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Abstract

The implementation of qualitative—descriptive evaluation in Iran’s educational
system, like any other educational innovation, faces challenges and shortcomings
that may hinder the achievement of its goalsc The purpose of this study was to
identify and prioritize the challenges related to qualitative—descriptive evaluation in
primary education using the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)< This study
employed a mixed-methods approach (qualitative and quantitative) and utilized
thematic analysis and hierarchical analysis techniques« Data were collected through
semi-structured interviews with 15 experts (principals and primary school teachers)«
Using MAXQDA software, the criteria and indicators were extracted« In the next
stage, these criteria and indicators were presented to participants in the form of a
fuzzy Delphi questionnaire and ranked using the Analytic Hierarchy Process< Expert
Choice 11 software was used to perform pairwise comparisons and data analysis«
The findings revealed that the challenges of qualitative—descriptive evaluation can
be classified into four main categories: mental models (5 indicators), rules and
structures (8 indicators), processes (15 indicators), and events (12 indicators)—a
total of 40 challenges identified« The results of the hierarchical analysis indicated
that decline in teaching quality (8 <4%), time-consuming nature of the process for
teachers (7 «4%), and formal completion of checklists by teachers (7 <1%) were the
top three priorities, respectively« These findings can provide a basis for revising the
implementation policies of qualitative—descriptive evaluation and designing
corrective interventions based on four levels: mindset, structure, process, and event.
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The philosophy of descriptive evaluation was to
eliminate the final exam and have the teacher
announce the student's status based on quarterly
performance, portfolios, and checklists, with four
levels of 13, 1, 77, and a1¢ But later they changed their
minds and some schools, especially in the sixth
grade, reintroduced the final exam with a numerical
score because families did not know the exact
descriptive scores¢ Back then, they also said that

gradebooks should not be in elementary schools¢
Since grades and failures were removed, students'
lessons and efforts became invalid, and teachers also
lost their control tools, because grades used to make
students do their own math, but now they feel at ease,
whether they study or not, they will pass anyway,. . .
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Table 5
Descriptive qualitative evaluation damage criteria and indicators
Index Criteria Index Criteria
e 590l GESI 5D oyl 03 oy i)l Gledee (B il yguas
Low motivation in gifted students Teachers' stereotypes about descriptive
evaluation
dnols )d ol pleo gl Lials ook Glaal b pdlly soumanl Coind _
Decreasing the prestige of elementary Parents' mindset that is not in line with the \_él
school teachers in society project's goals )
o (el gl 39 (¢ s ores 5 Oaan s Obisel Qi) g plpde i SE %3
Limited generalizability of descriptive 3 Traditional thinking of education o
evaluation results P managers and experts 5]
Olisel ol 5 sl coglie 3 i 2bi)l 3 pleles (pazd (S 5w £
Resistance from parents and students w Teachers' personal bias in qualitative £
assessment §
Olelee (i (5398 Sgil S p (o5 sk ey
Teacher burnout sl zils

Students' preference for quantitative
feedback over qualitative feedback
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Educational discrimination and injustice
(e m¥) oM Jlue > ol ol <l
Excessive parental involvement in
) «classroom issues (teaching, etc
2,953k dBye 4 &)l pae
Failure to provide timely feedback

Ol (05 )3 0
Parental confusion

Bigel oS
Decline in the quality of education

St pas
Non-repeatability
Olalro &Yl b5l (gl (385 (asli dg0
Lack of accurate indicators for annual
teacher evaluation

oogede g (gue (slalae i
Lack of objective and tangible criteria
byl 2loy cops 9 ol
Low evaluation validity coefficient

SV le 4l ol pls b (Saloal
Inconsistency with the higher grades
evaluation system
Simp = elaizh ool (sladize; i e
Influenced by economic, social and
cultural contexts
il bilgs g b sl yol ) plodl
Ambiguity in regulations and
implementing rules
i)l bl oos ol
Low evaluation reliability
ook Slal b wp OLS pos (Salenls
Inconsistency between the size of the
textbook and the goals of the plan
3,559y 9 bl ))Se i

Frequent changes in policies and
approaches

Eoie slaylil 5l ookl b ai s Jrezs
Imposing costs using various tools
syl @l ) plee jgas 36
The effect of teacher presence on
evaluation results
3y55 5k SlbMas! phuo pouds
Ambiguous interpretation of feedback
terms
2B e by e pae
Lack of a sense of competition in the
community
S5 005 535 ) plisal]
Ensuring a passing score
wlivgy 5 grlie gblio )3 los codgis
Practical restrictions in nomadic and rural
areas
9 bwgio (558 Oligel b8 (o omly jaed )08
Low discrimination power between strong,
average and weak students
e y) dhald 4y o lalne (2! oS
Teachers' lack of knowledge about
evaluation philosophy
b S g0 S5
Formal completion of checklists
Cazredyr sl WS 3 1ja] Codgie

Rules and Structures  a,ts Lo 4 Aclgs

Trends s,
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Restrictions on implementation in
crowded classrooms

Gliis gl (M o el Codgisme
Limitations on implementation in multi-
grade classes

plee sl 39 15 <y
Time-consuming for the teacher
Ul L bl Salon pas
Incompatibility of requirements with
facilities
oedlly 8Lk pus
Lack of parental involvement
Ao Jo lal Bl sl YU I Lz
Pressure from above to provide higher
acceptance rates

ol plol slaaslas SLisT Lo txse
Source: Exploratory analysis of interviews conducted
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Figure 2
Output of MaxQuda software: Decision hierarchy tree, criteria and indicators of damage, descriptive qualitative
evaluation
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Table 6
Main criteria for qualitative-descriptive evaluation of damages
RS SRV (22)3) waes 4, Shme Glgie
Cumulative percentage Share (percentage) Rank Criteria title
1.38 1.38 1 e3lses)
Events
6.71 5.33 2 eis)
Trends
PR ’l
3.90 7.18 3 3 oS
Mental patterns
100 7.9 4 e
Rules and structures
100 CR:0/00
o3 b rese

Source: Research results
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1- Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) Technique
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Table 7
Relative and final weights of qualitative-descriptive evaluation damages
ke olis! e i) o3l Jhee sl ol e i) ol oo
(22) (8ep3) Index Criteria (3oy3) (3oy3) Index Criteria
Final weights Relative Final weights Relative
(percentage) weights (percentage) weights
(percentage) (percentage)
ly o5 w5y S xSy
fole i) 2 plolse
47 175 Time-consuming 14 454 :
for the teacher
Teachers' personal
bias in qualitative
assessment
So 9o oS olabis B Sy
o) - S byl
Formal -
k P
17 16.8 completion of 8.1 19.5 '
checklists Teachers =)
stereotypes of =
qualitative- =
descriptive 3; g
evaluation @\ g
ol (gl YU 51 L Sguadls Coind 4 3
Fle Job 2.1 b dlall gy o g
16 14.4 Pressure from 132 Parents' mindset ﬁﬂ T
above for higher w© that is not in line K E
acceptance rates k! & with the project's REpp=
~2 goals -
Salope 58 yobwe i S5 T 2
Uil b el =3 o J ol 3
74 11.2 Incompatibility of § 8 1 114 Traditional
requirements with E thinking of
facilities education
managers and
experts
Slydizpp Joeos byl mey
&layll 3l oslal AR
3 72 9 104 Preferring
m USiﬁrTA costs quantitative
for Esin %/arious feedback over
9 qualitative
tools
Pl codguse plas b Sinlanl 3w
.8
Coror p SN sbab pbajl 03
9.2 6.9 Restrictions on 1.2 206 YL 36 o
implementation in T ~38 =
crowded Inconsistency with 35>
H . o Qo
classrooms the higher grades -4 S =
evaluation system &5 2
Gblie )3 Cydgioee o Salal 3 E 3
4.2 5.7 kg 5 ¢ plie 9.1 185 daall wpols  F &
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Restrictions in Inconsistency
nomadic and rural between the size
areas of the textbook
and the goals of
the plan
Pl codgie el ;Ko puss
wlsix gl ) L3Ss) 9
12 51 Limitations on 9.1 18.1 Frequent changes
implementation in in policies and
multi-grade approaches
classes
2 plee yga> b =bb oog onk
) @i bl
41 33 The effect of 51 143 Low evaluation
teacher presence reliability
on evaluation
results
dlly o8 lie pas bylns ol
Lack of parental .
11 2.6 involvement 1 95 ol s o
Lack of objective
and tangible
criteria
o> ple cuyd g omb
» e, iyl 2oy
1 23 Sy 9 9.1 Low evaluation

Lack of a sense of validity coefficient

competition in the

community
Slelse L;c.)ﬂol oS -olaidl gladie;
audd &y Co RS
(T Economic, social
9 22 ) 8 77 and cultural fields
Teachers' lack of
knowledge about
evaluation
philosophy
O ol e 8 o b asbipl s pled!
N 17 Low cleaning 2 21 Ambiguity in
power among regulations and
students implementing
rules
S 3l ] higel cudS 28l
7 16 o oy 48 219 Decline in the
Ensuring a quality of
suring education
passing score
e s S (Sagd
5985k wlsMasl Slalse
6 14 Ambiguous 5 148 Teacher burnout 3, =
interpretation of = :
feedback terms 5;-‘\ =
& Husby ams 35
Total sl Z g
100 100 55 142 g £s
Educational ©m
discrimination and
injustice
s sl ke =Y/FA0 2 cpdllg by cdlss
2/495= Average of final weights NS s
/-4 CR 14 10.7 >
ol : ' Excessive parental
CR=/09 involvement in

classroom matters
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8.2

6.2

12

103

7.2

6.9

5.6

2.7

2.1

18

18

2 ok oxSl
dan 5901 15
Low motivation in
gifted students
pleo caal ials
dnaly g gl
Decreasing the
prestige of
elementary school
teachers in society
SndhSs pae
Non-repeatability
dgde (& plypress
S ) @l
boss
Limited
generalizability of
qualitative-
descriptive
evaluation results
g slgl cuoglie
lyeelpisls
Resistance from

parents and
students

oplly (o5
Parental confusion
Sy 4 8l pas
25554
Failure to provide
timely feedback
Gy jadll 2g8
WYl bj)) sl
Slalse
Lack of accurate
indicators for

annual teacher
evaluation

2 e o ot Ll ol eataaglyl yskate 4y o = &S )] slacan] (Lol o Jlaz
b €pleo (clp oy olidsy) 390 S B9 caml (adls ol 5w sl (3uoyd MF) pow b
(2253 VIV) e b €plan bawgi (o5 (b)) slacand S 6)90 JeaS5 P g (300,5 VIF) i
el &l el (oldo 5 Y ghus) YL 1 5Lid> (sloasls izman @)l )8 pous g pgd dse 5
Rl g 2 9 30053 DIV) o b € lodne (i (539009 (123 F/V) e b €y (o3
il ils )13 og — (a8 b)) el G Caglyl 53 (10,0 /D) whes b € ol
e b €l 2l Bl 5 1o aol (ol )3 plogh (a3l o ) 3 o pad L (5 Coranl o8 (5,5
P 38wl (Mo JF) mrew b bl 958k G Masl mrpe jpd? 5 (Ao)30/Y)
s w3 g0 (Ui (aoyd L =V/TR) S (55 0650ke sliver (hoog —(AS (2l sl pad L

) oo



OLSen 9 (s s o $3 gl 9 (bl

FoS b ol mhew 3o e ls V0 s 58 canl SV (dop YI¥R) Sl Ls ks ojs e ls VO
Wbl o (Mo oY) 5

S 75 ol g S

3 Ml 090 3 oy &S 2ledj) plas slacam] auCuglgl g ololid Ban L Lingh ol
st Pl slagul 4y a3y Jgl Sl slisly )3 b bl lalae 5 e oS
e oyl wlsandil LB (ladels) oy 5 gy daylsle g aclsd o oad sl Jols Lol
28 wad e JS3 1y ol )lblo (ind OIS (sl g 485 b S 5l o
(2535l o0 e Coimd oo 4yl ) (6 s @90 g sl (2 otes | o
Sl syl Brpo ) b hial et 3,509y b (2B 35 plalas 5 28 (o0 (B Cunl o ]) (A4S
Wigd o hrog (led))l (HSly Slaal 3ao

Ol YL jgome0 pod pllas b )b Blial  Sialeal yoen oo il da)lidls g dclgd pdaw )
iom syl )3 Cans g bigel g Sl @lie 3gaeS ( wyd (glgime dbj pos davdeliiso e
wloisl o cage 903y Hladd 1y bwosi o)l puso il (vl &lge opl s canlin
ed 5 ) sl imgh s b laabl cpl wl sdd o) d5u il 4 Cuns oladre 5 ol
oy o Cul bul)on (Vo0) oo g slldore o (VF20) hSen 5 (S (VF1))
s 18T byl pllss 5 (o)l Cunbiw g (syk5 Lo

bewd So ()50 ! lalre sl ol J.»l).e 09 yS g Wil  SMSUe oy pdaw o
Slos carge Jolge opl 3,5 osalin pilly 8 Lk pas g ib aduld 4 cons (BT 34008
(e Wb Gaw S 9 rpe pmPbF Cew 4 xS &S Jlod I Gledse 5505
(353b pobw 585 Laskis (D dirs g plas opl Blanl 4 s pilly g lede (25T g8
hlen 9 S5 (WYA) (65650 9 (2w ol b laadly, ol wonl odls zalS |y o] (olysl cuas
ol Ll o (WWAY) 00l5 s0kaiel 5 (555 (VYAF)



A=) 29 5050 N EF Gl Ve ojlod VA Jlw Sl 9 Ghigel sole 4 pii

ol Cppinte (Mo M o L) (ojgal catsS cdl a8 oy olis gl (adely) adlyg, pdaw 5
o 5,155 5 b Sa (gyp0 JraSS 03 YIF) Glolae (sl 418 (092 1528y o ) g e
OIY) Sl i S350 (0 51N) s 55 8 st s e 25 a2y V1)
oosle UKl b ol cloll  Sinlon pas g (ao s BIY) bjge] (el g Laund oy
9 daw sl & WS o ol bassl ol s B cam slacaglyl b g (o FIV)
A g5 553 G015 g 45l S e S5l S Syt 4 a4 b abin
ol 00 50 lodso

w1y IS Cuonl | 2o )d ¥ dgan a8 Gl cdn i bl ol Fo lo 51 05 ol @
53k s it mo— S ) o ol it 3 e o5 S s ol 358
b g alyd (1351 S By ez yp Slo S 53 gy il 003 Glme JalS ysboay (el il
lop )8 (6rg0 JooSS sl oaid lodne (Sl (s (Al38l g )5 oS B cge 0L )
s o 5 003 3 Elatlicon |y ) ly csyal s A5G (slapmils 5 ol 39S o 4 3
S0 5 ) Olelee 505 Jod &5 s el et Ui ciman cl 03,10 otles S
SO 2 ge daludgian g b 1 53 plocl US 53 9 031> B (o8 S Chow 4 (6 50L oS
LISl (Sinloal 5 (bjgel (amnd 05 Gou 5l sl 0ad plabro (oo )3 03] 12l g i
Ole 5l SGSS Jon 4 g ond (Bjpel s GG Blo (aliwg) 5 GRS polde
Wl 0093 )3 yoxio 5900 il

Tl 655 bl 0y93 (lalee g (e 515 51 ol Caglgl o)y> (imgly pgd Mg 4 goly 5
Y0 lgy o o /YAY oy 4 Cuenl oy yde oS Db Glis olpedlads oo gl
olades & 4m3 o S5 ol cpl )l olaazsle/ AV L Lo sl g sl 5 +/VAY L i (clnsS
il G)lBlo g (g3 OSUie I GoriiS S 1) )b alpl g us ladely pin (lpde
Oigd g8 052 b unl i 20,6 elayliilo 5 o )SS lan 5 ol Lol ady) sy
ol 48 Souol dles I il alge slacudgisme b adllae cpl 5 ps ol Julss )
ooyl maw j3 (ylel (olaodly luas g o oluss)l pllas Lol s ed lgieas a0l ils g ol
0 )i Sl sl S el wlgs o 45

Cdl dlor 5l o (&S (2l Pl ) oad plulid Sl & a2 g Liagh mli ab »
Sl b dacud Se (g0 oSS plabae sy bidsyl A2 g xSy (hjgel CuinS
ol sl g Glp 630)8 sbadleiy 5l Slasgoome lodne (Jad (S3gm 3 9 J9d £5 38!
62093 (6135 2 b b sl (6900 (o g plalno (s3lutiailss g (535013 st s o0 &) ko



OLSen 9 (s s o $3 gl 9 (bl

Glaal jl (g y5gmee S5 Glodas g Wby jgomacs,Sl (5)S5 4 ygoma0pos 1S laie (oBi0e]
lass Sl 30,k | Camez S )3 2l slpl St g gl Cusd 4 o8 (i)l
CaisS g ol> Jtals |y plabee ()5 L8 Wl e (oBjel iy oy oLl b sl il
5 pyd (b b a8 piode laadld 5 blpl cogl g wisn dge |y (2led)l sl
b yg il 8> iali8l g b )5S ()50 JeoSS jl 655l 4 4383 5 ool o jlulin] slacun) S
($oixe 9 o Gaggie (3,5 @l b plalee (Jid [55Sl g 0l & dxgi ip)lon S (o0 S5
o ltly eCaleg 53 eunl (Ul 3 Slas CoieS Gl)) g ad (Sogwyd GialS 50 oudS el
By sl Slgie (Sonm 9 $9° 2L el Ll Bk jl (Ml 3y 5k 5 ik (il
doled (6 Sy by Sloiml ST 3l A8 Clin oyl gl 5 225 Al 4l 1)) b
(2 golaw )3 o g S (led)y) Pl ol (gl ol (s &S (il ol s olsl
5 olekre b (Soguyp (ajp0l CunS dl omen ladsly 5 ) ady; bl g olL
gy (S 1395 0 oty ol gl g2y sletmed bl b g 3 ) (bjgel (st
Baa b VL (Jeass glaoygd 3 (o5 9 (S eyl Gl Jol 0y (&S 9 (o) (55
p9 colisel il (3353l 5 53k pols 1l 93l oo oS by (Sisgy U lise o
o byl By sl onlly 5 lolae (5,55 5 Slojl Simjd b o)ls Slise (slasllls

5 glolid Golie )3 ol (Bl 5 b elal CodS ) bli) g (Sind Lelge (5 b

References &l
g e lysle bl ol wylie olalee o83 5l (6ilxe higel )3 hwog olds)) Cans
62904 2023 22034/trj 0rg/10 https://doi AY=OY (F)VY ¢ )l

099y b ligel Gy (leass cdpiy 5o Jelse saad) 5 (alolid VF+F) ljf om ol
psle el pls )3 cngh lillas Malli S ety (AHP) (oilpedbuls Lloo
com/doc/2032097 https://civilica 3| obsb o clais/ clilleo 5 Gad> ¢ Sy
N ol 2 o g 4yl dolidader (olpl (gw)d> Gliayaely ol 5l (ol 0)93 (inog
html .r/article-1-3295-fa ac khu http://cstp A3-1Y-: (VA)


https://doi.org/10.22034/trj.2023.62904
http://cstp.khu.ac.ir/article-1-3295-fa.html

A=) 2Q 50,00 ) FeF Gliml Ve b)lods VA Jw il 9 Gigel sole 4 i

9 Obwd s )b g Sl aljl (Wer) bl ey oopbl g dare osyie
oSl oo i 4l > oS b3l & nog (A3l s slaile 5] oligel il
249166 2021 22034/emes 0rg/10 https://doi SY-YX (YN i jge/ luij)] 5

(095 L 10185 coslonasiz (8 pSmronad (ITRY) i s il 5 ¢ 2] o>

o wlp! olidcasl (IYO) (g (Sloo g lasle saing b oede (L (S5
s liwsd 5 Gl i Sllllbs dlxo o oS ddlllas S i glatl yojlde 0 oy S L))
1114 19318 2020 22054/soece 0rg/10 https://doi \Y--24 (V)Y

019 (o= hS led))l sslidipl (1)) loll (Lol g g cgmo ((Bole e i)
QY=5Y [(F )WY o djso] oluisy] 5 (spSojliil colellbo dolilas Big)S im0 olygd 5> (ol
1.3 40 12 1401 24762865 1 1001 ac/dor/20 .dsc https://dor

itos iyl 3)90 )3 Glodre (SrolEyd (o) (IF1F) allae canlgd Ly g ¢ ((Bdee (539,
https:/1doi ¥ +=Y (¥ENY ¢ g0l b)) 5 (s pSoilui] clellao do)Saly 5 b ills Lol
2520 2015625 2024 22034/emes org/10

(i ddllas iiog 2Ll 3 ully cSlie glge (WAR) ¢ S0 L5ye8S 5 Sy s 2l
2020 22034/emes Doi: 10 ¥&+—YVA (YA)V+ o djge) (oldiy] 5 (o5 0510 olelllo
39888

(9> 285 2088 (sl 5 xSl (polidily) i (pa ol (VF4Y) 81 i

Sy > oy byl U (yp (VFF) s o S5dllgd 5 Lo (2t e LAl
pole 5 olidily Slillae dlro (J55 U] Jo oy ol gaie 50l Sl (e
com/doc/2001479 https:/icivilica « YAY=YAY (VY)Y « o

(s 1353 ) Engi o 15T b s i STpal aallas (M) (52530 @55 So9me
JB sy o oMl ST oKl

slodjly gl)] 1 o sl ot Bl sl (VWAY) iy g pmad S o g el ¢ Jle
dsc dttps://dor AOF=IYA WY ,cw 5 el gy — el dolihad (5,530
71 34 1397 10174133 1 1001 <ac/dor/20

o (35518 5 o 0 pan i oM @il (bl pa St ( Med (ol oo Ul B s1e
S i ST jgel bl by g0 ol iy plhs el (VYAR)
com/doc/1404299 https://civilica < Jus )l cwyto (o Gioload yeogd ¢ polis


https://doi.org/10.22054/soece.2020.19318.1114
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24762865.1401.12.40.3.1
https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2024.2015625.2520
https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2024.2015625.2520
https://civilica.com/doc/2001479
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.10174133.1397.34.1.7.7
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.10174133.1397.34.1.7.7
https://civilica.com/doc/1404299

OLSen 9 (s s o $3 gl 9 (bl

2l ) odlizel b e oy icaslio Gl g (hy9 5 Ghisel 0 pogad Ui g Sl
ir/paper/1029660/fa ttps://sid SID V=YY ( YE ¢ sl pgle 4i50] 10 Livs
sibro g (2IKS 00l (01 50L 40 gy oMl 0)93 ) caslio (soS W)l yolaie & Linog
ir/paper/262995/fa https://sid SID &=V (V+)¥

5 oSS (5 s dipal il el iy (VAY) sl (ol

sl il 51050 ledso dis j )l (69l Tg ((VF e+ ) cdasro , uws g dllliauin s 10315 5 9ud o
0.7 4 16 1400 24763608 (1 1001 .ac/dor/20

OBy duwydo Syl 1l od o fas (slaia]) wpd doliys ol (AYAY) ¢y ¢ Sho

242 36380 2023 22054/gric org/10 https://doi

Ll o guylte plalre (15,55 5 (il e (ol 3yl ((VWAY) cdllcolin wodlj oolazel 5 e g0
¢1 <1001 <ac/dor/20 cisc <https://dor ¥5—5 (¥)5 (2oir (sl iy Libgh b

0 «3 ¢4 «6 <1397 «24765686

Abdi Fathabad, M, Aslani, S, Sheikhi Mehrabadi, A, Gholami-Poll Basra, A, &
Qaragozlou, S (2020) Pathology Of the Descriptive Evaluation System in
Achieving Educational Goals with Emphasis on The Fundamental
Transformation Document In Second National School Conference,
Ardabil, https://civilica <com/doc/1404299 [In Persian]

Afzal Khani, M., & Tajik, Z. (2019). Pathology of Descriptive Evaluation Towards
the Realization of the Teaching and Learning Process: A Qualitative Study.
Quarterly Journal of Educational Leadership and Management, 14(2), 1-20¢
https://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.27171329.1399.14.2.1.1 [In Persian]


https://sid.ir/paper/1029660/fa
https://sid.ir/paper/262995/fa
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24763608.1400.16.1.7.0
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24763608.1400.16.1.7.0
https://doi.org/10.22054/qric.2023.36380.242
https://civilica.com/doc/1404299
https://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.27171329.1399.14.2.1.1

A=) 2Q 50,00 ) FeF Gliml Ve b)lods VA Jw il 9 Gigel sole 4 i

Al Maktoum, S., & AlKaabi, A. (2024). Examining teachers' experiences in the
teacher evaluation process: A qualitative multi-case study. Cogent Education.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2287931

Ali, A., & Mubarak Ghamsari, R. (2018). Meta-Analysis of the Effectiveness of
Descriptive Evaluation on Improving Learning Outcomes. Quarterly Scientific
Research Journal of Education, 34(1), 139-
156. https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.10174133.1397.34.1.7.7 [In Persian]

Antoniou, J., & James, M. (2014). Exploring Formative Assessment in Primary
School Classrooms: Developing A Framework of Actions and Strategies.
Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 26(2), 153-
176. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-013-9188-4

Attride-Stirling, J. (2001). Thematic Networks: An Analytic Tool for Qualitative
Research. Qualitative Research, 1(3), 385—
405. https://doi.org/10.1177/146879410100100307

Azizi, N., Jafari, P., Farzad, V., and Sanobari, M. (2012). Investigating the strategies
of government and private sector participation in education and selecting the
most appropriate mechanism using the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP).
Educational Planning Studies, 1(1), 7-31. [In Persian]

Babanesb Ahmad Kalai, R., Azizi, M., & Abedini Beltrak, M. (2023). Investigating
The Strengths and Weaknesses of Descriptive Evaluation in Virtual Education
from the Perspective of Primary School Teachers in Mazandaran Province.
Teaching Research, 11(4), 52-83. https://doi.org/10.22034/trj.2023.62904 [In
Persian]

Bahramipour, F. (1403). Identifying and ranking factors affecting students' academic
achievement using the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) method. Fifth
International Conference on Modern Studies in the Humanities, Educational
Sciences, Law and Social Studies. Retrieved from
https://civilica.com/doc/2032097 [In Persian]

Beigi, N., Rezazadeh-Bahadoran, H., Khosravi-Babadi, A. A., & Pushneh, K.
(2021). The Disadvantages of Descriptive Evaluation in Primary School from
the Perspective of Iranian Curriculum Planners. Bi-Quarterly Journal of Theory
and Practice in Curriculum, 9(18), 99-130. http://cstp.khu.ac.ir/article-1-3295-
fa.html [In Persian]

Brown, T. D., Barnes, M., & Finefter-Rosenbluh, I. F. (2024). Teacher Perspectives
and Experiences of Assessment Literacy in Victorian Junior Secondary Schools.
Australian Journal of Education, 68(1), 5-
22. https://doi.org/10.1177/00049441231214022

Fathi, M. R. (2022). A critique of the non-graded evaluation system in elementary
school and providing a suitable solution. Progress in Humanities Education,
8(26), 31-43. SID. https://sid.ir/paper/1029660/fa [In Persian]


https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2287931
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.10174133.1397.34.1.7.7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-013-9188-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/146879410100100307
https://doi.org/10.22034/trj.2023.62904
https://civilica.com/doc/2032097
http://cstp.khu.ac.ir/article-1-3295-fa.html
http://cstp.khu.ac.ir/article-1-3295-fa.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/00049441231214022
https://sid.ir/paper/1029660/fa

OLSen 9 (s s o $3 gl 9 (bl

Galvan, P. (2016). Educational Evaluation and Prediction of School Performance
Through Data Mining and Genetic Algorithms. In 2016 Future Technologies
Conference (FTC) (pp. 245-249). IEEE.

Gerritsen-van Leeuwenkamp, K. J., Joosten-ten Brinke, D., & Kester, L. (2019).
Students’ Perceptions of Assessment Quality Related to Their Learning
Approaches and Learning Outcomes. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 63, 72—
82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2019.06.002

Ghodsipour, S.H. (2000). Analytic Hierarchy Process. Tehran: Amir Kabir
University of Technology Publishing Center. [In Persian]

Qoltash, A., Ojinejad, A., & Dehghan Mangabadi, A. (2015). Pathology of the
Descriptive Evaluation Model in Order to Provide an Appropriate Model in The
Elementary School. Research in School and Virtual Learning, 3(10), 7-
16. https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.23456523.1394.3.10.1.4 [In Persian]

Habibi, A., & Afridi, S. (2022). Multi-Criteria Decision Making. Tehran: Naron
Publications. [In Persian]

Jafari, M., & Athari, Z. (2020). Representing the perceptions and lived experiences
of teachers and students of the challenges of changing from descriptive to
guantitative evaluation in the seventh grade. Educational Measurement and
Evaluation Studies, 11(35), 67-39. https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2021.249166
[In Persian]

Karamalian, H., Jafari Harandi, R., & Ebadi, H. (2013). A Study of the Qualitative
Descriptive Evaluation Problems from Primary School Teachers' and Managers'
Point of View. New Educational Approaches, 8(2), 73-92. [In Persian]

Khazaei, L., Gholam-Hosseini-FarizHendi, A. A., & Samadi, P. (2017). Pathology
of Implementing a Qualitative Descriptive Evaluation Plan in Elementary
Schools: A Qualitative Study. Journal of Preschool and Elementary School
Studies, 2(7), 99-120. https://doi.org/10.22054/s0ece.2020.19318.1114 [In
Persian]

Kiamanesh, A. (2022). Educational evaluation methods. Tehran: Payam Noor
University Press. [In Persian]

Killam, L. A., & Heerschap, C. (2013). Challenges to student learning in the clinical
setting: A qualitative descriptive study. Nurse Education Today, 33(6), 684-691.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2012.10.008

Levy-Feldman, 1. (2025). The Role of Assessment in Improving Education and
Promoting Educational Equity. Education Sciences, 15(2), 224.
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15020224

Looney, A., Cumming, J., van Der Kleij, F., & Harris, K. (2017). Reconceptualizing
the Role of Teachers as Assessors: Teacher Assessment Identity. Assessment in
Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 25(5), 442
467. https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2016.1268090


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2019.06.002
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.23456523.1394.3.10.1.4
https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2021.249166
https://doi.org/10.22054/soece.2020.19318.1114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2012.10.008
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15020224
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2016.1268090

A=) 2Q 50,00 ) FeF Gliml Ve b)lods VA Jw il 9 Gigel sole 4 i

Malakolunthu, S., & Vasudevan, V. (2012). Teacher Evaluation Practices in
Malaysian Primary Schools: Issues and Challenges. Asia Pacific Education
Review, 13, 449-456. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-012-9207-z

Maleki, H. (2022). Curriculum Development (Practice Guide). Tehran: Borhan
School Publications. [In Persian]

Malekizade, A., Khoshbakht, F., & Alborzi, M. (2023). Pathology Qualitative-
Descriptive Evaluation in Elementary Schools: Qualitative Study. Qualitative
Research in Curriculum, 4(12), 86—
114. https://doi.org/10.22054/qric.2023.36380.242 [In Persian]

Monteiro, V., Mata, L., & Santos, N. N. (2021). Assessment Conceptions and
Practices: Perspectives of Primary School Teachers and Students. Frontiers in
Education, 6, 631185. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.631185

Mortazavi, J., Hoseini Khah, A., Gerami Pour, M., & lzanlo, B. (2022).
Representation of Qualitative-Descriptive Evaluation Experience in Primary
Schools. School Administration, 10(1), 44—
62. https://jsa.uok.ac.ir/article_62183.html

Mortazavizadeh, S. H., & Hassani, M. (2021). An analysis of novice teachers lived
experiences of teaching challenges in multi-grade classes. New Educational
Approaches, 16(1), 115-140.
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24763608.1400.16.1.7.0 [In Persian]

Nouri, A., & Etemadizadeh, H. (2018). Evaluating the level of knowledge and
attitude of school teachers in relation to educational research. Teaching
Research, 6(4), 46-65. https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24765686.1397.6.4.3.0
[In Persian]

Ostad-Ali, F., Behzadi, M. H., & Shahvarani, A. (2015). Descriptive Qualitative
Method of Evaluation from the Viewpoint of Math Teachers and Its Comparison
with the Quantitative Evaluation (Giving Scores) Method (A Case Study on The
Primary Schools for Girls in Zone 1 of Tehran City). Mathematics Education
Trends and Research, 1, 50-56. doi:10.5899/2015/metr-00078

Pouladi, E., & Moghadam, A. Z. (2011). The Study of Effectiveness of Descriptive
Evaluation in 1st and 2nd Grade of Primary Schools in Region 3 of Tehran.
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 29: 452 459.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.262

Rajabi, H., Arefi, M., & Khorasani, A. (2022). Pathology of Qualitative-Descriptive
Evaluation in Primary School During the Corona Crisis. Quarterly Journal of
Educational Measurement and Evaluation Studies, 12(40), 63—
92. https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24762865.1401.12.40.3.1 [In Persian]

Roodi, M., & BornaKhaje, M. (2024). Investigating Teachers' Views on Descriptive
Evaluation: Identifying Challenges and Solutions. Educational Measurement
and Evaluation Studies, 14(46), 1-
20. https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2024.2015625.2520 [In Persian]

Saaty, T. L. (1980). The Analytic Hierarchy Process. New York: McGraw Hill.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-012-9207-z
https://doi.org/10.22054/qric.2023.36380.242
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.631185
https://jsa.uok.ac.ir/article_62183.html
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24763608.1400.16.1.7.0
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24765686.1397.6.4.3.0
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24765686.1397.6.4.3.0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.262
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.24762865.1401.12.40.3.1
https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2024.2015625.2520

OLSen 9 (s s o $3 gl 9 (bl

SaburiKazaj, P. (2019). Study of the Perception of Gender Justice with Emphasis on
Ethnicity (Doctoral Dissertation). Islamic Azad University, Khalkhal Branch.
[In Persian]

Salehineya, M., Ghiji, S., & Zolfarkhi, Z. (2024). Studying the Effect of Descriptive
Evaluation on the Academic Achievement of Elementary School Students in
Aliabad Katul City. Quarterly Journal of Psychological Studies and Educational
Sciences, 7(72), 281-312. https://civilica.com/doc/2001479 [In Persian]

Saraji, F., & Shakouri, N. (2020). Barriers to parental participation in descriptive
evaluation: A qualitative study. Educational Measurement and Evaluation
Studies, 10(29), 229-260. https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2020.39888 [In
Persian]

Seif, A. (2023). Educational Measurement, Assessment and Evaluation (7th ed.).
Tehran: Duran Publications. [In Persian]

Veugen, M. J., Gulikers, J. T. M., & denBrok, P. (2021). We Agree on What We
See: Teacher and Student Perceptions of Formative Assessment Practice.
Studies in Educational Evaluation, 70,
101027. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2021.101027

Widana, I. W., Sumandya, I. W., Citrawan, I. W., Widana, I. N. S., Ibarra, F. P.,
Quicho, R. F., Delos Santos, M. R. H. M., Velasquez-Fajanela, J. V., &
Mukminin, A. (2023). The Effect of Teacher’s Responsibility and
Understanding of the Local Wisdom Concept on Teacher’s Autonomy in
Developing Evaluation of Learning Based on Local Wisdom in Special Needs
School.  Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice,
23(10). https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v23i10.6189


https://civilica.com/doc/2001479
https://doi.org/10.22034/emes.2020.39888
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2021.101027
https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v23i10.6189




