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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Has much of the effort of teachers been nullified be¬ 

cause they have imposed too much control upon the pupils? 

Teachers often tell pupils v/hat to do, how to do it, 

and, finally, how well they did it. During eleven years of 

elementary teaching, the writer arrived at the tentative con¬ 

clusion that this procedure evoked an automatic resistance 

from the pupils which they have expressed as indifference, or 

sometimes as rebellion, and which resulted in less achieve¬ 

ment • 

Some authorities claim that the problem of pupil in¬ 

difference can be solved by involving pupils in selecting 

subject matter, in planning procedures, and in evaluating 

their work. The writer was interested in one phase of pupil 

involvement, the phase of pupil self-evaluation. 

Morgan believed that the democractic process called 

for self-evaluation, and he stated his view as follows: 

Democratic principles imply that all persons involved 
in the evaluation process are affected by it and should 
share fully in it. Those affected by judgments or de¬ 
cisions should understand and participate in making 
them. Moreover, they should have a share in shaping 
the processes that will influence their development.^ 

Morgan, H. Gerthon, “What Is Effective Evaluation?’1 

National Education Association Journal, November, 1959. 
pTTST  
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There is conflicting evidence as to the worth of pu¬ 

pil self-evaluation* After making a survey of pupil self- 

evaluation, Russell reported in 1953 that the "glib state¬ 

ment that self-evaluation is an important part of all eval¬ 

uation programs would seem to need further investigation and 

extreme caution in its application.Yet, a study of the 

effectiveness of self-evaluation in teaching electronic com¬ 

munication skills to Air Force men indicated a "highly sig¬ 

nificant difference in favor of the self-evaluating group."3 

Since the value of pupil self-evaluation has not been firmly 

established, further studies are needed to clarify the issue. 

The Problem 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

use of instruments and techniques intended to promote pupil 

self-evaluation would result in higher achievement when ap¬ 

plied to learning the language arts in grade five. It was 

the writer*s belief that higher achievement would result. 

Procedures 

To carry out this investigation four steps were found 

^Russell, David H«, "What Does Research Say about 
Self-evaluation?" Journal of Educational Research, April, 
1953, pp. 570-571.   

^Duel, Henry J., "Effect of Periodical Self- 
evaluation on Student Achievement," The Journal of Educa- 
tional Psychologyf August, 1958, p. 199• 
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necessary: 

!• Literature was surveyed to determine what instru¬ 

ments should be used and to discover helpful techniques* 

2* Suitable self-evaluation instruments were built* 

3. An experimental program was conducted in the 

classroom. 

4* The program was evaluated by comparing achievement 

in the experimental group with that of a control group. 

Limitations 

The study was confined to the fifth grade class of the 

school where the writer taught in Livingston, Montana, and to 

the school year of 1961-1962* It was further limited to the 

language arts area. Not all the pupils in the class could 

be included in the study, because complete records of achieve¬ 

ment test scores and intelligence quotients for each student 

were not always available* 

In this study ,,self-evaluation,, means the process of 

comparing one*s own activities and accomplishments to those 

of a model or standard. 

A review of literature was made at the Montana State 

College Library to determine appropriate and effective means 

of self-evaluation which could be used in experimentation. 

The findings of the review are presented in Chapter 2* 



CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF LITERATURE 

A survey of literature was made to discover what the 

role of pupil self-evaluation has been, what instruments and 

techniques have been used, and what skills in the language 

arts area should be evaluated. These facets are discussed 

in the following sections. 

The Role of Self-evaluation 

The goal of evaluation in schools has been commonly 

accepted as being to gain understanding of all factors act¬ 

ing upon pupils, so that these factors can be more wisely 

adjusted to accelerate the pupils* growth. At the beginning 

of the modern testing movement, attempts to understand these 

factors were usually fragmentary, dealing with isolated in¬ 

formation, skills, and abilities. Recently, there has been 

considerable effort made toward a type of evaluation that 

considers the total development of the child, including phys¬ 

ical, emotional, social, and intellectual aspects. 

Seemingly, evaluation that considers the total child 

has been difficult to attain. Megroth and Washburne believ¬ 

ed a new approach to the problem was necessary to supplement 

what has been accomplished.! They have pointed out that the 

Megroth, E* J., and Y/ashburne, V. 2*, f,Teaching 
Evaluation,11 Journal of Educational Research, Seotember, 1946. 
p. 63.    



6 

present technique of comparative testing has not been appli¬ 

cable to some very significant and large areas of the learn¬ 

ing process, and that these areas can only be reached by the 

learner himself as is illustrated in this comment: 

The relative positions therefore, of tester or teacher 
and student should probably be reversed. Where former¬ 
ly the tester or teacher assumed the responsibility for 
uncovering and utilizing the data, it now appears that 
this primary responsibility must be left with the indi¬ 
vidual being tested. Where previously the tester or 
teacher conceived of his function as that of a judge, 
now it may be seen that the judgmatic attitude must be 
eliminated before the students can assume complete re~ 
sponsibility, and before the data can be validly eval¬ 
uated by the individual to whom they apply.2 

According to this view, the primary function of the 

teacher has been to generate an atmosphere in which the stu¬ 

dent had no fear of being judged and could therefore accept 

the logical implications of the data about himself, could 

evaluate their significance, and could assume the responsi¬ 

bility for acting on their implications.3 Another function 

has been nto correct misinformation, miscalculation, misin¬ 

terpretation, misconception, and the like.1,4 The authors re¬ 

cognized the lack of fully developed methods and instruments 

to carry out the kind of self-evaluation they envisioned, 

but they did maintain that scientific method was applicable 

^Megroth and Washburne, op. cit., p. 68. 

sIbid., p. 69* 

4Ibld., p. 66 
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to the process*5 

Allen said that examinations too often play the role 

of informer to tell the teacher the weakness or neglect of 

the pupilj therefore, they promote distrust, fear, and deceit 

rather than help the teacher serve the child*6 To avoid 

these outcomes and also to insure that the test promotes 

learning as it should, he suggested that tests be used diag¬ 

nostically at the beginning of a course, that scores be used 

to raise a pupil*s mark but not to lov^er it, and that in 

many tests no one but the pupil himself should know his score*? 

Allen would have pupils correct their own tests and 

also would have the tester or teacher work with the class to 

set up a statistical analysis of their scores in order that 

each pupil could evaluate his own paper*^ 

Other educators, such as Montessori, Gousinet, and 

Cantor, have emphasized the importance of the pupil’s role in 

his own education* For example, Cantor said to ’’help others 

in self guidance is the way to develop constructive person¬ 

alities* The individual must be given opportunity to criti¬ 

cize himself by discovering his own weakness*”9 

Slbld*, p. 69. 

6Allen, Richard D*, Self-Measurement Projects in 
Group Guidance, Inor Publishing Co*, "19b4, p. 6* 

Tibid., pp. 6-7. 

Qlbid., pp. 18-20* 

^Cantor, Nathaniel, Dynamics of Learning, Foster and 
Stewart, 1946, p. 75* 
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Duel maintained that self-evaluation led to several 

worthy educational goals and offered the following list: 

Prom our observations of the process it appears that 
self-evaluation helps to accomplish the following: 

!• Students develop more sensitivity to desired 
outcomes. 

2. Students achieve better understanding of how 
they measure up to established standards. 

3. Students develop more awareness of require¬ 
ments and expectations. 

4. Students are motivated through a challenge 
to "beat themselves•" 

5. Students are orientated toward a look at 
"self" and a reliance on "self". 

6. Some of the fear component of solely external 
evaluation is removed. 

7. Students develop a clearer frame of reference 
upon which to base future actions.10 

Allen has given a more lengthy but similar list.H 

In spite of the apparent advantages of self-evaluation 

Hagan and Thorndike remarked that there has been little em¬ 

pirical evidence given to demonstrate that better learning 

does result.12 weaknesses of the procedure were given 

as the pupil*s probable lack of appraisal techniques, his 

lack of understanding of the objectives of the educational 

program, and his lack of a stable reference point by which 

to evaluate his own progress.13 

lODuel, Henry J., "Help Your Students Help Themselves," 
The Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary-School 
Principals, October, 1959, pp. 53-54. 

llAllen, op. cit., pp. 12-13. 

l%arris, Chester V/., editor, Encyclopedia of Educa- 
tional Research, Macmillan Co., 1960,~p. 485. 

13ibid., p. 485. 
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In the following section are presented some of the in¬ 

stances in which self-evaluation has been a part of the edu¬ 

cative procedure* 

Experiments in Self-evaluation 

It became evident from the survey of literature that 

pupil self-evaluation has usually been handled in two ways* 

One method was to share with the child evaluation data col¬ 

lected by the teacher* The other was to provide the child 

some sort of standard against which he could compare himself 

independently* The writer was more interested in the second 

method, since from a preliminary search it appeared that it 

has promoted greater participation by the pupil* 

Marshall^ provided her seventh grade pupils with 

forms upon which they could judge themselves in composition, 

speech, grammar, spelling, social studies, mathematics, and 

science* Specific skills were not detailed for each subject; 

but papers, notebooks, and tests were kept upon which to base 

judgements. Her pupils used symbols for marking four levels 

of accomplishment: failure, poor, fair, good. She also 

marked each pupil*s rating sheet and had a conference with 

each. Considerable agreement occurred between the pupils* 

marks and the teacher's marks, and increased motivation was 

l^Marshall, Mariann, "Self-evaluation in Seventh 
Grade," The Elementary School Journal, February, 1960, 
pp. 249-ZbZ.    
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felt to be the main advantage*15 As shown in the following 

statement, Ahmann and Glock supported Marshall^ procedure in 

which the teacher and the pupils evaluated concurrently: 

$hen both pupils and teacher use the same instruments 
to evaluate the same performance at the same time and 
the results are examined, the pupils gain a much bet¬ 
ter perspective of the important features of the per¬ 
formance and the teacher^ standards concerning them.15 

A guide sheet for pupils in an individualized third 

grade reading program conducted by Crossley and Kniley1*7 

contained a section that gave a simple checklist for writing 

good book reports. Although this was primarily an assign¬ 

ment sheet, self-evaluation probably did result from the pro¬ 

cess of accumulating the reports as well as from the check¬ 

list. The authors reported that the pupils showed more than 

the usual gain in achievement. 

While teaching children to judge the quality of their 

literature. Root found that by ^’keeping simple records of 

the modifications through which their criteria go, children 

will be able to more completely evaluate their own growth*^18 

ISibid., p. 251. 

l^Ahmann, J. Stanley, and Glock, Marvin D-, Evaluat- 
ing Pupil Growth, Allyn and Bacon, 1958, p. 342. 

IVcrossley, Ruth, and Kniley, Mildred, "An Individ¬ 
ualized Reading Program," Elementary English, January, 1959. 
pp. 16-20.   —   

iSRoot, Shelton L*, "Evaluating Children1s Awareness 
of Literature," The Reading Teacher, February, 1956, p. 152. 



11 

He also believed that children profited most when the criter¬ 

ia for evaluation were evolved by the class*19 

Duel conducted an experiment with adults who were 

studying electronic communication.20 The student made an es¬ 

timate of his skill or knowledge by marking a graduated scale 

for each item being judged. The instrument was used at the 

beginning, during, and following the course. The experimen¬ 

tal groups did significantly better on achievement tests than 

the control groups did.2l 

Cantor tried to develop the implications of psychia¬ 

try, mental hygiene, and social case work to the teaching of 

two college courses, "Culture and Human Relations" and "Crime 

in Society". He held that every individual is in a constant 

battle with himself, maintaining that "Every individual seeks 

security and dependence, but he also wants to assert himself, 

to be independent, to express himself in accordance with his 

own peculiar temperament."22 Cantor made use of this inner 

conflict to bring change in his students. He refused to give 

them security by praising or blaming with the result that the 

students could not passively accept the instructor's word as 

authority, rather they were forced to make their own evalua¬ 

tions.23 He insisted they develop and use their own values 

19ibid .. p. 152. 
20Duel, Henry J., "Effect of Periodical Self- 

evaluation on Student Achievement," The Journal of Education- 
al Psychology, August, 1958, pp. 197-199. 

21Ibid., p. 199. 

22Cantor, op. elt., p. 59. 
23ibid., pp. 74-76. 
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upon which to base judgments*24 No objective data was used 

in the study to support the contention that superior learning 

resulted from the technique, but he used many quotes from his 

students as evidence that this was the case.25 

The survey of literature has shown that experimenta¬ 

tion has been diverse but not frequent in the area of self- 

evaluation. The following section is devoted to the survey 

of literature by which the writer determined the basic lan¬ 

guage skills at the fifth grade level and techniques by which 

they may be evaluated. 

Self-evaluation of Language Arts Skills 

It was necessary to discover which are the language 

arts skills that fifth graders could be expected to evaluate. 

There was rather common agreement that the language arts can 

be divided into the areas of listening, speaking, reading, 

writing, spelling, and handwriting; however, the skills in 

one of these areas are often the same as or related to skills 

in another area.26 For this reason, a basic list of language 

skills was not difficult to deduce, even though they were 

24Ibid., pp. 234-255. 

26lbid ., pp. 253-267. 

26Hatchett, Ethel L-, and Hughes, Donald H*, Teaching 
Language Arts in Elementary Schools, Ronald Press, 1956, 
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found to be organized in various ways.27 Usually evaluation 

instruments shown were made for use by the teacher only. 

Ritter and Shepard gave instruments by which to evalu¬ 

ate letter content, letter form, speaking, and capitalization 

and punctuation.28 These were principally in the form of 

checklists or score sheets. 

Two authors suggested either giving children listed 

standards for their language arts work or else helping the 

class develop such lists cooperatively.29 usually the self- 

evaluation was thought to occur during class discussion of 

such standards. Hatchett and Hughes stressed the importance 

of oral evaluation day-by-day.30 

Textbooks often suggested that each child have a note¬ 

book or folder in which to record progress or keep samples of 

work. Dawson recommended that the teacher should keep such 

a folder for each child.31 

2^Ibid., pp. 356-358, 370j Lee, J. Murray, and Lee, 
Dorris May, The Child and His Curriculum, Appleton-Century- 
Crofts, Inc., 1950, pp. 433-438; Dawson, Mildred A*, Miller, 
Jonnie M., and Zollinger, Marian, Language for Daily Use, 
Grade 5, Teacher's Edition, World BOOK CO., 1959, pp. 197 37, 
83, 162. 

28Ritter, E* L*, and Shepherd, L. A«, Methods of Teach 
ing in Town and Rural Schools, Dryden Press, Inc., 1931. 
pp. 142-3773 • 

29Hatchett and Hughes, op. cit., pp. 368-369; Ritter 
and Shepherd, op. cit., p. 142. 

3°Hatchett and Hughes, op. cit., p» 369. 

^•Dawson, Miller, and Zollinger, op. cit., p. 33T- 
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According to Tyler32 there are several ways to evalu¬ 

ate that are little used, such as records of activities in 

which pupils participate, questioneers, checklists, anecdotal 

records, and interviews* Of the items mentioned by Tyler, 

the writer found the checklist and the record of activities 

most suited to pupil use* Since many of the instruments and 

techniques given in the foregoing references were oriented to¬ 

ward teacher evaluation of pupils, they had to be adapted by 

the writer to agree with the purpose of this study. As a 

guide for making the adaptation the following points were de¬ 

veloped and used; 

1* It should be simple enough for the pupil to under¬ 

stand easily and to do quickly. 

2. It should accumulate evidence upon which to base 

judgements• 

3. It should increase the pupil* s av/areness of the 

accepted level of achievement* 

4* It should clarify to the pupil the skills he is 

attempting to master* 

5* It should be inexpensive and readily available* 

These instruments are discussed and how they were used 

is explained in the next chapter* 



CHAPTER III 

EXPERIMENTATION IN 3ELP-EVALUATION 

Having established ways of encouraging pupils to make 

self-evaluations, as shown in the preceding chapter, the writ¬ 

er conducted an experiment using these ways in teaching the 

language arts to one fifth grade class. For comparison a con¬ 

trol group was taught by another teacher who did not emphasize 

self-evaluation. The experiment was conducted at East Side 

School in Livingston, Montana, during the school year of 1961- 

62. This chapter deals with the homogeneity of the class 

groups, the methods of instruction, and a comparison of the 

achievement of the two classes* 

Homogeneous Class.Groups 

The two classes seemed to be homogeneous in regard to 

mental ability1 as evidenced by IQ scores. The range of IQ 

scores was from 84 to 114 for the experimental group and from 

77 to 114 for the control group. The experimental group had 

seven more points than the control group on the lower end of 

the range, but the upper extremity was the same for both 

groups. The median IQ score was 101 for the experimental 

group and 99 for the control group, giving a difference of 2. 

points. The mean score was 99.7 for the experimental class 

iKuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests, Sixth Edition, 
Booklet K, Personnel Press, Inc«, 1952. 
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and 98.4 for the control class, a difference of 1.3 points. 

A distribution showing the number of pupils in each group 

who received IQ scores at different levels is presented in 

Table 1. 

TABLE 1. DISTRIBUTION OP THE IQ SCORES OF THE TWO CLASSES 
INVOLVED IN THE SELF-EVALUATION EXPERIMENT IN GRADE FIVE 
AT.LIVINGSTON, MONTANA, 1961-62 

The classes also seemed homogeneous in some other re¬ 

spects. The mean age of the control group was 11 years and 

one month, and that of the experimental group was one month 

greater. Both groups came from the same neighborhood and ap 

peared to share similar home backgrounds. 

Methods of Instruction 

The two groups used the same textbooks, and the teach* 

er of each group used the same study guides, except that the 
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experimental group used the SRA Reading Laboratory2 for three 

months of the school year. The chief deliberate difference 

in the method of instruction was the experimental groups use 

of instruments and techniques intended to stimulate the pu¬ 

pils to evaluate themselves. These included lists of stand¬ 

ards, checklists, progress charts, records of activities, in¬ 

dividual conferences, and class discussions. 

In the experimental group each pupil kept a folder in 

which he placed finished work and forms for recording lan¬ 

guage arts activities. These forms are shown in Appendix A* 

Checklists used for self-evaluation of language arts skills 

are found in Appendix B* 

Reading. To complement the usual reading program, 

pupils in the experimental group kept a continuous record of 

library reading on a form that is shown in Appendix A on page 

32. On it the pupil showed the amount of reading done and 

the type of material read. Also, it caused the pupil to ex¬ 

press an opinion about the content of the story-as well as 

his opinion about the difficulty of the material. Approxi¬ 

mately every six weeks these records were checked by the 

teacher, who pointed out to the pupil his reading trends* 

Other kinds of self-evaluation were done while using 

the SRA Reading Laboratory—an individualized reading pro¬ 

gram which called for the pupil to grade his own written work, 

2Parker, Don H*, SRA Reading Laboratory, lib, Science 
Research Associates, Inc., 1960. 
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keep progress charts:, correct his error, and decide how he 

could improve his work. 

English. In English the children were encouraged fre¬ 

quently to do original written compositions. Usually a list 

of standards were developed by the class and put on the chalk¬ 

board to be used by the pupils while proofreading their com¬ 

positions. After receiving the corrected paper back from the 

teacher, each pupil entered the errors he made on a form in 

his folder. This form is shown in Appendix A on page 33. 

The outline, shown on pages 34-36, was also included in the 

folder. Its purpose was to assist the pupil in analyzing er¬ 

rors and in phrasing his record of them. Periodically the 

pupil was asked to look over the list of errors and to mark 

‘’OK'* those that he believed he had mastered. 

To further increase skill in proofreading, the teacher 

occasionally placed a short composition on the chalkboard and 

asked the .class to correct the errors in it. The errors con¬ 

tained in the composition were those recently made by the 

class. This process probably helped the children see their 

abilities in the light of a standard, also. 

To encourage critical thinking, the class was often 

asked to discuss the good points of oral reports or talks 

made by class members. 

To promote more self-evaluation the pupils were asked 

to mark the checklists shown in Appendix 3 on pages 39-41. 
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Speaking and listening traits were listed in these instru¬ 

ments* They were marked during the first, third, and sixth 

six-week periods* The first time this was done with discus¬ 

sion and explanation of each item on the checklists* The 

checklists were used following a situation in which the class 

had been speaking or listening, so that marking tended to be 

based upon real behavior* The pupils were told this did not 

affect their grades except as it helped them to improve their 

work, and the teacher collected and kept the checklists to 

prevent comparison among pupils which might lead to unreal¬ 

istic marking due to competition. 

Students kept all of their compositions in their fold¬ 

ers until the end of each grading period when they took them 

home for inspection by the parents. This activity was in¬ 

tended to help pupils to notice changes in their work. 

Spelling. In spelling, self-evaluation was promoted 

in an organized way. On Monday of each week the students 

followed the steps for the study of the wordlist given in the 

textbook.3 The resulting study paper was marked by the 

teacher in a way to show the kind of error, such as prefix 

or suffix, confusion of sounds, syllabication, and handwrit¬ 

ing. The pupils were then expected to correct the errors 

and to practice the words missed. 

Millington, Lillian E«, Using Words with Meaning, 
Silver Burdett Go., N. Y., 1950, p. 1, 
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After the weekly test, words missed were recorded on 

a form in the pupil*s folder. The form is shown in Appendix 

A on page 37. At the end of each six-week period, the teach¬ 

er tested each pupil on the words missed and also discussed 

with each his peculiar spelling habits and difficulties. 

The number of words recorded on the form served as a progress 

chart, for the student could quickly see whether his list was 

decreasing in size. 

Handwriting. In teaching handwriting, the checklist 

given in Appendix B on page 42 was used three times during 

the year to assist the pupils in judging their skill. In 

addition they evaluated some of their other papers for 

’*smoothness," "shape," "size," "spacing," "slant," and "align¬ 

ment" by marking each of these items as "poor," "fair," or 

"good". 

Comparison of Achievement 

At the end of the eighth month of instruction both 

classes took the Stanford Achievement Test.4 The mean grade 

placement scores of the experimental class were compared to 

those of the control class in the light of similar compari¬ 

sons made of scores for the same pupils on tests taken one 

year, two years, and three years earlier. 

^Stanford Achievement Test, World Book Co.# Yonkers, 
N. Y., 1^B3^ 
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According to the battery medians, the groups were equal 

in general achievement at the end of the second grade, the 

achievement level being 3.3 years for both* Thereafter the 

experimental group ranked lower on the median score, as shown 

in Table 2, having in grade five a mean battery median score 

of 5*7 while the control group had a score of 6.0* However, 

in the earlier grades the experimental group consistently 

scored lower in the language arts section of the Stanford 

Achievement Test* This trend was partially reversed in the 

fifth grade when the experimental group scored at 6*2 years 

in the Paragraph Meaning Test to the control group*s 6*1 

years. In former grades the experimental group had scored *2 

to .4 of a year lower than the control group. 

The experimental group did less well in two tests. 

In the test for Word Meaning the experimental group stood at 

5.4 years and the control group at 5.8 years, a difference 

of .4, whereas in earlier grades the control group was only 

.1 of a year ahead. The same trend was evident in Spelling 

in which the experimental group scored 5.4 years to the con¬ 

trol group*s 5.8, favoring the latter by .4 of a year while 

formerly the difference in favor of the control group had 

been only .1 or .2 of a year. 

There was a small improvement in Language by the ex¬ 

perimental group as compared to the control group. The scores 

were 5.3 and 5.6 respectively, show a superiority of .3 of a 
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TABLE 2. MEAH GRADE LEVEL SCORES ON STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST EARNED BY EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS WHEN IN THE 
SECOND, THIRD, FOURTH, AND FIFTH GRADES# 

Grade 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

Fifth 

Paragraph 
Meaning 

rH 
cd 
-P 
£ 
<D 
s 
•H 
£ 
0 

£4 
2 

a o 
K £ 
W o 

3.4 

4.2 

5.1 

6.2 

a 
£ 
o 
£ 

O C!J 

3.6 

4.6 

5.5 

6.1 

V/ord 
Meaning 

0$ 
-p 
£ 
0 
e 
•H 
£ O, 
0 p 
a o 
^ £ 

3.3 

4.1 

4.8 

5.4 

o 
£ a 
-P £ 
£ O 
O £ 
O c5 

3.4 

4.2 

4.9 

5.8 

Spelling 

cd 
■P 
£ 
0 
£ 
•H 
£ a 
0 £ 
G, O 
« £ 
w e 

3.5 

4.4 

5.2 

5.4 

o 
£ a 
-P £ 
£ o 
O £ 
o o 

3.6 

4.6 

5.4 

5.8 

Language 

cd 
-P 
£ 
0 
£ 
•H 
£ G, 
0 £ 
a o 
K £ 
w c 

4.5 

4.8 

5.3 

1—1 

o 
£ 
•P 
£ 
o 

£ 
o 
£ 

O c!J 

4.8 

5.4 

5.6 

Battery 

rH 
£ 
-P 
£ 
0 
£ 
•H 
£ O, 
0 £ 
a o 
K £ 
w o 

3.3 

4.3 

5.0 

5.7 

o 
£ (X 
-p £ 
£ O 
O £ 
O O 

3.3 

4.4 

5.3 

6.0 

xhe test scores for subjects other than in the lan¬ 
guage arts area are omitted from this table. 

*'H*There was no test for Language in the second grade 
test battery. 



23 

year for the control group where previously it had excelled 

from *3 to #6 of a year* 

A summary of this self-evaluation study, conclusions, 

and recommendations for further research are presented in 

Chapter 4* 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study has been concerned with the organization 

and appraisal of a program of pupil self-evaluation of the 

language arts skills in grade five* It has been suggested 

by the writer that leading children to evaluate their own 

skills will yield better achievement than exclusive reliance 

upon traditional teacher evaluation of the pupils* work* 

Summary 

A survey of literature concerning self-evaluation was 

made to reveal what had been done in this area* It was found 

that there was a difference of opinion about the value of 

pupil self-evaluation and that little has been done in build¬ 

ing self-evaluation instruments for use by the pupils* 

The program of self-evaluation was organized by choos¬ 

ing and adapting those techniques and instruments which seem¬ 

ed most suited to carry out the experimentation of this study. 

Five guides were developed and used by the writer in making 

these choices and adaptations* 

An experiment was conducted using lists of standards, 

checklists, progress charts, records of activities, individ¬ 

ual conferences, and class discussions to implement a self- 

evaluation program in one fifth grade class while another 

class continued to be evaluated by only the teacher, except 
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for incidental self-evaluation by the pupils. The experiment¬ 

al self-evaluation activities were supplementary to the us¬ 

ual teacher evaluation. 

It was postulated on the basis of IQ tests, age simi¬ 

larities, and common home background that the two classes 

were homogeneous in nature. 

The method of using the various self-evaluation tech¬ 

niques and instruments was explained. 

A comparison of the experimental group with the con¬ 

trol group was made to discover what effect the experimental 

program had had on achievement. As a measure of achievement, 

scores on Stanford Achievement Tests were used. Starting in 

the second grade the tests had been given annually to the two 

groups• 

It was found that the experimental group had made low¬ 

er scores in the language arts tests during all of the three 

years preceding the beginning of this study. After one school 

year under the self-evaluation program the experimental class 

surpassed the control group in the Paragraph Meaning test by 

a score of 6.2 years to 6*1 years and had improved in the 

Language test with a score of 5.3 to 5.6 for the control 

class, cutting the difference to .3 of a year whereas it had 

been .6 in the preceding grade. These gains were countered 

by losses in the Word Meaning and Spelling tests. In earlier 

grades the experimental class had scored about .1 of a year 

lower in these two tests, but in the fifth grade the class 



scored .4 of a year lower in both tests, the scores in each 

of the two tests being 5.4 for the experimental group to 5.8 

for the control group. 

Conclusions 

The evidence accumulated in this study is contradic¬ 

tory. It appeared that the self-evaluation program increas¬ 

ed achievement in some areas and decreased it in others, 

therefore it is not possible to make any definite conclus¬ 

ions about the value of pupil self-evaluation on the basis 

of this study. It may be that fifth grade pupils lack the 

maturity necessary to carry on effective self-evaluation on 

the level tried in this experiment. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

The results of this investigation suggest that the 

following questions would be worthy of further study: 

1. What would the results be of a study of this type 

when done in a departmentalized school where the same teacher 

could instruct both the experimental and the control groups? 

2. What would the results be if additional or better 

ways were found to encourage pupil self-evaluation? 

3. Would better results occur with more mature pupils? 

4. Would a larger sampling show better results? 
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RECORD OP LANGUAGE USE 

!• Write the wrong and the right way for items which give 
you trouble when you are writing or speaking* 

2. As soon as you have overcome the error so that you do not 
make the mistake any more, write "OK** in the last column. 

3. Two examples are given to show you how. 
4. You may use this record to help in proofreading the new 

work you do. That way you may avoid making the same mis¬ 
takes again. 

Wrong Right OK ? 

Can I go? May I go? 

Forgot to indent Indent each paragraph 

. .. . ...... 

z> 

j  



34 

LANGUAGE SKILLS 

I* Sentences 

A* Avoid short, choppy sentences* 
B* Avoid boring sentences* Arrange the v/ords in vari 

ous ways* 
C* Avoid tying them together with ?,and”, and "then", 

that they run on and on* 
D* Be sure it is a complete thought. 

II* Paragraphs 

A* Indent the first line* 
B* Make the ideas follow a logical order* 
G* Keep to ideas that are about only one topic* 

III* Punctuation 

A* Use a period 
1* After a statement or a command that does not 

exclaim* 
2* After an initial or an abbreviation* 
3* After a numeral or a letter in an outline* 

B. Use a question mark after a question. 

C* Use an exclamation point after a statement or com¬ 
mand that shows strong feeling. 

D* Use a comma 
1* To separate names of city and state. 
2. To separate day of month and year. 
3. After greeting of a friendly letter* 
4* After closing of a letter* 
5* To separate exact words of a speaker from the 

rest of a sentence in direct quotations. 
6. To separate the items in a series* 
7* After words like uyes!t, "no", and "oh". 
8. To set off the name of a person spoken to. 
9. After a person^ last name when it is placed 

before his first name* 
E* Use an apostrophe 

1* To show omitted letters in contractions. 
2* To show possession. 

F* Use quotation marks around the exact v/ords of a 
speaker* 

G* Use underlining for titles of books. 

so 
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H* Use a colon 
1* After the greeting of a business letter* 
2* In writing time, as in ,,10:30,f. 
3* To introduce a list* 

I* Use a hyphen to divide syllables of a word that is 
broken at the end of a line* 

IV* Capitalization is used for: 

A* 
B* 
C* 
D* 
E* 
F • 
G* 

H* 

I* 
J • 
K* 
L* 

M* 
N* 
0* 
P* q. 
R* 
s* 
T* 

U* 

V* 
w* 

Names of persons and pets* 
Names of days, holidays, and special days* 
Names of months* 
Names of schools and buildings* 
Names of towns, cities, and states* 
Names of countries: Mexico. 
Names of nationalities: Mexicans. 
Names special groups: Pilgrims, Boy Scouts, Method¬ 
ists* 
Names of streets, avenues, and rural routes* 
Names of companies and stores* 
Names of rivers, creeks, oceans, and mountains. 
Family names like ’’Mother**, ’’Father”, ’’Aunt” when 
they are used in place of real names* 
Initials• 
Titles of persons: Miss, Mr*, Mrs*, Dr* 
These abbreviations: Mr., P.0., R.R., and C*0*D* 
First word of a sentence. 
First word and important words in greeting of a let¬ 
ter. 
First word in the closing of a letter* 
First word of each line of a poem. 
First, last, and important words in titles of books, 
stories, poems, songs, and reports. 
In written conversation, the first word of the speak¬ 
er. 
The word ”l”. 
In outlines, to begin main headings and subheadings. 

V* Ytford usage* 

A* These words require helpers: 
1. eaten 7* drunk 13. run 19. t aken 
2. begun 8. driven 14* rung 20. torn 
3* blown 9. gone 15* sung 21. worn 
4* broken 10. given 16. seen 22. written 
5* come 11. grown 17. spoken 
6 • done 12. known 

”A” and ”An 
ft 

i. Use "a” before a word that starts with a con- 
sonant sound. 
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2. Use "an’* before a word that begins with a vowel 
sound• 

C* Words whose meanings are confused; 
1* can—able to 

may—allowed to 
2. good—used to describe a person, place, or thins 

well—used to tell how something is done 
well—used to describe one^ health 

3. learn—to find out about something 
teach—to show how 

4. let—to allow 
leave—to go away; to go av/ay from 

5* sit--to take a seat; to rest 
set—to put something in position 

6. their—shows possession (ownership) 
there—shows place 
they*re--they are 

7. to—shows motion toward; used with verbs 
two—2 
too--also; more than enough 

D. Verbs should agree with subjects. 
1. Use ''is’1, "isn,tH, "was”, "wasn’t", and "amf’when 

talking about one (singular). 
2. Use f,are, ’'aren’t", "were", "weren't", when talk¬ 

ing about more than one (plural). 
3. Use "doesn't" (does not) with words that mean one. 
4. Use "don't (do not) with more than one except with 

"l" and with "you". 

E* Possessive nouns 
1. A singular noun is made to show possession by 

adding an apostrophe and the letter "s". 
2. Plural nouns that end in "s" are made possessive 

by adding an apostrophy. 
3. Plural nouns that do not end in "s" are made pos¬ 

sessive by adding an apostrophy and an "s". 

?• Making nouns plural 
1. Add "s" to most nouns. 
2. If the noun ends in "ch", "sh", "x", or "s" add 

"es". 
3. If the noun ends in "y" and has a vowel before 

the "y” add "s". 
4. If the noun ends in "y" and has a consonant be¬ 

fore the "y" change the "y" to "i" and add "es". 
5. Some nouns ending in "f" or "fe" are made plural 

by changing the "f" or "fe" to "v" and adding "e s". 

G. Use only one negative word (such as "no", "not", 
"doesn’t", or "never"). 

/ 
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MY PERSONAL SPELLING RECORD 

!• The purpose of this record is to help you master those 
words which cause you special trouble. 

2. Write the following in your list: 
a. Those you missed on the weekly spelling test. 
b. "Extras1* you would like to learn. 
c. Those you missed in other written work which your 

teacher has marked. 
3. Study these words in the same way as you do the list in 

your speller. 
4. Every week after the teacher has tested you, your "spell 

ing pardner" will test you on this personal list. He 
will initial each word correctly spelled. Words not 
spelled correctly should be studied again the following 
week and then tested again. 
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HOY/ WELL DO I SPEAK ? 

Name Date 

Directions: 

!• Decide how well you do each thing listed below. To help 
you decide try to think back to things you have done re¬ 
cently. 

2. Check the proper column to show how well you did. 
3. On the blank after '’Comment’* explain what you can do to 

become a better speaker. 

I* Voice 

A. Loudness   . . 
B. Pitch (or tone)  
C* Expression (variety for meaning) 
D. Clearness  
E. Speed  

Commment: 

II. Adjustment Habits 

Do I show I have good speaking 
habits by: 
A* standing or sitting straight 

while talking?   
B. looking at the person or the 

sudience? • •   
C* feeling at ease (not nervous)? 

D. avoiding long pauses or 
time-killing noises?   

Yes Usually Seldom 

Good Needs Im¬ 
provement 

" " ' 
  

Comment: 



40 

III. Ideas 

Do I: 
A* suggest answers to problems? . . 
B. add information  
C. summarize ideas for the group 
D. choose exact and colorful words? 
E« make comparisons in order to 

explain a thing?   . 
P. tell things in reasonable order? 
G. stick to the subject?  
H. think carefully before speaking? 

Usually Seldom 

Comment: 

IV. Courtesy 

Do I; 
A* take turns talking and avoid 

, interrupting?  
show appreciation when some- B. 

C. 
D. 

E. 

P. 
G. 

H. 
I. 
J. 

disagree respectfully? . . . 
encourage those not talking to 
take part?   

the speaker is through? • . . 
answer when spoken to? . . . 
avoid saying things just to 
^show-off'*?  
make and appreciate humor? 
greet people pleasantly? . . 
introduce people who arenft ac 
quainted and do it well? • • 
follow the rules for using the 
telephone?   

Yes Usually Seldom 

9 

Comment: 
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HOW WELL DO I LISTEN 

Name Date 

Directions: To help you judge how well you are learning 
through listening, check yourself on these items• 

Do I: Yes Usually 1 Sometimes 

A« look at the speaker? .... 
1 

B. make pictures in my mind of 
what I am hearing   

c. think how this which I am 
hearing is related to some- 
thing else I know?   

D. ask the speaker to explain 
something I didn*t under- 
stand?    

E. try to separate the speakers 
opinions from the facts? . . 

P. listen to understand the 
speakers feelings? .... 

G. keep my body quiet and 
attentive?   

H. refuse to answer if someone 
speaks to me while another 
is talking?   

Comment: 
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HOYi WELL DO I WHITE ? 

Name Dat e  

!• Judge your writing for each of the items below, and check 
each as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. 

2. Use red pencil or red ball point pen for grading* 
3* Write the number of any item that is unsatisfactory be¬ 

side the error on your paper* 
4. Clip or staple this sheet to your paper. 

Satisfactory / 4 Unsatisfactory 

Shape 

a. 
OU D— . “7?— -Y7-" • 

P
 • 

 JLs 

a* ^ ^ 
e* Other ^ 

3* 
a# 

^dsO>JL; 
c. # f 

4. a. tf . 

JpaciAw 

O* / . (7 

■—
111 

■ ■ ■ 

d.fMargin (too ^de or 
narrow or uneven) 

a* 

6 • M 

 ^nr\ O^vx AL>  

  

. - -/-r  
FT^ 


