
cnces needed by these particular indi 
viduals to accomplish the desired ends? 
This will depend in large measure upon 
the nature of their previous experi 
ences, and here there is apt to be a great 
deal of variation. Again, there is no 
more valid data than those which can 
be provided by the class itself. With 
such data at hand the teacher is in a 
stronger position to decide whether 
certain types of experience are genuine 
ly needed by all and whether other 
types are best used for particular indi 
viduals and small groups. Probably one 
of the greatest wastes of effort in our 
whole educational enterprise comes 
from the trouble to which we go to 
insist that all students have experiences 
which may be repetitive for some, and 
hence inappropriate, or which may be

premature for others, and hence like 
wise inappropriate.

Since the matter of how the class 
room teacher gets and uses evidence is 
treated elsewhere in this issue, the 
point need not be labored here. It is 
perhaps sufficient to remind ourselves 
that "decision-making in the classroom 
is the decision-making that counts. It 
determines what the actual instruction 
al program will be. It provides the 
conditions which are thought to be ap 
propriate in order to have genuinely 
effective instruction. With so much 
at stake, it would seem that the con 
scientious teacher has no alternative 
but to accumulate continuously and 
systematically the kind of evidence he 
needs to guide his own decisions, with 
respect to instructional problems.

JULIAN C. STANLEY

The Interdependent Roles of
Research and Evaluation in Teaching

"The teacher introduces new procedures after analyzing their 
relevance for his situation and then evaluates their impact upon 
the students with respect to objectives of instruction."

ROUGHLY, the somewhat vague word, 
"research," refers to three interre 

lated types of activities: consideration 
of written and oral reports by persons 
other than oneself, experientation, and 
controlled experimentation. When 
speaking of the "experimental method" 
in education, frequently we mean try 
ing out new approaches rather infor 
mally in the classroom, without most 
of the controls characterizing a labora 

tory experiment, and attempting to 
assess the effectiveness of these pro 
cedures by synthesizing various! types 
of information subjectively. Such ex- 
perientation may stem from library 
research, discussion of teaching meth 
ods with others, in-service training and 
courses taken, urging of supervisors, 
and systematic theory. Experimenta 
tion starts from the same bases, espe 
cially library research and theory, but
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by careful advance planning (called 
experimental design) it maximizes the 
objectivity of assessment.

Educators endow the terms, "meas 
urement," "evaluation," and "assess 
ment" with various meanings. The last 
two imply objectives of instruction, 
well thought out in advance, with care 
fully prepared, varied and frequent 
checks upon their attainment. Teachers 
and specialized personnel attempt to 
use inventories, self-report devices, pro- 
jective techniques, questionnaires, rat 
ing scales, sociometric procedures, anec 
dotal records, conferences, recordings, 
and films in optimum combinations for 
appraisal of the "whole child" and the 
entire educational setting.

Evaluation, a more inclusive term 
than measurement, connotes the mak 
ing of value judgments, particularly in 
rating the desirability of educational 
objectives. Some writers reserve evalua 
tion for this limited use, calling the 
procedures by which we appraise the 
growth of individuals with respect to 
these objectives, "assessment." But in 
the rest of this article let us adhere 
to the customary definition that sub 
sumes measurement under evaluation, 
allocating intuitive, informal judg 
ments of the pupil's progress and as 
pects of valuing to the latter. In other 
words, we would call the more objec 
tive aspects of evaluation, especially 
the use of "ability tests," measurement, 
and the more subjective and intuitive 
aspects, such as anecdotal records,

evaluation; all measurement consti 
tutes evaluation, but not all evaluation 
should be referred to as measurement. 
Admittedly, we make this distinction 
for convenience in the subsequent dis 
cussion, though quite properly you 
may prefer other usages.

Now that we have informal defini 
tions of research and of evaluation, let 
us look at the interdependency of these 
two processes. As indicated above, 
teachers continually modify their meth 
ods in order to maximize the probabil 
ity of attaining desired objectives and 
try to evaluate pupil growth to deter 
mine whether or not the new pro 
cedures facilitate this attainment. 
Clearly, teachers should have reasons 
other than caprice or desperation for 
changing their methods, and tech 
niques other than prejudice for evaluat 
ing the impact of modifications. Ap 
propriately, the teacher prejudges a 
method as being feasible and conson 
ant with educational objectives before- 
adopting it, but this value judgment 
does not insure the method's efficiency. 
Only periodic evaluation, planned from 
the beginning so as to minimize preju 
dice, suffices to determine whether the 
adopted procedure "works."

In a loose sense, all non-random 
changes in the treatment of students 
result from research, at least the sub 
jective analysis of one's own experi 
ences, and constitute research, for each 
change rests upon a tentative hypo 
thesis (rather than an assumption) 
that it will facilitate the attainment 
of certain educational objectives. The 
better the modifications fit into a co 
herent educational philosophy and the 
more they stem from well controlled 
research, the greater the likelihood
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that they will expedite pupil growth. 
However, one must not dispense with 
evaluation, no matter how promising 
the new method appears. "On-going" 
evaluation keeps education "dynamic," 
protecting it from perpetuating errors 
of judgment that inevitably occur in 
an area where the probability of mak 
ing correct decisions lies well below 
100 per cent.

Thus far we have confined the dis 
cussion to "methods" research the 
instituting of changes and the evalua 
tion of their influence upon the 
achievement of desired^objectives. If 
this type of investigation is well rooted 
in prior research and systematic theory 
and includes suitable controls, it can 
make original contributions. Broadly 
speaking, we may classify research as 
suggesting hypotheses, testing ad hoc 
hypotheses (relevant to a specific prob 
lem, but apparently not contributing 
to theory), or testing hypotheses with 
theoretical implications. As presently 
conducted, most "research" by teachers 
at best generates hypotheses, rather 
than tests them; a little of it involves 
carefully attacking special problems 
suggested not by relevant theory but by 
"practical" exigencies such as the con 
viction that certain current practices 
are ineffective. In the opinion of the 
writer, controlled experimentation 
firmly grounded in theory and con 
tributing to it receives infinitesimal 
attention below the college level. 
Surely, theory-oriented controlled ex 
perimentation in the classroom de 
serves hundreds of times as much sup 
port as it now gets.

Three Planning Situations 

Let us look at three illustrations of

informal "research" from among the 
many that might be considered. Later 
we shall outline a more structured 
research project.

  Mr. X, supervisor of social studies 
in a large school system, reads in a pro 
fessional journal Professor Y's> appar 
ently conclusive evidence of change 
to more democratic attitudes in small 
groups of male college sophomores 
following certain procedures. Mr. X 
and his teachers note the kind of preju 
dice among some of their students 
that the professor attacked successfully 
in the laboratory. They spiritedly dis 
cuss the applicability of his principles 
and procedures to their situations. 
They consider performing modifica 
tions of his experiment in their class 
rooms but conclude that limitations 
of time and resources forbid. Therefore, 
they read about other investigations, 
particularly those cited by Professor 
X, and try to reach consensus concern 
ing seemingly applicable procedures. 
Finally, and quite importantly, they 
carefully explore possibilities for initial 
and on-going evaluation of the new 
methods.

  A group of high school -mathe 
matics teachers meets several tfmes to 
discuss implications of the   NEA's 
monograph, What Research Says to 
the Teacher: Teaching High-School 
Mathematics ( 2). Individuals-consult 
some of the 15 references cited and 
share their findings with one another. 
Perhaps no general reorientation of 
teaching methods evolves, but each 
person gets certain ideas to try out 
rather informally. He makes these ex 
plicit, both in writing and orally, so 
that others can help him plan the 
evaluation implied by the notion of
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"trying out" an idea. He realizes that 
continual evaluation need not be hap 
hazard and ultra-subjective if it is in 
corporated into the plan for curriculum 
change.

  A few elementary grade teachers 
meet to devise an objective test of 
the common unit they have almost 
completed. In the process of discussing 
aims and objectives, relative emphases, 
and level of generality of items, they 
learn much about teaching procedures 
and decide henceforth to plan the 
evaluation of their units at the incep 
tion rather than only at the end. Never 
theless, they now construct a test, 
administer it, perform an item analysis 
(3), and get together again for post 
mortem consideration of implications. 
They infer a great deal concerning 
mental processes of the students from 
careful consideration of responses to 
the various item options and thereby 
further modify their ideas about con 
tent and methods. (Of course, these 
teachers know full well that objective 
tests alone do not nearly suffice for 
evaluation, even of strictly "factual" 
material.)

The above paragraphs illustrate the 
interdependency of research utilization 
and evaluation. As already implied, 
both "research" and "evaluation" de 
note various things, from the con 
trolled experiment of the physical 
scientist and the height measurement 
of the anthropometrician to the sub 
jective day-by-day experience analysis 
of the classroom teacher, which some 
consider research, others evaluation, 
and many neither. We hear of "ac 
tion," "service," "cooperative," "flex 
ible," and "on-going" research, the 
meanings of these adjectives varying

from report to report. Often, research 
by teachers involves getting facts, sug 
gestions, and ideas from written and 
oral sources, relating these to the teach 
ers' own methods and philosophies, 
trying new classroom approaches, eval 
uating their effectiveness, modifying 
procedures, and re-evaluating.

Experientation

In keeping with prevalent educa 
tional philosophy, teachers continually 
evaluate on the basis of their experi 
ence (which includes knowledge of 
new research) both objectives and 
means for attaining these. Objectives 
must be consonant with the capabil 
ities of the child. Would any teacher 
conclude that, because of the current 
shortage of scientists, an objective for 
all students should be mastery of the 
differential and integral calculus by 
the end of the twelfth grade? Likewise, 
means depend upon philosophical con 
siderations as well as upon the findings 
of educational psychology and other 
disciplines; an efficient method may be 
philosopTTically unacceptable.

Perceptive, "intuitive teachers, un- 
awed by the "authority" of experts, 
modify and assimilate research conclu 
sions in an unstereotyped manner, 
incorporating certain elements without 
prejudice but tentatively, subject to 
continued evaluation. Many educators 
hope that controlled experimentation 
under classroom conditions will in 
crease greatly, but few feel optimistic, 
especially because of the rising tide of 
enrollment, with concomitant short 
ages of staff and resources. Meanwhile, 
most teachers must borrow research 
findings, "experiment" intelligently, 
and evaluate incessantly. From the
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expertly analyzed blend of outside ma 
terial, classroom manipulation and ob 
servation, and systematic evaluation 
should come improved educational 
experiences for our children.

Severe difficulties in evaluating the 
influence of new procedures based 
upon outside research occur, largely 
because the absence of concurrent 
control groups confounds the effects of 
methods with temporal influences. For 
example, if the present class knows 
considerably more English grammar at 
the end of three months than last 
year's class did, should this difference 
be ascribed to new techniques, to ini 
tial superiority of the current students, 
to enhanced learning conditions not di 
rectly connected with the classroom 
changes, or to other factors unac 
counted for? By using last year's class 
as the control group, we create this 
dilemma. While never easy, proving 
"causation" is especially difficult when 
suitable controls are absent. To some 
extent, proper evaluation can substi 
tute for a contemporary control group, 
as when the teacher knows from tests 
how the initial knowledge of students 
this year compares with that of last 
year's class and how gains of the two 
groups differ. Even such seemingly in 
tangible aspects as classroom "atmos 
phere" and morale can be evaluated 
with moderate success (1). The teach 
er strives to objectify and quantify 
evaluation procedures without narrow 
ing their scope unduly; not all sub 
jective judgment can or should be 
eliminated, but usually its minimiza 
tion improves over-all evaluation.

Evaluating a New Method

Recently the writer was privileged

to help plan the evaluation of a cor 
rectional speech procedure in the sev 
enth grade classes of a university labo 
ratory school. On the basis of their 
wide experiences, three speech teachers 
and the principal decided to have stu 
dent teachers observe unobtrusively 
the speech of seventh graders in non- 
speech classes and give the youngsters 
written suggestions for improving their 
diction, volume, pitek, etc. The usual 
approach might have been to observe 
all seventh graders, furnish suggestions 
to those who needed these, and finally 
evaluate by having staff, student teach 
ers, and perhaps students and/or 
parents report how well they felt the 
innovation had "worked."

Instead of adopting the above hap 
hazard evaluation of outcomes, obvi 
ously complicated by maturational 
influences, we set up controls deemed 
sufficient to make evaluations of out 
comes relatively unambiguous. Taking 
two factors (reported to vs. not re 
ported to, took English first semester 
vs. took speech first semester) into 
account separately for boys and girls 
yielded four random groups for each 
sex: reported to, took English; not re 
ported to, took English; reported to, 
took speech; not reported to, took 
speech. At the end of the first semes 
ter, each of the students appeared (in 
random order) to be rated on two as 
pects of speech by judges who did not 
know any student's classification. This 
study continued through the year, those 
who took English the first semester 
having speech the second, and vice 
versa, with intermediate and final eval 
uations.

The high confidence and enthusiasm 
of the four persons who devised the
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plan for observing the speech of stu 
dents in their natural habitats and com 
menting about it conflicted sharply 
with the negative conclusions of the 
experiment. Very likely, informal eval 
uation would not have been precise 
enough to override initial glowing 
expectations; one does not want to 
bury his favorite brain-child without 
conclusive proof of death.

The structured evaluation described 
above conserved possible values of the 
innovation for 50 per cent of the stu 
dents. By withholding reporting from 
half of the seventh graders, we ob 
tained data essential for making several 
crucial comparisons. If the innovation 
had proved effective, these control 
students would have deserved extra 
attention after the experiment. How 
ever, they served to show that the con 
siderable expenditure of time and staff 
required for the reporting procedure 
as currently conceived could be saved 
henceforth. Certain modifications 
might produce better results; the 
speech teachers can explore these on 
the basis of professional literature and 
further experimentation.

Announcing

Research and evaluation go together, 
being at times virtually interchangeable 
or even synonymous. The teacher in 
troduces new procedures after analyz 
ing their relevance for his situation and 
then evaluates their impact upon the 
students with respect to objectives 
of instruction. He strives to eliminate 
many subjective elements from evalua 
tion, while realizing that personal judg 
ment is essential for the synthesis of 
information and the making of deci 
sions. Ideally, evaluation becomes in 
creasingly objective and quantified, 
moving toward controlled experimen 
tation.
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