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6. Reporting Policy and Accountability 
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            In this chapter, we provide a short history of large-scale testing and test-based 

accountability, describe features of the accountability systems and tests that are in 
place today, and describe several ways in which state testing systems vary. We 
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serve as the means for communicating a common set of goals. Following that, we 
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interpreting the results. The paper describes market-basket reporting as a feasible 
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makes the case that in order to up-hold the strict standards of data quality, NAEP 
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discouraging readers from drawing overly broad interpretations of the data. A 
final section describes a detailed program of research on reporting and 
dissemination of NAEP findings based on these dimensions: (1) the research 
questions to be asked; (2) the audiences to whom the questions should be 
addressed; and (3) the strategies through which the questions should be pursued. 



 

 64 
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condition of education. The first examined nonresponse to NAEP test items; it 
found that omit rates were highest for difficult constructed-response items and 
that African American and Hispanic students had higher omit rates than Whites. 
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The second study evaluated the validity of the 1992 achievement level 
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assessment procedure. The author uses the Test Standards as an organizing tool to 
discuss the types of evidence and logical arguments that those responsible for 
state assessment and accountability systems should develop to evaluate the 
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validity of the uses and interpretations that are made of results. The author begins 
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measures of the accountability movement in Ohio and the materials that are 
publicly available to educators. Second, this model is translated into useable 
forms of information that help teachers drive instructional practices in their 
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