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data (recorded in instruments such as those in Figures 14.2 and 14.3) 
to their teacher’s subjective impression (as gleaned from day-to-day 
observations of and conversations) of that same student. We did 
this with over 40 teachers and hundreds of students. What we were 
looking for was correspondence between the data and the subjective 
impressions of teachers. In particular, we were looking for the quantity 
and quality of data that was necessary for there to be correspondence. 
What we learned was that there was a delicate balance between too 
little and too much data.

For example, if Benjamin demonstrated attainment at the advanced 
level only once (see Figure 14.5), that corresponded with the teacher’s 
subjective assessment of that student’s attainment at that level less 
than 60% of the time. Conversely, if performance at the intermediate 
level was demonstrated five times (see Figure 14.5) it corresponded 
with the teacher’s subjective assessment 100% of the time. But it was 
felt by both the researcher and the teachers that this was too much 
evidence—there was too much redundancy. It turned out that tipping 
point is two consecutive demonstrations of attainment. That is, two 
positive data points were sufficient to match with teachers’ subjective 
assessments of a student provided that the two positive data points 
were consecutive. So, whereas ✓ ✓ was enough to show attainment, 
✓ ✗ ✓ was not—more data may be needed.

Figure 14.5 Benjamin’s performance on the repeating patterns unit.
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