

The Characteristics of a Teacher 

           Teachers were facilitators of learning, providing students with a quality education and 

opportunities to improve academically. Teachers' attributes contribute to the academic success of 

students. Teachers' strengths of professional practice, the ability to take risks, willingness to 
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experiment, openness to criticisms and change, and knowledge of curriculum content and 

instructional strategies could be valuable assets for effective teachers. However, Schuls and 

Flores (2020) noted that teaching is one of the most stressful professions, leading to difficulty in 

retaining teachers. Even retaining novice teachers became a crisis within the public schools in 

the country (Warsame & Valles, 2018). However, district leaders could distinguish between 

effective and ineffective teachers through a teacher evaluation system. Martinez et al. (2016) 

stressed how evaluation systems become the tools to determine struggling and high-performing 

teachers. For example, some of the components of the teacher evaluation system include 

classroom observations to assess instructional practices, student surveys to assess students' 

perceptions of instruction and classroom climate, standardized tests to evaluate subject matter or 

pedagogical knowledge, and finally, the incorporation of VAMs to evaluate student learning and 

growth (Martinez et al., 2016).  

 Teachers’ personalities are connected with teaching efficacy and motivation. In Kim et 

al.’s (2019) meta-analysis on the effects of personality on teacher effectiveness and burnout, the 

results indicated that openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and emotional 

stability are the big five domains linked to teaching efficacy. Khalilzadeh and Khodi’s (2018) 

findings were similar; they determined that teachers’ personality traits, such as honesty and 

fairness, positively impacted students’ intrinsic motivation and learning, while teachers’ 

extraversion personality traits negatively affected students’ intrinsic motivation. In other words, 

the more the teacher was active, warm, and sociable, the less the students desired to learn and 

explore (Khalilzadeh & Khodi, 2018). A quantitative study conducted in one of the school 

districts in Texas revealed that teacher personality, particularly grit, predicted teacher retention, 

as teachers who have grit in teaching were 17% less likely to leave the teaching profession in the 
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district  (Robertson-Kraft & Zhang, 2018).  Further, the results indicated that the lowest retention 

rate of 75.9% was among novice teachers compared to veteran teachers, with a retention rate of 

85.2%, meaning that novice teachers had higher turnover rates than experienced teachers 

(Robertson-Kraft & Zhang, 2018).  Contrary to personality traits that contributed to teacher 

effectiveness, Zayac et al.’s (2021) research examined the qualities and behaviors of ineffective 

teachers. It determined that students and faculty members perceived disrespect as the first quality 

of ineffective teachers and that a weak rapport signaled ineffective educators. 

The Evaluator 

 One of the most valuable individuals for the success of the school organization is the 

school administrator. In addition to the instructional leadership roles, administrators are 

promoters of professional development and are influential in implementing the evaluation system 

(Donaldson & Mavrogordato, 2018; Kraft & Gilmour, 2016). School principals conduct 

evaluations through classroom observations formally or informally throughout the year and 

provide feedback for refinement and growth. Since principals evaluate teachers, several states 

require school evaluators to take and successfully pass the evaluator proficiency exam (Dodson, 

2018). Since the new evaluation systems were based on Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for 

Teaching (FFT), principals provided some insights about the evaluation system. The results 

suggested that most principals were somewhat satisfied with the FFT but desired to overhaul the 

method used to input the teacher evaluations, eliminate the use of value-added measures, reduce 

the time and paperwork required, and want more training on the FFT (Dodson, 2017). Research 

showed that administrators embraced a legal and moral obligation to all school staff and ensured 

to assist low-performing teachers in enhancing instructional practices that include cognitive, 

relational, and organizational aspects (Donaldson & Mavrogordato, 2018; Rigby et al., 2017). 
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Ensuring that evaluators promote professional development, previous research on teachers’ 

perceptions of implementing the evaluation and whether or not the administrators are supportive 

and encouraging findings suggested that administrator ratings decreased the likelihood of 

teachers leaving the school (Robertson-Kraft & Zhang, 2018).  

 Principals embraced more responsibilities concerning the expectations of the teacher 

evaluation. While principals exhibited confidence in conducting classroom observations, 

administrators expressed less certainty in distinguishing teaching behaviors connected with 

student academic mastery (Lavigne & Olson, 2020). Further, principals’ comprehensive 

judgments were more robustly influenced by teachers’ instructional practices and other 

significant contributions to the school than by teachers’ influence on student academic growth 

(Briggs & Dadey, 2017).  

The Evaluation Process  

           The dissatisfaction with implementing the teacher evaluation system prompted 

policymakers to redesign it. In quantitative and qualitative analyses of the teachers' and 

administrators' attitudes and beliefs of the teacher evaluation system in New Jersey, teachers 

highly perceived communication/collaboration (23.53%) regarding the evaluation process was 

the most helpful, while the evaluation method not susceptible to practical application (21.15%) 

was the least beneficial (Reddy et al., 2018). Even after the reform, teachers perceived devalued 

or lack of control over their value-added measures (VAMs) scores and were unmotivated to learn 

about the VAMs (Presley et al., 2018). Moreover, teachers became the subject of undermining 

intentions and exacerbating inequities (Hewitt, 2015). Some educators lambasted the evaluation 

system for administrator subjectivity, in which principals rated female, experienced, and 

elementary educators more highly than male, novice, and high school teachers, and the 
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implementation process contradicted the primary goals to enhance teacher performance 

(Williams & Hebert, 2020; Wind et al., 2019).  

           School administrators have a crucial responsibility in evaluating teachers. Research 

findings have illustrated that school administrators perceive that conducting evaluations takes 

time, such as spending long hours on the job and delegating more tasks to other members of the 

leadership team and school staff (Derrington & Campbell, 2018; Lavigne & Chamberlain, 2017; 

Lavigne & Olson, 2020), an increase of workload, and a lack of training and time for 

implementation, which prompted principals to seek assistance from others about clerical and 

administrative tasks (Dodson, 2015; Flores & Derrington, 2015; Lochmiller & Mancinelli, 

2019). School leaders perceived that mandated policy on teacher evaluation systems created 

tensions within the relationship between teachers and administrators. They caused frustrations 

among principals, such as teachers' hesitations to invite administrators into the classroom, an 

absence of informal communication, and trust issues (Flores & Derrington, 2015; Neumerski et 

al., 2018). Distrust in the evaluator's credibility to conduct observations could lead to teachers 

discrediting the entire teacher evaluation process (Ford et al., 2017). A study in Illinois suggested 

that administrators expressed confidence in their abilities to engage in formal observations and 

provide feedback to improve instruction; however, principals did not value student achievement 

data as part of the teacher evaluation (Lavigne & Olson, 2020). Neverthess, most administrators 

perceive student data as essential measures of teacher effectiveness (Lavigne & Chamberlain, 

2017), but it is through classroom observations that school principals emphasize most valuable 

processes in assessing teachers' instructional effectiveness (Lavigne & Olson, 2020).   

           Conversely, Paufler and Sloat (2020) found that some administrators believed in a 

satisfactory alignment between ideal and actual teacher evaluation intentions. Supported by 
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Flores and Derrington (2015), the evaluation system's objective is to improved all teachers' 

professional growth and development. The evaluation process promotes teacher reflection as it is 

grounded in the evidence of objectivity and transparency (Lewis et al., 2020). Evidence 

suggested that teachers believed that the school principals were transparent and sincerely 

communicated effectively before and after the process, particularly in providing feedback and 

thoroughly explaining the evaluation process to all staff (Reid, 2020).  

The Feedback Received After the Evaluation 

           Teachers formally received feedback from the evaluator as part of the evaluation process. 

The feedback is intended to provide insight into the strengths and areas for refinement (Williams 

& Hebert, 2020) that could continuously develop teachers' practices, especially in ensuring 

safety, providing challenges, and increasing engagement (Mireles-Rios et al., 2019) for all 

students. Evaluators providing feedback could communicate with teachers and administrators, 

leading to a trusting relationship. Carreiro (2020) noted that relationship matters to experience 

success with the teacher evaluation process and that feedback and support could allow teachers 

to embrace and meet high expectations. Teachers fully appreciate feedback if an evaluator has 

knowledge of the content, instructional skills, and the evaluation system as a whole (Liu et al., 

2019). Research scholars argued that either formally or informally, constructive and 

individualized educator feedback from classroom observations is a promising teacher growth 

technique (Stronge & Tucker, 2017). Teachers who regarded principals as available and willing 

to discourse challenges in a supportive manner were more likely to buy into the evaluation 

system, engage in the process, and find overall job satisfaction (Ford et al., 2018; Liu et al., 

2019; Robertson-Kraft & Zhang, 2018).  



36 
 

 
 

           Although several studies highlighted the benefits of providing feedback to teachers, 

research showed how teachers negatively perceived the input from the evaluators. For instance, 

Ridge and Lavigne (2020) supported the assumptions made by Flores and Derrington (2017) that 

55% of the administrators felt that time was limited and failed to provide rich feedback to 

teachers because they spent most of the time writing the evaluation. One of Kraft and Gilmour's 

(2016) study findings supported the assumption that tasking principals with primary 

responsibilities for conducting evaluations could result in an unintended consequence that 

undermines the quality of teacher feedback. Administrators struggled to provide content-based 

feedback after evaluating teachers whose instructional content expertise differs from evaluators' 

expertise (Ridge & Lavigne, 2020). Some teachers did not perceive the feedback received as 

constructive in helping refine instruction (Liu et al., 2019). Similarly, a current study in 

Louisiana indicated that transparent and actionable feedback was often missing as part of the 

evaluation protocols (Ford et al., 2017). In addition, while the principals felt confident that 

feedback could improve instructions, administrators felt uncertain about providing constructive 

criticism to low-performing and novice teachers  (Lavigne & Olson, 2020). 

The Evaluation Context 

           The teacher evaluation contexts were developed based on the amount of time spent in the 

evaluation process,  the district’s purpose and policy regarding evaluations, and the evaluation 

curriculum standards used. Shubert (2018) asserted that evaluation should be a central thread of 

developing, implementing, and designing a curriculum. Further, Williams and Hebert (2020) 

stressed the significance of a well-rounded evaluation system comprised of evaluation 

components that produce effective teaching. In Tennessee, the features of the evaluation system 

involved observation rubrics used during observations. Part of the classroom observation rubrics 
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ensures teachers provide instruction based on the standards specified in curriculum maps. 

Rubrics could lend an air of transparency since the evidence consists of observable actions of the 

teacher and objectivity because the evaluators' conclusions do not rely on personal opinions but 

are grounded in the evidence (Lewis et al., 2020). However, the primary concerns of teachers are 

not on the contents or standards used during instruction but on the complexities and ambiguities 

of the rubric and a lack of confidence in the evaluators’ ability to interpret the criteria used for 

scoring teachers (Campbell & Derrington, 2019) and used during the evaluation. In Kraft and 

Gilmour's (2017) study, the findings reported that nearly 70% of the sampled participants 

perceived that the evaluation rubric was a significant and positive improvement to the evaluation 

system. Furthermore, the administrators felt that the rubric ratings based on teacher observable 

practices could help educators understand why feedback was provided (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017). 

Perceptions of Teacher Evaluation System 

           Since implementing the teacher evaluation system, there have been ongoing discourses on 

whether the evaluation system is significant. The teacher evaluation systems vary from state to 

state, often involving school administrators’ judgments on the effectiveness level (Smith et al., 

2020). One criterion of teachers in the evaluation process is the extent of the evaluators' 

experiences and expertise to carry out the evaluation system. Teachers believe the teacher 

evaluation system is correctly enforced when evaluators attend and participate in teacher 

evaluation training and comprehensively comprehend the teachers' strengths and weaknesses 

(Reid, 2020). Previous research had shown that the evaluators had not been trained in observing 

classrooms and failed to provide constructive feedback in a leadership context (de Lima et al., 

2018), which was paralleled to Reddy et al.'s (2018 study that teachers identified collaborative 

communication and evaluation feedback as the most beneficial aspects of the evaluation process. 
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In Tuytens and Devos's (2017) research, findings indicated that teachers who received 

constructive feedback and actionable feedback from the school administrators were more likely 

to embrace instructional changes, which was supported by Derrington and Martinez's (2019) 

study results that 87% of teachers agreed that feedback would be utilized to change instructional 

practices.  

           Studies measuring teachers' quality through required classroom observations have 

documented nervousness and anxiety among teachers (de Lima et al., 2018) since the mandated 

classroom observation could relate to the issue of teacher autonomy and control, which is one of 

the components of self-determination theory. The evaluation process will be associated with 

skepticism (Cherry et al., 2017). For example, in Derrington and Martinez's (2019) study on 

teachers' perceptions about the effectiveness of Tennessee's evaluation system after five years of 

implementation, the findings showed a high percentage (68%) of teachers who disagreed with 

the evaluation process, specifically when using the observation rubric (Garret & Steinberg, 2015; 

Derrington & Martinez, 2019). Several research findings indicated that 46.2% of teachers 

perceived that the evaluation system negatively affected teachers' professional practice (Paufler 

& Sloat, 2020) and undermined their hopes that the new evaluation systems could help them 

develop as professionals (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017), and that school administrators rated female, 

veteran elementary teachers more highly than male, novice secondary teachers (Wind et al., 

2019). Teachers freely expressed that the evaluation systems created stressful and burdensome 

experiences (de Lima et al., 2018). 

Impact on Morale and Wellbeing 

           Promoting educators' wellbeing is vital in many aspects, as it positively correlates to 

students' learning outcomes and the teachers' decision to retain or leave the profession (Anderson 
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et al., 2019). With the new teacher evaluation demands, one of the inquiries associated with the 

evaluation system is whether the system supports teacher morale and wellbeing. Advocates of 

the new teacher evaluation systems asserted that better differentiation of performance and 

aligning consequences directly with outcomes would improve teacher efficacy and motivation 

(Robertson-Kraft & Zhang, 2018). Further, an evaluation system that aligns performance and 

rewards will entice talented individuals and positively impact the labor workforce (Robertson-

Kraft & Zhang, 2018).  

Due to the demands of holding teachers accountable for student learning success, 

Anderson et al. (2019) found that educators negatively perceived the teacher evaluation process, 

which could lead to unhealthy competition among teachers. Administrators strongly stressed that 

the evaluation system had resulted in a decline in morale, diminished autonomy, and decreased 

value (Paufler, 2018). Teachers perceived that the primary concern of teacher autonomy and 

control is not the observations but rather the reality that classroom observations are mandated 

and based on external criteria for practice and performance (de Lima et al., 2018). The evaluation 

system fundamentally focuses on teachers' competency and quality; it does not foster genuine 

professional learning and contributes to demoralization (Bradford & Braaten, 2018). Further, 

accountability and urgency for improvement remain substantial contributing factors to teacher 

demoralization (Bradford & Braaten, 2018). 

Additionally, the evaluation process urges harm or a loss of trusting relationships with 

teachers and principals (Derrington & Martinez, 2019; Neumerski et al., 2018), perhaps due to 

subjectivity and biases, unfairness, and inaccuracy (Hewitt, 2015) since teachers have a little 

power of autonomy. The teacher evaluation impedes teachers' freedom (Anderson et al., 2019) to 

become creative and competent as a notion of self-determination theory. Teachers consider 
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observation feedback to foster self-efficacy and motivation to change instructional strategies for 

professional growth. However, Paufler and Clark (2019) mentioned that school principals 

reportedly struggle to furnish valuable feedback to teachers due to time, a lack of expertise in all 

areas, and insufficient training to improve teachers’ instructional practices (Kraft & Gilmour, 

2017). Most of the teachers suffered from increased anxiety and decreased teacher motivation, 

especially among educators who do not meet the expectations established by the school 

administration (Cuevas et al., 2018).  

Pathways to Professional Development (PD) 

 One of the desired purposes of teacher evaluation is to open pathways for teachers to 

professional growth through a series of professional developments (PDs). Teacher quality 

assurance and professional development are the two central goals of the teacher evaluation 

system (Robertson-Kraft & Zhang, 2018). Through professional development, teachers have 

significant growth in formative instructional practices, preserve collaborative feedback, and 

assist students in monitoring academic progress (Liang et al., 2020). Research findings indicated 

that principals desired teachers to apply the knowledge and skills acquired from professional 

development consistently, and those professional developments should focus on exposing 

classroom educators to actual practice (Brown & Militello, 2016; Koonce et al., 2019).  

 The school principals become the proponents of professional development. Research 

confirmed the role of administrators in influencing student academic performance through 

professional development commitments (Kennedy, 2016). Additionally, school leaders who were 

knowledgeable, active, and engaged were more likely to accurately distinguish productive and 

high-quality professional developments, which comprised mentoring and individualization that 

could build relationships with teachers (Koonce et al., 2019). Further, teachers were self-
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determined to engage in different workshops with various levels of content understanding to 

better serve students in achieving academic excellence (Gupta & Lee, 2020). Study results 

suggested a remarkable growth in productive instructional pedagogies when teachers engage in 

collaborative professional learning communities (Liang et al., 2020). Although principals aspired 

to provide relevant and purposeful professional development, there were limitations and barriers 

to creating meaningful PDs, including time and money, substitute teacher availability and costs, 

and poor communication, planning, and organization (Koonce et al., 2019). 

Job Satisfaction 

 Educational stakeholders viewed teachers as direct promoters and advocates for student 

learning and academic success, and fulfilling such duties and responsibilities requires job 

satisfaction. In California, a study explored the perceptions of male teachers about career 

satisfaction; 96.7% of respondents strongly agreed that teaching elementary schools is a fulfilling 

career for men/men of color (Gaza, 2022). Research showed that 90% of school administrators 

reported utilizing student data about teacher recruitments, teacher evaluations, and teacher 

assignments (Cohen-Bogel et al., 2019). With the current teacher evaluation systems, several 

studies were conducted on job retention for classroom teachers. Texas, for instance, was one of 

the states that highlighted concerns about teacher retention in some school districts (Robertson-

Kraft & Zhang, 2018). Following the implementation of the evaluation systems, research 

findings suggested that the current teacher evaluation system did not significantly impact teacher 

retention and that individual and school factors contributed to the variation of retention patterns 

(Robertson-Kraft & Zhang, 2018). High-performing teachers, measured by classroom 

observations and student test scores, are less likely to leave schools with effective principals. In 

contrast, low-performing teachers who received low classroom observation scores are likelier to 
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leave the school regardless of whether the teachers have low or high value-added data (Hanushek 

et al., 2016). Research suggested that more effective administrators can retain teachers because 

of positive climates and reinforce teachers with beneficial opportunities for professional growth 

that could hone teaching practices that lead to greater job satisfaction (Grissom & Bartanen, 

2019; Kraft et al., 2016).  

Validity of the Teacher Evaluation System 

           There was an increase in concern regarding the validity of the current teacher evaluation 

system. Almost all states mandated multiple measures (Martinez et al., 2016) to assess teachers' 

performance, such as standardized classroom observations, student achievement data, and 

teacher portfolios (Xu et al., 2016). Some apprehensions about the validity and reliability of 

particular measures used to assess teachers' performance have tremendously affected school 

administrators' views and practices (Paufler & Clark, 2019). Although there are tools involved in 

assessing teacher competence, the evaluators' interpretations of the criteria used in the evaluation 

are critical. An in-depth understanding of the criteria used for evaluation is crucial because these 

factors affect the validity and reliability of the evaluation results (Williams & Hebert, 2020). 

Further, teacher evaluations' inclusion of student achievement data frequently results in 

inaccurate and inconsistent evaluation ratings (Paufler & Clark, 2019), which paralleled Kraft 

and Gilmour's (2017) study findings that among 24 states that adopted the evaluation system, the 

percentage of teachers rated unsatisfactory varies, such that some of the states like Hawaii (1%,) 

New Mexico (28.7%), Georgia (6%), Massachusetts (9%) rated teachers below proficient, while 

in Tennessee, 62% rated above proficient. While teacher evaluation matters, Xu et al. (2016) 

noted that if an evaluation system does not exemplify validity, its worth for accountability, 

professional growth, and any allowable purposes is hugely compromised.  
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 Educators' participation in the implementation of the teacher evaluation systems is 

essential to determine how teachers perceive the overall process of the evaluation system. In a 

study conducted by Pizmony-Levy and Woolsey (2017) about teachers' engagement in high-

stakes teacher accountability policies in the state of New Jersey, 81.8% of the teachers disagreed 

with the statement that the rollout of the evaluation system was done at a comfortable pace for 

effective implementation, 77.9% disagreed that the new laws and changes transpired in teacher 

evaluation system are effectively communicated by the state's department of education, and 95% 

endorsed the notion that the evaluation system should be developed with significant input from 

educators. Furthermore, other countries such as Korea implemented three systems, namely, the 

performance rating for promotion, the teacher performance-based pay, and the teacher evaluation 

for professional development, but the evaluation results obtained from the three systems have 

often been inconsistent, leading to stakeholders' urgency to develop a single comprehensive 

teacher evaluation system in the country (Choi & Park, 2016). 

Value-Added Measures (VAMs) 

           As part of incentivizing public schools, policymakers demand value-added measures 

(VAMs) in the teacher evaluation system. The goal of incorporating VAMs into teacher 

evaluation is to hold teachers accountable for student learning based on student performance 

standards (Williams & Hebert, 2020). However, VAMs can be unreliable, invalid, biased, not 

transparent, and unfair (Close et al., 2020). Most states established the educator evaluation 

system based on student test scores. In 2015, due to the negative impact of using VAMs, the new 

wave of federal accountability policy, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), was passed to 

eliminate the mandate that the teacher evaluation system used student test scores (Paufler & 

Sloat, 2020). However, many states integrated VAMs into the teacher evaluation system and 
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mired debates on assessing teachers' performance. While educational accountability policy rests 

heavily on the assessments used to influence teaching, learning, and school improvement 

(Brewer et al., 2015), teachers expressed anxiety and hope for high students' test scores (Presley 

et al., 2018). Smith and Kubacka (2017) explored how student test scores are increasingly 

utilized to assess teachers' performance and the basis of teachers' employment. 

 The linking of VAMs to teacher performance to hold teachers accountable for student 

learning raised opposition in several states. Geiger et al. (2020 provided an overview of 15 

teacher evaluation lawsuits throughout the U.S. (Florida = 2, Louisiana = 1, Nevada = 1, New 

Mexico = 4, New York = 3, Tennessee = 3, and Texas = 1). Paige (2020) also outlined research 

methods and a law and policy framework to review lawsuits concerning VAMs to refine key 

principles for state and local policymakers. However, after ESSA, a study has shown a decrease 

in states using VAMs as part of the teacher evaluation system. Using Collins and Amrein-

Beardsley's 2014 to 2018 comparison map in 51 states, Close et al. (2020) found that the number 

of states using VAMs decreased from 21 to 15 (41% to 29%), states that did not incorporate 

VAMs increased from 7 to 22 (14% to 43%), states that use VAMs formatively increased from 0 

to 3 (0% to 6%). States reporting local control increased from 3 to 10 (6% to 20%). In a study 

conducted by Lee (2018) examining the relationship between teacher quality and teacher 

effectiveness (measured by VAM), the results indicated that students whom high-performing and 

qualified teachers had taught tended to have a positive relationship with students. Advocates of 

VAM found that high-value-added teachers provided a more equitable means of measuring 

growth and improved student achievement three times more than reducing the class size and 

tended to have a positive influence on students' behavior, attendance, and graduation (Nye et al., 

2004; Sanders, 2000). 
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Teacher Evaluation: The Role of Gender, Years of Experience, and School-Level Taught 

 The role of gender in the educational system is a significant factor in maintaining gender 

inequality in society. Gender is a concept that emphasizes the psychological and sociological 

aspects of being a man and a woman (Dökmen, 2017). As reported by Jerrim and Sims (2019), 

women hold 66% and 57% of the teaching jobs in primary and secondary education worldwide. 

Male elementary teachers viewed teaching as equally suited for both men and women, and both 

could be role models and make a difference for students (Meader & Larwin, 2022). In an 

educational setting, gender bias refers to an attitude either in favor of or against a particular 

gender, which unconsciously influences the evaluation rating of teachers (Dökmen, 2017).  

           Several studies investigated the existence of gender bias in a school setting in a context of 

teacher evaluation, and researchers found that men teachers, particularly teachers of color, 

received statistically lower observation ratings than women and white teachers (Campbell & 

Ronfeldt, 2018; Drake et al., 2019; Jiang & Sporte, 2016) even after adjusting the teachers' 

instructional practices for teacher quality. Moreover, male teachers rated below proficient yearly 

(Bocala et al., 2016). Farinde-Wu and Fitchett's (2018) study suggested that black female 

teachers teaching in urban, non-charter schools expressed job satisfaction and acknowledged that 

administrators' support was evident. However, teachers with low observation ratings were found 

to exit the teaching profession across the public school setting (Drake et al., 2019). Further, even 

when both black and white teachers were similarly effective in the classrooms, evaluators 

favorably rated white female teachers more than black female teachers (Campbell, 2020), which 

negatively influenced black women educators' intentions to remain in the teaching profession 

(Farinde-Wu et al., 2016). 
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           As new teachers enter the profession, educators seek to develop to become highly 

effective (Ladd & Sorensen, 2017). Several researchers defined novice teachers as certified 

educators who have taught for three or fewer years, while veterans or experienced teachers are 

certified educators who have taught for more than three years (Donahue & Vogel, 2018; Smith et 

al., 2020). Research has indicated that novice teachers are less effective than veteran teachers 

(Conley et al., 2019; Drake et al., 2018; Redding & Henry, 2019). A study in Colorado 

highlighted the usefulness of the state's teacher evaluation system by providing novice teachers 

with a guide to the expectations of good teaching. In contrast, veteran teachers perceived that the 

state's evaluation system provided a framework to hang the instruction (Donahue & Vogel, 

2018). While research has shown how novice teachers look for instruction improvement (Ladd & 

Sorenson, 2017), several researchers asserted that high turnover rates occurred in the first three 

years of teaching (Papay et al., 2017; Redding & Henry, 2019).  

           The working environment is essential for teachers to retain in the teaching profession. 

Elementary teachers perceived that losing control of the student achievement data and a lack of 

information regarding the value-added measures led to feelings of hopelessness for future scores 

(Pressley et al., 2018). Middle school teachers, on the other hand, expressed concerns about the 

evaluation rubrics used during evaluation because the results could impact the relationships with 

the principals (Derrington, 2019). However, secondary teachers perceived the importance of the 

principals' capacity to evaluate teachers on time and how effective principals as evaluators of 

teaching (Frasier, 2021). Further, high school teachers implied that the reformed evaluation 

system did not effectively provide learning opportunities for secondary teachers who have 

previously been evaluated as competent (Derrington, 2019). 
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Teacher Evaluation System Implemented in Tennessee  

           With an excellent multi-million-dollar federal grant to overhaul teacher evaluation within 

the public school setting, the state of Tennessee was one of the proponents of evaluation reform.  

Tennessee piloted its evaluation model after ESSA reduced student growth and achievement 

requirements and no longer required states to implement a teacher evaluation model. Inspired by 

the Race to the Top (RTTT) grant, the Tennessee Department of Education approved a teacher 

evaluation framework (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021), accompanied by high-stakes 

consequences. One of the most notable changes was to tenure laws to allow for the more flexible 

firing of ineffective teachers and piloted recruitment and retention bonuses programs to attract 

and retain effective teachers in low-performing settings (Springer et al., 2015; Swain et al., 

2019). The Tennessee State Board of Education approved four teacher evaluation models: the 

Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM), Project Coach (COACH), Teacher 

Effectiveness Measure (TEM), and Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results 

(TIGER); however, TEAM is the default evaluation model across the state (Department of 

Education, 2021). Tennessee’s performance-based teacher evaluation model requires 50% of the 

evaluation to be comprised of student achievement data that includes 35%  based on student 

growth measure represented by the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment (TVAAS) and 15% 

based upon the student achievement selected by the teacher (Tennessee Department of 

Education, 2021). Under the new evaluation system, all school personnel were evaluated by 

school leaders and were responsible for ensuring the fidelity of the teacher evaluation 

implementation (Campbell & Derrington, 2019).   

Overview of Teacher Evaluation Accelerator Model (TEAM) 

The Teacher Evaluation Accelerator Model (TEAM) is one of the four models that were  
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utilized by the state to measure teacher effectiveness. TEAM aims to allow administrators and 

educators to collaborate to ensure quality education occurs in the classroom daily and to support 

teachers in honing instructional practices through frequent evaluation, constructive feedback, 

student data, and professional development (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). The 

evaluation scores could be used for high-stakes decision-making such as hiring, tenure, 

promotion, and firing of teachers (Moran, 2017). Table 1 provides specifics of TEAM 

implemented by the state. 

Table 1 

Specifics on the Teacher Evaluation Accelerator Model 

 

Note: Specifics on the Teacher Evaluation Acceleration Model implemented. From “The Impact 

of a High Stakes Teacher Evaluation System: Educator Perspectives on Accountability” by 

R.M.R. Moran, 2017, Educational Studies, p. 7 

(https://doi.org/10.1080/00131946.2017.1283319). 
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In 2011, Tennessee piloted TEAM, requiring school administrators to pass an inter-rater 

reliability assessment in which participants viewed videos of lessons being delivered by teachers 

and assessed teachers using the mandated rubrics (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). 

The school principals must use classroom rubrics to rate teachers' instructional practice during 

classroom observations, using indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 for scoring (Tennessee Department of 

Education, 2021). Depending on the number of observations a teacher may have annually, the 

final observation score is the average of all observations conducted throughout the year 

(Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). At the end of the school year, teachers received the 

Level of Overall Effectiveness (LOE) rating ranging from Level 1 to Level 5, indicating Level 1 

as significantly below expectations and Level 5 as significantly above expectations (Tennessee 

Department of Education, 2021). The qualitative, student growth, and student achievement data 

were combined to create a range score between 100 to 500 (Tennessee Department of Education, 

2021). Table 2 provides the score range with the respective LOE scales. 

Table 2 

Tennessee Level of Overall Effectiveness Scale  

 

Note: 1 = significantly below expectations; 2 = below expectations; 3 = meets expectations; 4 = 

above expectations; 5 = significantly above expectations. From “Tennessee Teacher Evaluation” 

by Tennessee Department of Education, 2021, p. 1 (https://team-tn.org/teacher-evaluation-2-2/). 



50 
 

 
 

Due to legislative changes made during the 2013 legislative sessions, the determination 

of the LOE depends on whether a classroom teacher has an individual growth score or a school- 

or system-wide growth score (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). The LOE scores were 

utilized for merits and professional support since LOE scores became the basis of incentivizing 

teachers for performance and retention bonuses. In Springer et al.'s (2016) study, 20% of Level 5 

teachers in Tennessee who received retention bonuses were more likely to remain in high-

priority schools. Under the TEAM model, classroom observation composes 50% of the 

evaluation, student growth is 35 %, and student achievement is 15% (Tennessee Department of 

Education, 2021). Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the components of the Tennessee 

teacher evaluation system for teachers teaching tested subject areas. 

Figure 2 

Components of the Tennessee Teacher Evaluation System Accountability 

 

Note: The 2020-2021 Level of Effectiveness (LOE) calculations for teachers with data only. The 

LOE combines measures of qualitative (observation), growth, and achievement. From 

“Tennessee Teacher Evaluation System Accountability” by Tennessee Department of Education, 

2021, p. 1 (https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/education/2020-21-leg-

session/Accountability%20Teacher%20Evaluation%20Guidance%20-%20508%20(1).pdf). 
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Classroom observation is a qualitatively based measure comprised of four domains: 

instruction, planning, environment, and professionalism. Classroom teachers vary several 

observations, either announced or unannounced, based on the LOE scores in a previous year. All 

school evaluators utilized a universal TEAM rubric to score teachers during observations. The 

rubric entails clear expectations of high-quality instruction demonstrated in the classroom with a 

rating ranging from 1 to 5. The TEAM required conferences before and after the observation 

except for unannounced observations, which pre-conferences are unnecessary. The meetings aim 

to ensure evaluators and teachers collaborate on the outcomes and discuss the areas of refinement 

and growth. A teacher who receives an unsatisfactory score of less than a 3 rating could receive 

support through professional development and peer mentoring in the areas that need 

improvement.  

Student growth refers to the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), 

measured by how much gain or progress a student or group makes over time (Tennessee 

Department of Education, 2021) based on mandated state assessments. All educators who teach 

core subjects such as mathematics and English and Language Arts are expected to receive 

individualized TVAAS scores. In contrast, teachers who do not teach tested subject areas can 

choose school-wide or a district-wide score for numeracy, literacy, or both (Tennessee 

Department of Education, 2021). Student achievement refers to proficiency or mastery of grade-

level standards (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). Early in the school year, educators 

are to select an achievement measure that is most closely aligned with the teaching subject 

assignment. Like growth measures, teachers teaching core subjects are most likely to receive 

proficiency or mastery student data. In contrast, non-tested subject teachers can select between 

numeracy and literacy. 
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Advantages and Disadvantages of Teacher Evaluation Accelerator Model (TEAM) 

 Enhancing teachers' instructional pedagogies and improving student learning are the  

primary goals of TEAM. The Tennessee Education Research Alliance (TERA) gathered 

information annually through the Tennessee educator survey (Tennessee Department of 

Education, 2021) to determine teachers' experiences with the state's evaluation process. Since 

TEAM launched in 2012, there has been a significant increase in the percentage of teachers, 

indicating that the evaluation has led to instructional improvements and student learning. In 

2012, 38% of educators said that the evaluation has improved teaching, and 28% expressed that 

the evaluation has improved student learning. In 2019, the results of the educator survey doubled 

the percentage of the benefits of the evaluation (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). 

Amidst the positive results of the advantages of TEAM, the results of the educator survey in 

2018 indicated that 50% of the participants expressed that the evaluation was a significant 

burden due to both time and resource constraints and anxiety (Tennessee Department of 

Education, 2021). The teachers expressed how the implementation of TEAM impacted how 

teachers plan the lessons, and educators focused more on higher-order thinking skills instead of 

allowing students to master the pre-requisite skills (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). 

The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVASS) 

 The Tennessee Value-added Assessment System (TVAAS) is used to measure student 

academic growth and academic achievement based on the results of state standardized tests, the 

Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) in grades three through eight and end-

of-course (EOC) exams in high school. The TVAAS utilized the previous and current student’s 

achievements to determine academic growth, allowing teachers to reflect on instructional 
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practices. The TVAAS incorporates 35% of the teacher LOE score rating annually, and one of 

the focal points of TVAAS is to increase teacher’s accountability for student learning.  

(Tennessee Department of Education, 2021).  

Overview of the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) 

 William Sanders developed the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) 

in the early 1990s (Colson et al., 2018; Davis et al., 2016) as a component of the Tennessee 

evaluation system. TVAAS utilized statistical mixed-method model theory and methodology to 

enable multivariable and longitudinal analysis (Sanders & Horn, 1998) of student academic gains 

from the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) in grades three through eight 

and end-of-course (EOC) exams in high school subjects in five areas: mathematics, science, 

social studies, reading, and language arts. TVAAS was designed to ascertain the effectiveness of 

the school districts and teachers in producing academic achievement for all students in 

Tennessee (Sanders & Horn, 1998). TVAAS is currently available commercially from the SAS 

statistical software company (Kupermintz, 2003) to provide reports annually of students’ gains 

for each subject and grade.  

Advantages of The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) 

 The proponents of TVAAS highlighted some of the advantages of incorporating TVAAS 

into teacher evaluation. Sanders and Horn (1998) mentioned that the primary objective of 

TVAAS was to deliver information of summative assessment about the effectiveness of the 

school districts, the schools, teachers, and students over time. The TVAAS reports allowed 

educational leaders to determine the grade and subject failures and successes and allocate 

immediate efforts and resources accordingly (Colson et al., 2018; Sanders & Horn, 1998). 

Proponents of TVAAS, such as Stone (1999), asserted that TVAAS could answer inquiries about 



54 
 

 
 

teacher effectiveness and robust accountability. Tracking students' academic achievement could 

provide accurate and trustworthy measures of individual students' needs (Sanders, 2000). 

Additionally, TVAAS allowed educational leaders to offer classroom educators some 

professional development needs, showcase students' growth and achievement, and ensure all 

students are challenged to grow and learn (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021).  

Disadvantages of The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) 

 While there were advantages of TVAAS, criticisms have surfaced, indicating concerns 

over using students’ test scores for teacher evaluation. Some researchers have argued that the 

TVAAS model failed to control for socioeconomic status and demographic factors (Ballou et al., 

2004; Kupermintz, 2003). Further, Ballou et al. (2004) stressed that students were not randomly 

assigned to teachers and schools. If disadvantaged students were systematically assigned to less 

effective schools and teachers, including SES as control could cover genuine differences in 

school and teacher quality. While proponents of TVAAS called the model a robust measure for 

accountability, Warren and Ward's (2018) analysis of videos during school board meetings 

indicated that teachers felt the pressure of responsibility and experienced a disconnect between 

the promise of policy and what transpired and delivered. Additionally, the use of TVAAS to 

determine teacher tenure pay, retention, bonuses, and continuing employment is under scrutiny 

(Konstantopoulos, 2014). Further, Hunter and Rodriguez’s (2021) study findings backed up on 

how the demands of teacher evaluation affected the work of school administrators, and results  

suggested that evaluators allocated a set amount of time for observing teachers. 

Summary 

 Over the past ten years, policymakers have spurred discussions to provide information on  
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what makes a quality teacher. The transformation of the traditional evaluation system into the 

new teacher evaluation system has been a heated topic worldwide. In the United States, 

policymakers urge educational stakeholders to utilize school districts' evaluation systems to 

measure teacher quality, retain highly effective, and let go of ineffective teachers. Several 

researchers undermined the underrated theoretical underpinnings of teacher evaluation systems 

and how they might intersect theoretically with self-determination theory, in which classroom 

educators have the autonomy to deliver valuable instruction to students. The high-stakes 

evaluation system incorporated value-added measures to assess teachers' performance, and 

teachers have been subject to merits and penalties based on the evaluation results (Xu et al., 

2016). While managing emotions and social networks is essential in retaining and sustaining 

teachers, the literature review has shown how the teacher evaluation system negatively impacts 

teachers' morale and well-being (Anderson et al., 2019; Cuevas et al., 2018). Some of the 

negative factors of teacher evaluation supported by the literature are increased stress, unhealthy 

competition (Paulfer, 2018), and administrators' biases and inconsistencies.  

The validity and reliability of the evaluation process are crucial in measuring teachers' 

effectiveness. Research has provided faculty teaching perceptions of the multi-source evaluation 

methods (Lyde et al., 2016), questioning the process's validity and reliability. State assessment 

data tied to the teacher evaluation could potentially improve school (Brewer et al., 2015), but are 

not necessarily valuable for teaching and learning. While research has investigated the teacher 

evaluation system, a gap in the literature exists regarding the teachers' voices of the overall 

evaluation system, especially in Tennessee. Additionally, the gap is not only about the body of 

literature on teachers' views of the system but a time gap since the teachers' perception 

concerning the teacher evaluation in Tennessee existed in 2014. Additionally, there is a gap in 
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research instrumentation; the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) incorporated in the study was 

primarily used in the theses and dissertations.  

Since the role of gender is a critical factor in maintaining gender inequity and knowing 

that women hold more than sixty percent of the teaching jobs in primary and secondary 

education worldwide (Jerrim & Sims, 2019), teacher perception regarding the evaluation system 

is crucial in improving or redesigning the evaluation process. Allowing educators' voices to be 

heard could impact teachers' professional growth because those teachers who may have low 

well-being will, or teachers rated low, such as male and novice teachers (Campbell & Ronfieldth, 

2018; Drake et al., 2019; Jiang & Sporte, 2016) most likely leave the teaching profession. The 

success of policy implementation is contingent on buy-in from stakeholders. Such willingness 

and acceptance should be evidenced by transparent support of the teacher evaluation system, 

feedback, process, and the teachers' drive to change and improve after the observation (Reddy et 

al., 2018). Policymakers and other stakeholders need to acknowledge and listen to teachers' 

voices because they are directly affected by the evaluation system's implementation and directly 

impact students' academic achievement and growth.   
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 

Overview 

This quantitative, predictive correlational study aimed to determine if a predictive 

relationship exists between teacher perceptions of Tennessee's teacher evaluation and the linear 

combination of teacher gender, years of experience, and school level taught (elementary, middle, 

high). This chapter introduced the study's design, including full definitions of the variables. The 

research question and null hypothesis follow. The participants, setting, instrumentation, 

procedures, and data analysis plans were presented.  

Design 

This quantitative, predictive, correlational study aimed to ascertain how accurately 

teacher perception of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation can be predicted from a linear combination 

of teacher gender, years of experience, and school-level taught (elementary, middle, and high) 

for Tennessee educators. It used a predictive correlational design to predict relationships, not 

causality, among the variables (Dean et al., 2017; Gall et al., 2007; Ott & Longnecker, 2017). 

However, it was worth mentioning that the proposed design has a prominent limitation: the lack 

of being used to conclude causal relationships among the measured variables (Warner, 2013). 

The design was suitable because the variables were identified and defined, data collection was 

possible, and it featured only one group of participants with no interventions needed before, 

during, or after data collection; data were collected at one point with a focus on a linear 

relationship between variables (Leddy & Omrod, 2018; Ott & Longnecker, 2017; Warner, 2013).  

The predictive correlational design implemented in the study endeavors to predict teacher 

perceptions of the current Tennessee teacher evaluation system and the linear combination of 

teacher age, years of experience, and school-level taught. Previous peer-reviewed literature had 
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focused on teacher evaluation as a process of gathering data to measure a teacher's performance 

(Holloway, 2019) and determine the quality of teaching. A teacher's quality is an educator's 

characteristic that influences student achievement and has been studied using a variety of designs 

(Kolman, 2017). Student achievement also has a long, well-established history of designs 

focusing on the general linear model, targeting proficiency or mastery outcomes of student 

learning and academic performance across tested subject areas, such as English and Language 

Arts, mathematics, and science (Alexander et al., 2017). The Tennessee Educator Accelerator 

Model (TEAM), for instance, is one of the tools used to measure teacher performance annually 

(Tennessee Department of Education, 2021), and correlational research has incorporated the 

Tennessee Value-Added Assessment (TVAAS) that measures students' performance through 

standardized test scores (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021).  

The predictor variables were gender, years of experience, and school level taught—

elementary, middle, high. The criterion variable was the teacher perceptions of Tennessee’s 

teacher evaluation system. For this study, gender was defined as a variable with a possible 

response of females and males (Lindqvist et al., 2020). Teacher years of experience was defined 

as a variable that pertains to the number of years the participant teaches (less than three years are 

considered beginning teachers), four to five years are considered transitioning teachers, and more 

than five years are considered experienced teachers) (Campbell, 2020). The school level was a 

variable that referred to the respondents’ instructional level, either in elementary (first to fifth 

grades), middle (sixth to eighth grades), or high (ninth to twelfth grades) (Dogan et al., 2021). 

The teacher evaluation system is trustworthy when stakeholders, such as classroom educators, 

become engaged and are professional resources rather than unvalued individuals (Paufler & 

Sloat, 2020). Since low-performing teachers are most likely to be the subject of public scrutiny 
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(Jewell, 2017), teacher evaluation outcomes allow teachers to promote reflective discourses for 

educators’ pedagogical improvement (Williams & Herbert, 2020).  

Research Question 

The research question for this study was: 

RQ: How accurately can teacher perception of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation system be 

predicted from a linear combination of teacher gender, years of experience, and school level 

taught (elementary, middle, high) for Tennessee educators?  

Hypothesis 

The null hypothesis for this study was: 

H0: There is no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable (teachers’ 

perceptions of the Tennessee evaluation system) and the linear combination of predictor 

variables (teacher gender, years of experience, and school-level taught (elementary, middle, 

high) for Tennessee educators. 

Participants and Setting 

The teacher population and sample demographics were discussed in this section. 

Specifically, the following three sections presented the population, the participants, and the 

study’s setting from which the population and sample emerge. The reader would find a 

methodological warrant for the sample size and a justification for using a convenience sample. 

Population 

Elementary, middle, and high school teachers were invited to participate from one of the 

largest school districts in southwestern Tennessee. The school district was invited to participate 

because of the district’s accessibility and size, comprising more than 6000 teachers serving more 

than 100,000 students (Tennessee Department of Education, 2021). For this current study, only 
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teachers in elementary, middle, and high who have a valid license were invited to participate. 

Additionally, the participants included general and special education teachers of all subjects, 

while administrators, professional coaches, and instructional leaders were excluded from the 

present study.  

Participants 

The study participants were a convenience sample from a population of elementary, 

middle, and high school teachers in one of the largest school districts in southwestern Tennessee 

during the school year 2023-2024. Gall et al. (2007) indicated the reasons researchers employ 

convenience sampling as a method to select a sample: the location of the sample is close, where 

the researcher works, the researcher is familiar with the site, or the administrators who approve 

of collecting data are colleagues of the researcher. Convenience sampling was appropriate 

because the projected participants are easy to find, and the location of the study was accessible. 

For this study, the sample size required is the larger value of either n > 50 + 8k or n > 104 + k, 

where k is the number of predictor variables. For example, If k = 3, the first calculation is 50 + 8k 

= 74 (minimum n = 75). The second calculation is n > 104 + k = 107 (minimum n = 108). 

Therefore, the minimum sample size should be 108 (Warner, 2013). 

Participants included 67 (62%) females, and 41 males (38%) in the sample. There were  

28 (25.9%) of the respondents have less than three years of teaching experience, 6 (5.6%) have 

four to five years experience, and 74 (68.5%) with 6 or more years of experience. Among the 

participants, there were 13 (12%) of the teachers in the study taught at the elementary school 

(first to fifth grade), 13 (12%) middle school (sixth through eighth grade), and 82 (76%) high 

school (ninth through twelfth grade).  
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Setting 

Data were collected through an online survey during the spring semester of the 2023 – 

2024 school year. Educators accessed the survey via a hyperlink provided through the invitation 

e-mail. Although the survey should take about 10 – 15 minutes, participants could complete it at 

their own pace. Due to the online nature of the survey, participants were able to complete the 

survey when and where they choose.  

Instrumentation 

After obtaining permission (See Appendix A) from the developer of the instrument, the 

study incorporated the use of the modified Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) questionnaires (See 

Appendix B) designed by Stiggins and Duke and was initially developed by Northwest Regional 

Educational Laboratory (NREL) but was introduced in 1988 (Stiggins & Duke, 1988). This 

instrument examined teachers' perceptions of teacher evaluation experiences (Stiggins & Duke, 

1988). It was developed to validate the list of critical attributes of teacher evaluation by 

determining if these features were related to recognizing growth outcomes of evaluation 

(Stiggins & Duke, 1988). Since the responses to the TEP questionnaires delivered an exploration 

of the relationships among components of the evaluation process and the relationships between 

key attributes and the various perceived outcomes of the evaluation, TEP was a reliable 

instrument to measure teachers' perceptions of the evaluation system (Stiggins & Duke, 1988). 

No empirical research incorporated the TEP instrument despite its consistent reliability. Up to 

date, the TEP is primarily used in theses and dissertations. The instrument was used in numerous 

dissertations (e.g., Cumpston, 2018; Thomas, 2009). 

Stiggins and Nickel (1989) performed a factor analysis on the TEP subscales using 

varimax rotation. The analysis indicated that TEP was a helpful instrument that could help 
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school districts design a teacher evaluation process. The TEP delivered the highest reliability and 

internal consistency reliability of .93 (Stiggins & Nickel, 1989). The TEP comprises 48 questions 

and wass divided into three sections; the first section asked about the the participants’ 

demographics, the second section asked about teachers' perceptions of the overall quality of the 

teacher evaluation system, and the third section involved the critical attributes of the teacher 

evaluation that foster the professional growth of teachers. The third section was grouped into five 

key attributes: the self as a teacher, the evaluator, the evaluation process, feedback, and context. 

The first section included three (3) questions about participants' demographics, the second 

section comprised of three (3) questions, and there were 42 questions in the third section, further 

disaggregated by sections including teacher attribute (8), evaluator attribute (11), evaluation 

process (11), feedback attribute (8), and context (4).  

 The participants responded by rating each question from 1 to 5. Each item and response is 

worded so that the responses can be congruent with the phrase. For example, a phrase in which 

participants rated the overall quality of the teacher evaluation system. The responses were set 

from "Poor Quality (1)" to "High Quality (5)". A rating of 5 indicates that participants perceived 

the high quality of the teacher evaluation system, while a rating of 1 indicates that the teacher 

evaluation has a poor overall quality. Each section incorporates a five-point Likert scale survey. 

According to Morgan and Hammon (2001), a Likert scale survey instrument was established to 

measure perceptions of particular groups or concepts. The teachers' perception score ranges from 

1.00 – 1.80 (Very Low), 1.81 – 2.60 (Low), 2.61 – 3.40 (Moderately High), 3.41 – 4.20 (High), 

and 4.21 – 5.00 (Very High) (Morgan & Hammond, 2001). The range of 1.00 to 1.80 indicates a 

meager rating of the overall quality of the teacher evaluation system, and the range of 4.21 to 

5.00 means a very high rating of the overall quality of the teacher evaluation system.  
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The TEP was administered to teachers online using Microsoft Forms. The presentations 

of questions will be arranged through sections. The TEP questionnaires could be completed in 

approximately 10 – 15 minutes. Data will be collected via Microsoft Forms, then converted into 

an Excel spreadsheet and uploaded to SPSS 29.0 for analysis. Permission to use the modified 

TEP was granted (See Appendix A for permission to use the instrument). 

Procedures 

 Before conducting research, the study proposal was submitted to the Liberty University 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) for approval since human beings were surveyed. Upon 

securing IRB's approval (Appendix C), an application was completed to the target school 

district's research and evaluation department requesting permission to conduct a study on 

elementary, middle, and high school teachers. The attached informed consent form (See 

Appendix D) to that application, indicating that the participants signified their consent to 

participate in the study upon submission of the completed survey. After authorization was 

granted, the researcher sent a recruitment email initially to school administrators, informing them 

that the teachers would be surveyed and explained the study's intent, including (a) an 

introductory email explaining the study, (b) the two-week window for the study, (c) request for 

participation, and (d) a hyperlink and QR Code to access the survey. Responses was monitored 

within days (5) days. If insufficient surveys were collected, the researcher sent a reminder email 

to school leaders one week from the initial email as a follow-up reminder until a sufficient 

sample size is reached. 

The study's survey was presented as continuous pages. Microsoft Forms platform allowed 

respondents to navigate a hyperlink for the survey page. By clicking the attached link, the 

teachers anonymously completed 48 questions. By clicking "Submit," a "Thank you for your 
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Participation" appeared once the survey was submitted. The survey could be completed within 

10 to 15 uninterrupted minutes.  

The participants' responses was kept confidential and secured. To ensure that the 

participants' privacy and responses were securely stored, the survey was self-reported and 

administered via Microsoft Forms, a web-based survey software that allows participants to 

respond anonymously. According to Gal et al. (2007), anonymity is crucial to protect 

participants' identities and encourage direct participation in the survey. Within the survey time 

frame, access to Microsoft Forms will be limited by the researcher. Following collection, the 

data were downloaded and stored on the researcher's password-protected computer for no more 

than five years. The researcher inspected for missing entries and incomplete surveys and 

assigned participants a participant number for organizational purposes. Once data were 

downloaded and secured, all web-based data was deleted. The collected survey responses were 

scored and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Software. 

Warner (2013) mentioned that SPSS could make reasonable default decisions on grouping 

scores, interval widths, and the number of intervals to use. Additionally, Ong and Puteh (2017) 

stressed that SPSS allows the researcher to check for the test assumptions, and descriptive 

statistics were essential in organizing and summarizing data mathematically (Gall et al., 2007). 

Data Analysis 

For this study, a multiple regression analysis was utilized to support the investigation of 

the relationship between two or more variables (Gall et al., 2007). Multiple regression analysis 

allowed the researcher to determine the significance of the change in the criterion variable for an 

incremental increase of a predictor variable (Gall et al., 2007). Multiple regression was used to 

measure the relationship between the criterion variables, teacher perceptions, and a combination 
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of the predictor variables, teacher gender, years of experience, and school-level taught. Multiple 

regression was chosen because of its general applicability to educational research and its ability 

to show a depth of information about the relationship between two or more predictor variables on 

criterion variables (Gall et al., 2007). 

Multiple Regression Data Screening and Assumptions 

Data screening was conducted through a visual screening of the data set to check for 

missing data points and inaccuracies suggested by Barthlow et al. (n.d.), Ott and Longnecker 

(2017), and Warner (2020). Also, casewise diagnostics were administered to check for extreme 

outliers (Ott & Longnecker, 2017). Since gender, years of experience, and school-level are 

categorical variables, dummy variables were assigned to levels to make categorical variables 

meaningful. To this extent, 1 was assigned for females and 2 for males. Additionally, 1 was 

assigned to less than 3 years (beginning), 2 was assigned to 4 – 5 years (transitioning), and 3 was 

assigned to 6 or more years (experienced). Similarly, 1 was assigned to elementary, 3 was  

assigned to middle, and 2 was assigned to high school.   

A statistic or graph was not used to test the first two assumptions; the assumptions were 

methodologically determined by the criterion variable measured at the continuous level, and by 

the predictor variables measured at categorical level, as categorical predictors are allowed in 

multiple regression analysis (Field, 2018; Hardy, 1993; Lewis-Beck, 1980). Assumptions three 

through eight are calculated statistically. Further, independent observations was assessed using 

the Durbin-Watson statistic, which ranges from 0 to 4, with a value of approximately 2, 

indicating no correlation between residuals. Linearity between the dependent and independent 

variables collectively and between the dependent variable and each independent variable was 

evaluated by viewing a scatterplot of the residuals against the predicted values. The researcher 
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then determined if linear relationships exist using partial regression plots between each 

independent and dependent variable. The subsequent overall assumptions and homoscedasticity 

of residuals—equal error variances—were tested by visual inspection of unstandardized or 

standardized residual scatterplots against the predicted values. If homoscedasticity existed, the 

residuals were identical across the standardized fitted values. The plot points exhibited no pattern 

and were approximately constantly spread across the fitted values. The absence of 

multicollinearity was the following assumption. 

Correlation coefficients and Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were 

used to test for multicollinearity. None of the independent variables should have correlations 

greater than 0.7; VIF values should be lower than 10. The penultimate assumption related to data 

screening – no significant outliers. The researcher used Casewise diagnostics to highlight data 

points for which the standardized residual is more remarkable than three standard deviations. If 

the researcher detected outliers, one of four acceptable actions was appropriate: transforming the 

outlier, winzorizing it, applying a robust estimation method, or trimming the outlier or outliers 

(Field, 2018). Finally, multiple regression assumed a normal distribution of residuals – errors. A 

normal distribution assumed if the points are aligned with the line of fit (Barthlow et al., 2004). 

To test for normality, P-P Plots or Q-Q plots will be used. 

Multiple Regression Data Analysis 

In a multiple regression analysis, three pivotal tables emerged. Initially, the model 

summary delineated the model's explanatory power to fit the data, signifying this through the 

coefficient of determination (R2). This same coefficient was also employed as the study's effect 

size indicator. Subsequently, the ANOVA table provided insight into whether the model’s 

explanatory power was statistically significant. In the third output, the coefficients table 
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elucidated which specific independent variables, if present, have a statistically significant 

predictive capacity for the dependent outcome (Field, 2018; Warner, 2013). The chosen alpha 

(⍺) of .05 represented the likelihood of a Type I error in the hypothesis test (Dean et al., 2017). 

The coefficient of determination (R2) effect size used Cohen’s (1988) conventions of .01 = small; 

.06 = medium; and .14 = large. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

Overview 

The purpose of this quantitative, predictive correlational study was to determine if 

teacher gender, years of experience, and school level taught (elementary, middle, high) could 

predict teachers’ perceptions of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation system. The predictor variables 

were gender, years of experience, and school-level taught (elementary, middle, high). The 

criterion variable was teachers’ perceptions of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation system. A multiple 

linear regression was used to test the hypothesis. The Results section includes the research 

question, null hypothesis, data screening, descriptive statistics, assumption testing, and results. 

Research Question 

RQ: How accurately can teacher perception of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation system be 

predicted from a linear combination of teacher gender, years of experience, and school level 

taught (elementary, middle, high) for Tennessee educators? 

Null Hypothesis 

H0: There is no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable (teachers’ 

perceptions of the Tennessee) and the linear combination of predictor variables (gender, years of 

experience, school-level taught (elementary, middle, high)) for Tennessee educators. 

Data Screening 

The researcher sorted the data and scanned for inconsistencies in each variable. The study 

consisted of 111 Tennessee educators. Three data errors or inconsistencies were identified and 

were removed from the data set, resulting to 108 respondents. The data were entered into SPSS. 

When complete, all entries were checked for accuracy. A matrix scatter plot was used to detect 
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bivariate outliers between the predictor variables and the criterion variable. No bivariate outliers 

were identified. See Figure 3 for the matrix scatter plot. 

Figure 3 

Matrix Scatter Plot

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics were obtained on each of the variables. The sample consisted of 108 

participants. Teachers’ perceptions were measured using the modified Teacher Evaluation 

Profile, with a 5-point Likert scale. Possible scores on the questionnaires ranged from 1.00 to 

5.00. A score of 4.21 to 5.00 indicates a very high perception, while a range of 1.00 to 1.80 

indicates a meager rating of how teachers perceived (Morgan & Hammond, 2001). Table 3 

provides the descriptive statistics for each variable. 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics 

 n Min. Max. M SD 

Gender 108 1 2 1.38 .49 

Years of Experience 108 1 3 2.43 .88 

School-Level Taught 108 1 3 2.00 .49 

Teachers’ Perceptions 108 2.79 5.00 4.14 .60 

Valid n (listwise) 108     

 

 

A frequency analysis was conducted for the categorical predictor variable. Table 4 

provides the results of the frequency analysis for gender, years of experience, and school-level 

taught.  

Table 4 

Frequency Table for Predictor Variables 

 Frequency Percent 

Gender   

     Female 67 62.0 

     Male 41 38.0 

Years of Experience   

     0 – 3  28 25.9 

     4 – 5  6 5.6 

     6 or more years 74 68.5 
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 Frequency Percent 

School-Level Taught   

     Elementary (1 – 5) 13 12.0 

     High (9 – 12) 82 75.9 

     Middle (6 – 8) 13 12.0 

Note. n = 108.   

 

Assumptions Testing 

The first assumption for running a multiple linear regression is that the criterion variable 

is continuous, which was true for this study. The second assumption for running a multiple linear 

regression is that there are two or more predictor variables that are either continuous or nominal. 

All predictor variables for this study were measured on a nominal scale; therefore, this 

assumption was also met. 

Independence of Observations 

The assumption of independence of observations was tested using the Durbin-Watson 

statistic. The Durbin-Watson statistic can range from 0 to 4, with a value near 2 indicating that 

the assumption of independence observation is tenable and that the residuals are uncorrelated. If 

the Durbin-Watson value is greater than 2, then it indicates negative correlation. For this study, a 

value of 2.34 was reported, which was greater than 2; however, using Field’s (2018) heuristic 

that considers values less than 1 or greater than 3 problematic, the assumption of independence 

was met.  
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Assumption of Linearity 

Multiple linear regression requires that the assumption of linearity be met. This was done 

in two parts. First, linearity was assessed between the criterion variable and the predictor 

variables collectively by plotting the standardized residuals against the unstandardized predicted 

values. Next, the linear relationship between the criterion variable and each of the predictor 

variables was assessed using partial regression plots. Visual inspection of the scatter plot 

indicated a nearly normal distribution for all. Next, the partial regression plots were created 

between each predictor variable and the criterion variable. Visual inspection revealed a nearly 

linear relationship. The assumption of linearity was tenable. See Figure 3 for the matrix scatter 

plot. 

Assumption of Homoscedasticity  

The assumption of homoscedasticity was checked using the scatter plot created when 

assessing the assumption of linearity by plotting the studentized residuals against the 

unstandardized predicted values. The scatter plot showed that the residuals were evenly spread; 

thus, the assumption of homoscedasticity was tenable. See Figure 4 for the scatter plot. 

Figure 4 

Scatter Plot of Residuals 
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Assumption of Multicollinearity  

To test this assumption, Pearson’s correlation coefficients and variance inflation factor 

(VIF) tests were conducted. If the VIF is greater than 10, then the predictor variables are highly 

correlated. Examination of Pearson’s correlation coefficients for all predictor variables revealed 

all correlations are below the threshold of r = .7, as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Pearson Correlation (r) 

Variable  1 2 3 

1 Gender --- .004 .424 

2 Years of Experience .004 --- .505 

3 School-Level Taught .424 .505 --- 

Note. n = 108.     

Table 6 below shows the collinearity statistics. The assumption of the absence of 

multicollinearity between the predictor variables was met. 

Table 6 

Collinearity Statistics  

  Collinearity Statistics 

Model  Tolerance VIF 

1 Gender .92 1.09 

2 Years of Experience .92 1.10 

3 School-Level Taught .99 1.01 

Note. Dependent Variable: Teachers’ Perceptions. 
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Assumption of No Significant Outliers 

Casewise diagnostics were used to examine the data for the assumption of no significant 

outliers. The casewise diagnostics for standardized residual should not be greater than ±3 

standard deviations. There were three cases that were identified for which the standardized 

residual exceeded three standard deviations, so the three cases were removed from the data set. 

Assumption of Normal Distribution of Residuals  

A P-P plot was created to determine if the data were normally distributed. The normality 

assumption is met when points fall predominantly on the line of best fit. A visual examination of 

the P-P plot found that the points were aligned along the line of best fit, indicating that the 

residuals were normal, as seen in Figure 5. Thus, the assumption was met. 

 
Figure 5 

P-P Plot of Residuals 
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Results 

Multiple linear regression was conducted to determine whether a predictive relationship 

existed between teachers’ perceptions and the linear combination of teacher gender, years of 

experience, and school-level taught. The criterion variable was teachers’ perceptions and the 

predictor variables were gender, years of experience, and school-level taught. The researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis at the 95% confidence level where F(3, 104) = 1.86, p = .14. 

There was no significant relationship between the predictor variables, taken together as a model, 

and the criterion variables. Table 7 provides the regression model results. 

Table 7 

Regression Model Results 

Model  SS df MS F Sig. 

1 Regression 1.96 3 .65 1.86 .14b 

 Residual 36.42 104 .35   

 Total 38.38 107    

aDependent Variable: Teachers’ Perceptions. 

bPredictors: (Constant), Gender, Years of Experience, School-Level Taught 

 

The model’s effect size was small, where R = .23. Furthermore, R2 = .05, indicates  that 

approximately 5% of the variance of the criterion variable can be explained by the linear 

combination of predictor variables. However, a more accurate measure of the shared variance 

would be from the adjusted R2 = .02, indicating that about 2% of the variation in teachers’ 

perceptions can be explained by gender, years of experience, and school-level taught after 

adjusting for the number of predictors. Table 8 provides a summary of the model. 
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Table 8 

Model Summary 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 SEM 

1 .23a .05 .02 .59 

aPredictors: (Constant), Gender, Years of Experience, School-Level Taught. 

 
Because the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis, analysis of the coefficients was 

not required. However, based on the coefficients, it was found that gender was the best predictor 

of teachers' perceptions, where p = .02. At the same time, years of experience and school-level 

taught were not significant predictors within the model, where p = .58 and p = .84 respectively. 

Table 9 below provides the coefficients. 

Table 9 

Coefficients 

  UnstandardizedCoef

ficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

  

Model  B SE b t Sig. 

1 (Constant) 4.67 .38  12.32 <.001 

 Gender -.29 .12 -.24 -2.36 .02 

 Years of 

Experience 

-.04 .07 -.06 -.56 .58 

 School-Level 

Taught 

-.02 .12 -.02 -.20 .84 

Note. Dependent Variables: Teachers’ Perceptions. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS 

Overview 

Chapter Five discusses the results of the study in light of whether they support or 

contradict prior research and literature on the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the 

Tennessee teacher evaluation system and the linear combination of teacher gender, years of 

experience, and school-level taught. This chapter also discusses the practical and theoretical 

implications of the findings as well as the limitations of the study. The chapter concludes with 

recommendations for further research. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this quantitative, predictive correlational study was to determine how 

accurately can teachers’ perceptions of Tennessee’s teacher evaluation system be predicted from 

a linear combination of teacher gender, years of experience, and school-level taught. The study’s 

predictor variables were gender, years of experience, and school-level taught. The criterion 

variable was teachers’ perceptions. The sample comprised 108 certified teachers in one of the 

school districts in Tennessee who completed an online survey. Data were analyzed using IBM 

SPSS Version 29. A multiple linear regression was used to answer the hypothesis: 

H0: There is no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable 

(teachers’ perceptions of the Tennessee evaluation system) and the linear combination of 

predictor variables (teacher gender, years of experience, and school-level taught (elementary, 

middle, high) for Tennessee educators. 

The null hypothesis was that there was no significant predictive relationship between the 

criterion variable (teachers’ perceptions) and the linear combination of predictor variables 
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(gender, years of experience, school-level taught) for Tennessee educators. The researcher failed 

to reject the null hypothesis at the 95% confidence level, F(3, 104) = 1.86, p = .14, R2 = .05. The 

results for this study showed that gender (p = .02) was a significant predictor of teachers’ 

perceptions, however, years of experience (p = .58) and school-level (p = .84) taught did not 

have a predictive relationship with teachers’ perceptions. The model indicated a small effect size 

(Warner, 2021), where the linear combination of the three predictor variables explained 5% of 

the variance in the total score of teachers’ perceptions. However, the adjusted R2 value of .02 is a 

more accurate measure of the shared variance indicating that 2% of the variability in teachers’ 

perceptions can be explained by gender, years of experience, and school-level taught after 

adjusting for the number of predictors. 

One of the study’s findings is the frequency of males and females as participants. The 

results indicated that 62% of females and 38% of males participated in the study. Such results are 

consistent with the prior research reported by Jerrim and Sims (2019)’s study, in which 66% and 

57% of women hold teaching jobs in elementary and secondary education worldwide. The 

current research suggests that gender is a significant factor in the educational system. 

Additionally, the influence of gender on teachers’ perspectives of the state’s teacher evaluation 

system strongly implies that both male and female educators consider the teacher evaluation 

system crucial for teacher accountability and growth, despite potential differences in their views. 

It could also mean a potential change in the labor force in gender equity, attracting more male 

educators in the classroom setting. 

While the study's results show no significant relationship between teachers' perceptions 

and teacher years of experience, it does not necessarily suggest that novice teachers perceive the 

teacher evaluation system as the same as transitioning and veteran teachers. The findings of the 
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current study do not necessarily support the previous research that the 75.9% lowest retention 

rate among novice teachers compared to 85.2% for experienced teachers (Robertson-Kraft & 

Zhang, 2018), and higher turnover rates occurred in the first three years of teaching because 

novice teachers are less effective than experienced teachers as asserted by several researchers 

(Conley et al., 2019; Drake et al., 2018; Papay et al., 2017; Redding & Henry, 2019). This 

notation may be attributed to the sample size of novice teachers who participated in the present 

study (n = 28). Further, the TEP questionnaire does not include questions allowing teachers to 

perceive if the teacher evaluation system is the reason for retention or leaving the profession. 

Further, the study's results cannot support Donahue and Vogel's (2018) study that veteran or 

experienced teachers perceived that the evaluation system provided a framework for becoming 

proficient in the instruction. 

Moreover, the current study shows no significant relationship between teachers’ 

perceptions of the teacher evaluation system and the school level taught (elementary, middle, 

high). To date, no empirical study has been conducted on how teachers perceive the state’s 

evaluation system across the school levels. However, previous research indicated that middle and 

high school teachers appraised the teacher evaluation system as neither positive nor negative 

(Reddy et al., 2017). In general, previous research indicated that some educators criticized the 

teacher evaluation system as subjective, in which female, experienced, and elementary school 

teachers rated higher than male, novice, and high school teachers by the evaluators (Williams & 

Herbert, 2020; Wind et al., 2019). On the contrary, as it relates to job satisfaction, male teachers 

agreed that teaching at the elementary school level is a fulfilling career and viewed that teachers 

could be role models and make a difference for students regardless of gender (Gaza, 2022; 

Meader & Larwin, 2022). 
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The present study supported the theory used to frame it. Self-determination theory (SDT) 

asserts the fundamental psychological needs in motivation, autonomy, relatedness, wellness, and 

competence (Ryan & Deci, 2017). In this study, self-determination positively explained 

educators’ perceptions of the teacher evaluation system, indicating that regardless of gender, 

years of experience, and school-level taught, teachers embraced self-determination to grow 

professionally and are open to change that could potentially become competent and contribute a 

significant impact to students’ academic achievement and growth (Franklin-Hayslip, 2021). Such 

assertion supports prior research that competence plays a pivotal role in strengthening a person’s 

capabilities in hopes of future accomplishments (Ford, 2018). Further, previous research 

suggested that incorporating self-determination theory provided evidence of job satisfaction 

among educators, regardless of gender, novice, transitioning, or experienced teachers, and 

whether educators teach in elementary, middle, or high (Ford et al., 2018). Contrary to the prior 

studies (Ford, 2018; Ford et al., 2018; Ryan & Deci, 2017) that self-determination theory 

provided affirmation that SDT increased job satisfaction, teacher evaluation based on student 

performance can negatively affect teacher well-being, which has several potential implications 

for applied practice (Cuevas et al., 2018). 

Implications 

Researchers have studied the teacher evaluation system in Tennessee (Kupermintz, 2003; 

Konstrantopoulos, 2014; Tennessee Department of Education, 2021), but there is no study found 

in the literature that has investigated the predictive relationship between teachers’ perception of 

the Tennessee evaluation system and the linear combination of gender, years of experience, and 

school-level taught for Tennessee educators. The findings revealed that even though there was no 

significant predictive relationship between teachers’ perceptions and teacher gender, years of 
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experience, and school level taught, the predictor gender was found to be a significant factor in 

how male and female teachers perceived the state’s evaluation system. Thus, the current study 

contributes to the existing body of literature on how women make up a higher percentage of the 

classroom population compared to men. The study provides additional context on how gender 

influences the way teachers perceive the Tennessee teacher evaluation system.  

Due to a lack of empirical research about the teachers’ perceptions of the Tennessee 

teacher evaluation system, this study has provided empirical data and made a significant 

contribution. The study’s results also added to the lens of theoretical literature as it holds the 

tenet of self-determination theory. This theory supports a positive influence on teachers’ ability 

to perceive the evaluation system with openness, autonomy, relatedness, and competence.  

A significant practical implication of the study is for the state of Tennessee to provide a 

teacher evaluation system that is fair for all teachers and not on the repertoire of one-size-fits-all. 

An evaluation system will be incorporated to gauge teachers’ efficacy without putting teachers’ 

competence at stake in the student’s academic test scores. Moreover, stakeholders and Tennessee 

lawmakers will consider teachers’ voices should the current teacher evaluation system be 

revamped, and teachers' beliefs about the teacher evaluation system are a road to potential 

teacher buy-in to an evaluation system that could aim to promote development and growth. 

Researchers suggested that the teachers’ perceptions regarding evaluation should be included, 

such that disregarding these perceptions could be a long and arduous process on the road from 

policy creation to enactment of change in the classroom, and if the state seeks to develop or 

redesign teacher evaluation must purposefully involve teachers in the development and 

validation of the evaluation process (Moran, 2017; Warren & Ward, 2018; Warsame & Valles, 

2018). 
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Limitations 

This study had several limitations that could impact its internal and external validity. 

First, while the minimum sample size requirement for the study was met, the findings may not 

represent Tennessee's broader population of teachers and limit the generalizability of the study's 

findings. Second, since the survey was administered at one point in time, it is outside the scope 

of the study to determine if teachers' perceptions have changed over time. A third limitation was 

using the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) instrument. It could result in social desirability bias 

or response where respondents tend to present themselves favorably rather than reveal their 

fundamental beliefs (Gall et al., 2007). Teachers who participated in the study may have reported 

a more desirable view of themselves or provided responses they believed were expected, 

resulting in inaccurate data. A fourth threat to validity is the ratio of elementary, middle, and 

high school participants. The study included 26 combined elementary and middle school teachers 

and 85 high school educators. While school-level teaching was not a significant factor, a more 

balanced distribution of participants would have been desirable. Lastly, using regression design 

analysis was another limitation of the study. Correlational studies may indicate the strength and 

direction of relationships between variables and do not provide evidence of cause-and-effect 

relationships (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2021).  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based on this study’s findings and limitations, the following are recommendations for 

future research to expand the body of knowledge in teaches’ perceptions of the Tennessee 

teacher evaluation system. 

1. It would be helpful to repeat this study with a bigger sample size to determine if the 

size of the sample had an effect on the results. 
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2. It would be beneficial to replicate this study separately in elementary, middle, or high 

school teachers within the district to make connections and comparisons easily. 

3. Conduct another study of all certified teachers across the state of Tennessee and 

compare the results between districts and the state as a whole to increase the 

generalizability of the findings to other contexts. 

4. Include other variables, such as age, in a regression model to see if age is a significant 

predictor of how educators perceive the teacher evaluation system. 

5. Replicate this study with another instrument, such as the Teacher Job Satisfaction 

Questionnaire, to determine if the teacher evaluation system has something to do with 

job satisfaction. This could assist policymakers in understanding why there is a 

shortage of teachers within the state. 

6. Since the current study was correlational, future research could utilize a different 

quantitative research design. For example, a longitudinal study to determine if the 

state’s teacher evaluation system has improved over time.  

7. Another study using a qualitative design incorporating teacher interviews will be 

conducted to uncover teachers’ experiences and classroom decisions regarding the 

Tennessee teacher evaluation system. 
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APPENDIX B: Modified Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) 
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APPENDIX C: IRB Approval 

 

 

February 6, 2024

Leonida Bell
Jeffrey Savage

Re: IRB Exemption - IRB-FY23-24-1096 Predicting Educator Perceptions of Tennessee's Teacher Evaluation
System: The Role of Gender, Years of Experience, and School Level Taught

Dear Leonida Bell, Jeffrey Savage,

The Liberty University Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed your application in accordance with the Office
for Human Research Protections (OHRP) and Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulations and finds your study
to be exempt from further IRB review. This means you may begin your research with the data safeguarding methods
mentioned in your approved application, and no further IRB oversight is required.

Your study falls under the following exemption category, which identifies specific situations in which human
participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:104(d):

Category 2.(i). Research that only includes interactions involving educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude,
achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation of public behavior (including visual or
auditory recording) if at least one of the following criteria is met:
The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the identity of the human subjects
cannot readily be ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects;

For a PDF of your exemption letter, click on your study number in the My Studies card on your Cayuse dashboard.
Next, click the Submissions bar beside the Study Details bar on the Study details page. Finally, click Initial under
Submission Type and choose the Letters tab toward the bottom of the Submission Details page. Your information
sheet and final versions of your study documents can also be found on the same page under the Attachments tab.

Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and any modifications to your
protocol must be reported to the Liberty University IRB for verification of continued exemption status. You may
report these changes by completing a modification submission through your Cayuse IRB account.

If you have any questions about this exemption or need assistance in determining whether possible modifications to
your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at .irb@liberty.edu

Sincerely,
G. Michele Baker, PhD, CIP
Administrative Chair
Research Ethics Office
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