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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research was to investigate the pathology of qualitative-descriptive evaluation method in elementary 

schools in Iran from the teachers' point of view. The research sample included 200 teachers from 24 elementary schools in 

four districts (3 male and 3 female schools from each district) in Shiraz city. They were selected by using randomized cluster 

sampling. They completed researcher-developed Qualitative-Descriptive Evaluation Questionnaire. This questionnaire 

assesses the qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms in five dimensions of feedback, parents, tools, score and evaluation. 

The results showed that the number of harms in evaluation dimension is more than that of score and feedback dimensions 

and the number of harms in the parents dimension was more than that of score and feedback and the number of harms in 

the tools dimension was more than that of feedback dimension. The results also indicated that the attitude of the sixth-

grade teachers toward feedback dimension was significantly higher than that of first-grade teachers, and there was a 

significant difference between the attitude of male and female teachers towards evaluation harms in dimensions of score 

and evaluation for the favor of males, but its difference with dimensions of tools, parents, and feedback is not significant.  

Moreover, there were not any differences between teachers` point of view regarding their level of education, their field of 

study and the district that they worked. Among all dimensions, feedback showed significant correlation with teacher's 

working experience. 

Keywords: Qualitative-Descriptive Evaluation, Elementary Teachers, Elementary School. 

INTRODUCTION 

In the informal sense, the term "evaluation" means judgment on the performance of individuals. 

It was used first by the Chinese in 10000 BC, but date of the formal evaluation of educational 

and social programs backs to 19th century and Rice (1895-1905) and Travers (1983) works, in 

which an evaluation program was organized for implementation on a large scale in educational 

system of United States (Fitzpatrik et al., 2004: 3). The fact that classroom evaluation is one of 

the effective factors in the classroom has drawn the attention of many experts in recent years. 

Many studies have been conducted in the world since 1980 about the evaluation and its 

implementation and its impact on learning of students (Turner, 2000). In this regard, the shift 

from quantitative evaluation to qualitative-descriptive evaluation in educational evaluation of 

the elementary schools in Iran's educational system has also drawn the attention of planners and 

experts. They realized that the realization of this dynamic correctional process is not practically 

feasible without deep involvement of teachers and principals at theoretical and practical levels 

(Hasani, 2014: 11). The qualitative-descriptive evaluation history in some countries backs to 

1930, when it was called as social promotion (Sobhanifard, 2002). 
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Nowadays, the plan is being implemented in countries such as Japan, New Zealand, Ireland, 

England, Germany, and Denmark. Many other developed countries have also a decentralized 

educational system. Such plans or similar plans are being implemented and they can be 

categorized into this group (descriptive evaluation). Many of the less developed countries, such 

as Cuba, Fiji, Gambia, Ghana, Jamaica, Bangladesh, and Paraguay are also implementing this 

plan (Sobhanifard, 2002). A descriptive evaluation plan was carried out in Iran in 1955, but it 

ceased after a short time without reporting its reasons (Hasani, 2005). This plan began in the 

academic year of 2003-2004 with the coverage of 200 first-grade classes as a pilot. In the 

academic year of 2004-2005, this plan covered 500 classes including 300 first-grade and 

second-grade classes. It also covered 1000 classes, including 500 first-grade and 300 second-

grade classes in the academic year of 2005-2006. After conducting studies on the way of 

implementing this plan by Ministry of Education, the Supreme Council of this ministry approved 

that this plant to be implemented in the academic years of 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 without 

any increase in its coverage (Ebrahimi Dinani, 2008). After proving its efficiency at the 

elementary schools in 2008, its implementation at the national level was approved by the 

Supreme Council of Ministry of Education. Although its implementation lasts for many years, 

great number of harms is seen still in its implementation, so that if they are not identified, many 

of the structural and content developments followed by education system will not be realized. 

Therefore, the current research was conducted to identify the qualitative-descriptive evaluation 

harms in all dimensions from the elementary school teachers' point of view. 

In a research entitled "comparative study of qualitative-descriptive evaluation with child rights 

system in Iran", Hasani (2014)  found that based on existing analyses on the qualitative-

descriptive evaluation properties and the results of research conducted in Iran, qualitative-

descriptive evaluation is compatible with legal documents related to the rights of children in 

terms of four dimensions (support, prevention, meeting the needs, and participation), that is, 

qualitative-descriptive evaluation takes steps in line with realization of these rights. In addition, 

Hasani and Nosrat Nakuhi (2014) realized that the level of learning and academic achievement 

of students in the descriptive evaluation group was more than that of students in traditional 

evaluation group, * but no significant difference was found between students of descriptive 

evaluation plan and students of the traditional evaluation plan in terms of their self-esteem. 

Shekari (2014) reported that the most important challenges facing the qualitative-descriptive 

evaluation plan include lack of justification for teachers and parents, the large number of 

students, the lack of facilities in accordance with the plan, much time needed to implement the 

plan, lack of paying attention to plan by teachers, the easy upgrading of students to higher 

classes, and inadequate indices for assessment of the students.  

The study conducted by Mastery and Schmidt (2010) has shown that the use of functional tests 

has a positive impact on knowledge, attitudes and skills of learners. Anderson, English and 

Hedrick (2006) also believe that descriptive evaluation is not limited to educational processes 

and presenting the mechanisms for student achievement, it is used widely in clinical studies and 

behavioral analysis of exceptional children, but the important point here is that most of the 

methods used in descriptive evaluation are not explicitly explained. 

In addition, (Ndore et al., 2006; Thompson and Iwata, 2001; Volmer et al., 2001) have shown 

that descriptive evaluation can be an effective tool for describing important interactions among 

individuals. In their study entitled "the effect of self-assessment on success and the effect of self-
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assessment teaching on function of students, Mcdonald and Boud (2003) also found that self-

assessment has significant impact on academic performance, continuous progression in 

learning, and creating motivation for learning. 

In their study, entitled "Coping with conflicting demands; assessing the students in elementary 

schools in the Netherlands", Block et al found that the golden principle in the new approach was 

"evaluation for learning," not "evaluation of learning." In the new approaches, evaluator does 

not evaluate the learner but makes him or her sensitive to progress and has respectful perspective 

to learner and provides positive feedback. This approach stresses on continuous and step by step 

evaluation rather than "memory-orientation". In a study entitled "assessing the teachers' booklet", 

Doolittle found that evaluation of students' learning without giving score led to more satisfaction 

by teachers and students, low anxiety, and mental health. In a study in UK with regard to 

educational evaluation of leaners by using the booklet, Kemp and Tuperoff (2001) found that 

using the booklet would enable the learner to be active and independent. It also would create an 

intrinsic motivation for learners and improve the achievements.  Review of literature suggests 

that it limited studied have been conducted on qualitative-descriptive evaluation, especially in 

domestic studies, and most of them are theoretical. Most of the domestic studies have investigated 

the impact of qualitative-descriptive evaluation on student learning, and its relationship with 

creativity, self-concept, and level of stress and anxiety. However, they have not investigated the 

harms of qualitative-descriptive evaluation in practice. Even in foreign studies, the advantages 

of this type of evaluation have been highlighted and problems in realization of the goals have 

been overlooked. In General, it seems harms of this type of evaluation have not been examined 

deeply.  Therefore, the present research was conducted to investigate the qualitative-descriptive 

evaluation harm in elementary schools in order to answer the following questions: 

1-What is the teachers' attitude towards the harms in qualitative-descriptive evaluation in 

elementary schools? 

2-Is there a significant relationship between the teachers' attitude towards the harm in 

qualitative-descriptive evaluation and their demographic characteristics (educational grade, 

gender, education district, field of study, and experience of teaching in elementary school)? 

METHODOLOGY 

This research is quantitative and descriptive (Razavieh, 2011: 237), conducted by using survey 

method. The research population included all elementary school teachers in Shiraz city in the 

academic year of 2016-2017. A randomized cluster sampling method was used to select the 

research sample. Thus, three male and three female elementary schools were randomly selected 

first from each of the four districts of Shiraz areas of education, and all teachers in each school 

completed the research questionnaire.  Thus, a total of 200 teachers (63 male and 137 female) 

from 24 schools (50 teachers from each district) participated in the research, which 31, 24, 34, 

31, 36, and 44 of them were teaching in the first, second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grades, 

respectively. The field of study of 115 teachers was elementary education and field of study of 

85 of them was non-elementary education.  In terms of education level, 50 of them had master 

and PhD level of education, 115 of them had bachelor and 35 of them had associate and high 

school level of education. Their age ranged from 28 to 57 years and teaching experience of them 

was between 6 and 42 years. 

Research tools  
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To examine the descriptive-qualitative evaluation harms, qualitative-descriptive evaluation 

questionnaire developed by the researcher was used. First, based on the sources and previous 

studies as well as interview of 8 qualitative-descriptive evaluation experts, 8 parents, and 8 

teachers of the elementary school, five dimensions (feedback, parents, tools, score, and 

evaluation) were identified in the qualitative-descriptive evaluation method that is performed in 

Iran elementary Schools. In total, 50 items were designed and they were answered on a 5-Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Finally, the final 

questionnaire with 29 items and five dimensions was developed after examining the items and 

eliminating the similar items and performing a confirmatory factor analysis (will be discussed 

later). 

Results of confirmatory factor analysis of the questionnaire 

A confirmatory factor analysis was used to examine the validity of the questionnaire dimensions 

by using LISREL software. 

 
 Figure 1: Confirmatory factor analysis of questionnaire dimensions 

According to Chart 1, in the feedback dimension, there are items 5 (0.53), 12 (0.52), 18 (0.62), 

19 (0.64) and 37 (0.44) and item 35 was eliminated. In the parents dimensions, they are items 

4 (0.64) and 17 (0.52), and the item 16 was eliminated. In the tools dimension, there are items 

1 (0.48), 21 (0.35), 24 (0.94), 25 (0.81), 26 (0.78), 27 (0.78), 28 (0.70), 29 (0.43) and 31 

(0.20); and item 23 and 22 were eliminated due to the low factor load. In the evaluation 

dimension, there are items 2 (0.56), 7 (0.81), 8 (0.56), 32 (0.52), 34 (0.42), 38 (0.50), 39 

(0.60), 40 (0.64) and 42 (0.36) and no item was eliminated. Moreover, in the score dimension, 

there are items 3 (0.80), 9 (0.61), 11 (0.69) and 41 (0.64), and no item was eliminated. 

Reliability of Research Tool 
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Cronbach's alpha was used to examine the reliability of research tool. The results are presented 

in Table 1. 

Table 1: Cronbach's alpha coefficients for dimensions and whole questionnaire 

dimensions and whole questionnaire Cronbach's alpha coefficients 
Feedback 0.60 
Parents 0.45 
Tools 0.78 

Evaluation 0.72 
Score 0.65 
Total 0.87 

As shown in Table 1, alpha coefficients for dimensions of feedback, parents, tools, evaluation, 

score, and total is 0.60, 0.45, 0.72, 0.65, and 0.87, respectively. 

Procedure: 

After obtaining a license from the College of Education and Psychology of Shiraz University and 

the Education Ministry of Fars province, the researcher attended at schools and spoke with 

teachers and ensured them that the results would remain confidential, and finally, after 

obtaining the consent of the subjects, they completed the questionnaire. After collecting the data, 

in order to answer the first question, repeated measures analysis of variance was used to analyze 

the dimensions of evaluation in the teachers group, and Bonferroni test was used to determine 

the significance in each of the dimensions. In the second question, Multivariable Analyze 

of Variance was used for difference between male and female, field of study, education grade, 

level of education, district, and correlation coefficient test was used for experience of teaching 

in elementary school and work experience in Education. 

RESULTS  

Table 2 presents the statistical indices of the mean, standard deviations and the number of the 

students based on educational grade 

Table 2: statistical indices of qualitative-descriptive evaluation dimensions based on 

academic grade 

Grade dimension mean SD n 

First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
Fifth 
sixth 
total 

evaluation 

65/33  

29/33  

94/33  

41/32  

83/34  

79/35  

15/34  

01/4  

94/6  

62/5  

41/5  

68/4  

11/5  

33/5  

31 

24 

34 

31 

36 

44 

200 
 

First                    
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
fifth 
sixth 
total 

tools 
 
 

09/29  
62/29  

67/29  

12/30  

13/29  

20/31  

89/29  

36/5  
96/5  

15/5  

10/5  

61/4  

00/5  

15/5  

31 
24 

34 

31 

36 

44 

200 
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First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
fifth 
sixth 
Total 

parents 
 

45/7  

79/7  

76/7  

74/7  

88/7  

29/8  

85/7  

84/1  

58/1  

77/1  

76/1  

32/1  

54/1  

64/1  

31 

24 

34 

31 

36 

44 

200 

First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
fifth 
sixth 
total 

feedback 
 

00/16  

83/16  

14/17  

51/17  

00/17  

75/18  

31/17  

17/3  

74/3  

40/3  

74/3  

66/3  

10/3  

52/3  

31 

24 

34 

31 

36 

44 

200 

First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
fifth 
sixth 
Total 

score 
 

38/12  

20/13  

00/13  

96/13  

80/13  

65/14  

59/13  

96/3  

28/3  

24/3  

27/3  

37/3  

94/2  

38/3  

31 

24 

34 

31 

36 

44 

200 

Table 3 presents the statistical indicators of the mean, standard deviations and the number of 

harm with regard to gender of the sample group. 

Table 3: Statistical Indices of different dimensions of qualitative – descriptive evaluation 

based on gender 

gender dimensions mean SD n 

Male 
female 
Total 

evaluation 15/36  

22/33  

15/34  

29/4  

52/5  

33/5  

63 

137 

200 

male 
female 
Total 

tool 

 

50/29  
06/30  

89/29  

75/4  
33/5  

15/5  

63 
137 

200 

male 
female 
Total 

parents 11/8  
73/7  

85/7  

25/1  
78/1  

64/1  

63 
137 

200 

male 
female 
total 

feedback 82/17  

08/17  

31/17  

99/2  

72/3  

52/3  

63 

137 

200 

male 
female 
total 

score 93/14  
97/12  

59/13  

00/3  
37/3  

38/3  

63 
137 

200 

Table 4 presents descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation and number) for each of 

qualitative-descriptive pathology dimensions based on four districts of Ministry of Education  

Table 4: Statistical indices of different dimensions of qualitative – descriptive evaluation 

pathology based on district of Ministry of Education 
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district dimensions mean SD n 
    1 

2 
3 
4 

total 

tool 
 
 
 
 

08/29  

02/29  

40/31  

06/30  

89/29  

81/4  

30/5  

47/5  

76/4  

15/5  

50 

50 

50 

50 

200 
1 
2 
3 
4 

total 

Parents 
 
 
 
 

44/7  

20/8  

76/7  

02/8  

85/7  

55/1  

60/1  

73/1  

62/1  

64/1  

50 

50 

50 

50 

200 
1 
2 
3 
4 

total 

feedback 
 
 
 
 

84/16  
06/17  

62/17  

74/17  

31/17  

94/2  
12/4  

47/3  

46/3  

52/3  

50 
50 

50 

50 

200 
1 
2 
3 
4 

total 

Score 
 
 
 
 

04/13  
60/13  

72/13  

00/14  

59/13  

26/3  
53/3  

72/3  

99/2  

38/3  

50 
50 

50 

50 

200 
1 
2 
3 
4 

total 

evaluation 
 
 
 
 

58/33  
22/34  

36/34  

44/34  

15/34  

49/4  
17/5  

45/6  

15/5  

33/5  

50 
50 

50 

50 

200 

Table 5 presents the means, standard deviations and the number of respondents in the variable 

of teachers' attitude towards qualitative-descriptive evaluation and its dimensions according to 

the field of study. 

Table 5: Statistical indices of different dimensions of qualitative- descriptive evaluation 

pathology based on field of study 

field of study dimensions mean SD n 

elementary 
other 
total 

       tools 
 
 

89/29  
88/29  

89/29  

15/5  
19/5  

15/5  

115 
85 

200 

elementary 
other 
total 

     parents 
 
 

76/7  

97/7  

85/7  

59/1  

70/1  

62/1  

115 

85 

200 

elementary 
other 
total 

    feedback 
 
 

21/17  
44/17  

31/17  

70/3  
27/3  

52/3  

115 
85 

200 

elementary 
other 
total 

      score 
 
 

56/13  
62/13  

59/13  

60/3  
08/3  

38/3  

115 
85 

200 

elementary 
other 
total 

  evaluation 
 
 

38/34  

83/33  

15/34  

27/5  

43/5  

33/5  

115 

85 

200 
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Table 6 presents the means, standard deviation and the number of respondents in the variable 

of teachers' attitudes towards the qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms and its dimensions 

based regard to education level  

Table 6: Statistical indices of different dimensions of qualitative - descriptive harms based on 

education level 

education level dimensions mean SD N 
Master and PhD 

bachelor 
Associate and high 

school 
total 

tools 00/30  
94/29  

70/29  

89/29  

12/5  
21/5  

10/5  

15/5  

50 
115 

35 

200 

Master and PhD 
bachelor 

Associate and high 
school 
total 

parents 94/7  

79/7  

88/7  

85/7  

46/1  

70/1  

68/1  

64/1  

50 

115 

35 

200 

Master and PhD 
bachelor 

Associate and high 
school 
total 

feedback 84/17  
01/17  

44/17  

31/17  

47/3  
58/3  

35/3  

52/3  

50 
115 

35 

200 

Master and PhD 
bachelor 

Associate and high 
school 
total 

       score 
 

08/14  
46/13  

23/13  

59/13  

56/3  
33/3  

33/3  

38/3  

50 
115 

35 

200 

Master and PhD 
bachelor 

Associate and high 
school 
total 

evaluation 64/33  

55/34  

55/33  

15/34  

46/5  

25/5  

53/5  

33/5  

50 

115 

35 

200 

First question: What is the attitude of teachers towards the harms in qualitative-descriptive 

evaluation in elementary schools? 

The results of repeated-measures variance analysis to compare the teachers' attitudes toward 

existing harms in descriptive evaluation in 5 dimensions are presented in Table 7. 

Table 7: results of repeated-measures variance analysis to analyze the qualitative-

descriptive evaluation dimensions in the group of teachers 

Variance 
 sources 

Sum of  
squares 

Degree of  
freedom 

Error degrees 
of freedom 

Mean of 
squares 

F P 

qualitative-descriptive 
evaluation dimensions 

56.15 4 796 14.03 50.11 0.0001 

According to Table 7, there is a significant difference between the teachers' attitudes towards 

dimensions of qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms (p <0.0001 and F = 50.11). 

The results of statistical analysis showed that the number of harms in evaluation dimension is 

more than that of score and feedback dimensions (p<0.0001) and the number of harms in the 

parents dimension was more than that of score and feedback dimensions (p<0.0001) and the 

number of harms in the tools dimension was more than that of feedback dimension (p<0.007). 
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Additionally, there is no significant difference between the dimensions of evaluation and parents, 

the score and the feedback, and the score and tools. 

Second question: Is there a significant relationship between teachers' attitudes towards the 

qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms and their demographic characteristics (educational 

grade, gender, district of ministry of education, field of study, level of education, experience in 

ministry of education, and experience of teaching in elementary school)? 

A. Teachers' attitudes towards the existing harms in the qualitative-descriptive evaluation 

based on their academic grade 

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to examine the difference between teachers' attitude 

towards the dimensions of qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms in different educational 

grades. 

Table 8: variance analysis effects test for qualitative-descriptive evaluation dimensions 

based on academic grade 

Source of 
variance 

Dependent 
variable 

Sum of 
squares 

Degrees of 
freedom 

Mean of 
squares 

F P 

Educational 
base 

tools 85/120  5 17/24  90/0  47/0  

Parents 39/14  5 87/2  06/1  37/0  

feedback 95/155  5 11/31  60/2  02/0  

score 57/116  5 31/23  09/2  06/0  

Evaluation 85/255  5 17/51  83/1  10/0  

error 16237 194    

Total score 15573 199    

As Table 8 shows, there is a significant difference between the attitudes of teachers regarding 

their educational grade in the feedback dimension (P = 0.05, F = 2.6). 

The results showed that the attitude of the sixth grade teachers towards the feedback dimension 

was significantly higher than that of the first grade teachers (mean difference of 2.75). 

B. Teachers' attitudes towards harms in qualitative-descriptive evaluation based on gender 

In order to investigate the difference between qualitative-descriptive harms dimensions in male 

and female gender, multivariate analysis of variance was used. The results are presented in Table 

9. 

Table 9: variance analysis effects test for descriptive-qualitative evaluation dimensions 

based on gender 

Source of 
variance 

Dependent 
variable 

Sum of 
squares 

Degrees of 
freedom 

Mean of 
squares 

F P 

 
gender 

 

tools 42/13  1 42/13  50/0  4/0  

parents 03/6  1 03/6  25/2  1/0  

feedback 95/23  1 95/23  94/1  1/0  

score 75/166  1 75/166  63/15  0001/0  

evaluation 10/371  1 10/371  87/13  0001/0  

error 15656 198    

Total score 16237 199    

According to Table 9, there is a significant difference between attitudes of female and male 

teachers in dimensions of score (p = 0.0001, F = 15.63) and evaluation (p = 0.0001 and F = 
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13.87). In addition, according to Table 3, the attitude of males to the harms was higher than that 

of females in the dimensions of evaluation and score. 

C. The teachers' attitude towards the existing harms in qualitative-descriptive evaluation 

based on education district, field of study, and teachers' education level. 

The results showed that there was no significant difference between teachers' attitudes towards 

qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms based on education district, field of study, and 

education level of teachers. 

D. Correlation between the experience of teachers in ministry of education and the 

qualitative-descriptive evaluation dimensions. 

The results showed that only the feedback dimension had a significant correlation with a 

teacher's experience in ministry of education (r = 0.22 and P <0.01). This means that with 

increasing the teaching experience in ministry of education, teachers' attitudes to the harms in 

feedback area increase.  

E- Correlation between teaching experience of teachers in elementary schools and the 

dimensions of qualitative-descriptive evaluation 

The results showed that none of the dimensions of the qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms 

had a significant correlation with the teacher's teaching experience at elementary school.  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

The results showed that there is a significant difference between the dimensions of evaluation 

and the score, feedback and tools for the favor of feedback.  Due to lack of knowledge of the 

teachers about the goals of qualitative-descriptive evaluation and its impact, teachers working 

in the quantitative evaluation system, the pressure of parents to give a score to their children, 

and the difficulty of controlling the class due to lack of score and lack of knowledge on the 

methods of creating the motivation for the course and so on, any problem would be considered 

as qualitative-descriptive evaluation. Thu, the harms in this dimension would increase. 

Moreover, in parent dimension, there is a significant difference in score, tools, and feedback in 

favor of parents. As teachers stated, parents are unaware of the qualitative-descriptive 

evaluation, and in many cases, teachers face the problem due to changes in their content and 

methods of teaching and their justification is difficult due to many changes, parents ' grow up 

in the quantitative system and expect of score from teachers. For this reason, there is greater 

number of the harms in this dimension form the point of view of teachers.  

Since the teachers are more dealing with themselves in the dimension of the tools (checklist, 

booklet, functional, etc.), they will less likely to face the problem, but in the feedback dimension, 

they are more directly dealing with student and the parent.  Due to elimination of score from 

educational system and lack of familiarity with types of feedbacks in this dimension, they face 

with greater number of harms in the tools dimension. There was no significant difference 

between the dimensions of evaluation and parents, score and feedback, and score and tools. From 

the point of view of teachers, parents are unaware of qualitative-descriptive evaluation and their 

justification is also difficult for this reason. In addition, they refer to greater number of harms 

due to the lack of knowledge of the goals of qualitative-descriptive evaluation in this dimension. 

For this reason, there is no significant difference between the two dimensions. Additionally, 

teachers are more likely consider the feedback and score same, and despite the lack of score in 
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qualitative-descriptive evaluation, they consider it as an assessment tool, so no significant 

difference was seen between the score and feedback and the tool. The results also showed that 

the attitude of the sixth grade teachers toward the feedback dimension was significantly higher 

than that of first grade teachers. From the sixth grade teachers' point of view, there is greater 

number of harms in the feedback dimension. In addition, in the score dimension, it was also 

observed that higher-grade teachers consider greater number of harms than lower-grade 

teachers, as feedback dimension. In explaining the results, it could be stated that it is likely that 

teachers of different grades have same view with regard to evaluation, tools and parents, but in 

the feedback dimension, there is need for more control techniques due to increasing the difficulty 

of content of books and an increase in the students' age.  

In addition, due to the lack of knowledge of the teachers about the types of feedback, more focus 

on written feedback and the lack of scoring tools to create fear and more control, they are greater 

number of harms in this dimension from the point of view of higher-grade teachers.  Finally, 

due to not considering the score equivalent to feedback from the viewpoint of most teachers, it 

is likely that there is greater number of harms from the point of view of higher-grade teachers.  

In line with results of this research, Beyrami (2014) also concluded that there is a significant 

difference between the component of feedback and the educational grade.  The results also 

showed a significant difference between the attitude of male and female teachers towards the 

harms of evaluation in the dimensions of score and evaluation for the favor of males, but no 

difference was seen in dimensions of tools, parents, and feedback. While teachers deal with 

parents, due to change in the content of books, parents' involvement, parents' lack of knowledge, 

etc., it seems that there are similar harms in the dimension of parents' injuries from the viewpoint 

of male and female teachers. In addition, in the dimension of tools and feedback, there are harms 

such as teachers' lack of knowledge of functional tests, difficulty in descriptive feedbacks, and so 

on, and it is not related to gender. 

 However, in the score and evaluation dimension, it seems that female teachers have accepted 

qualitative-descriptive evaluation more easily, as their follow-up in festivals and classroom 

activities is evidence of this claim. However, as males work more than females, they are not 

familiar with descriptive evaluation and they are looking for their convenience. In addition, due 

to sense of compassion and more patience of females compared to males in describing the 

descriptions, it seems that they agree more with descriptive evaluation. Perhaps for this reason, 

males referred to greater number of harms in these two dimensions. The results of current 

research are consistent with the results of the research conducted by Shekari, Sobhani Nejad and 

Behruy (2013), but inconsistent with results of the research conducted by Beyrami (2014). 

There was no significant difference between teachers' attitudes toward qualitative-descriptive 

evaluation harms given the ministry of education district.  However, in the tools dimension with 

p<0.07, it was for the favor of District 3.  While it was expected that teachers of some districts 

to refer to fewer harms compared to teachers of other districts, such result was not found.  It is 

likely that many teachers are displaced among the districts and according to the observations, 

there is no significant difference between the teachers of the districts in terms of understanding 

the qualitative-descriptive evaluation and all are at the same level.  

Perhaps for this reason, no difference was seen between their means. However, in the dimension 

of the tool, based on the personal experience and the theory of other colleagues in District 3, due 

to the high emphasis of the Ministry of Education on qualitative-descriptive evaluation tools 
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(booklet, checklist, functional tests, etc.), teachers are also unaware of the goal of this tool and 

they refer to greater number of harms in this dimension. In explaining the results, it could be 

stated that as qualitative-descriptive evaluation is not considered at the university education level 

and given the short life of qualitative-descriptive evaluation, it has not been considered in 

elementary education and little information of teachers has gained from in-service classes and 

classroom and group experiences, it is likely that attitude towards harms to be independent from 

the effect of education level and field of study.   The results of this study are consistent with the 

results of the studied conducted by Shekari, Sobhani Nejad and Behruy (2013), and Kharazmi 

(2010). 

In explaining the significance of relationship between qualitative-descriptive evaluation harms 

in the feedback dimension and teacher's work experience in ministry of education and non-

significance of relationship between dimensions of harms and teacher's experience in 

elementary school, it could be stated that some experiences of elementary teachers were gained 

from sources other than elementary schools and they had less experience in elementary school 

and they believed that there are greater number of harms in feedback dimension. These people 

are certainly unfamiliar with descriptive feedback, and perhaps the most important problem that 

people face is these descriptive feedbacks and scoring different from high school scoring method, 

so they consider that there is greater number of harms in this dimension. In addition, teachers 

with high experience, skill, and habit of giving feedback through score have no ability of 

accepting the descriptive feedback system.  For this reason, they refer to greater number of 

harms. However, as elementary teachers are more familiar with qualitative-descriptive 

evaluation, there is no significant difference between their attitudes towards qualitative-

descriptive evaluation harms. 
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