
 

 12 
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data. Suggestions fall into the categories of documentation, frequency norm, and 
multiple form use. [Author’s abstract] 
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Assessment in educational reform (pp. 192-205).  Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

 
Hambleton, R. K. (2002, February). A new challenge: Making results from large scale 

assessments understandable and useful. An invited presentation at the Provincial 



 

 14 

Testing in Canadian Schools: Research, Policy, and Practice Conference, Victoria, 
British Columbia. 
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            This research study is a follow-up to several recent studies conducted on NAEP 

reports that found policy makers and the media were misinterpreting test, figures, 
and tables. Our purposes were (a) to investigate the extent to which NAEP 
Executive Summary Reports are understandable to policy makers and educators, 
and (b) to the extent that problems are identified. Several recommendations are 
offered for improving the NAEP reports: First, all displays of data should be field 
tested prior to their use in NAEP Executive Summary Reports. A second 
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 To what extent do teachers possess the competence to interpret state testing 
program results properly? [Authors’ abstract] 

Jaeger, R. M. (1996). Reporting large scale assessment results for public consumption: 
Some propositions and palliatives. Paper presented at the meeting of the National 
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State education agencies are now required to report on the educational 
performance and progress of all students, including students with disabilities. 
States are beginning to report trends, and to compare trends in performance of 
students with and without disabilities. We compare the effects of different 
methods of analyzing trends to illustrate how failure to account for changes in 
classification of students will lead to misinterpretation of data on the performance 
and progress of students with disabilities, and inappropriate policy decisions. We 
compare three ways of looking at trends over time, and use data from 5 years of 
assessment in a large state to illustrate the effects of students who change 
classification. We discuss how accounting for changes in classification of 
individual students will lead to more appropriate decisions and help avoid 
negative consequences for students with disabilities. [Authors’ abstract] 
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