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Data Adjudication
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the process used to adjudicate the implementation of PISA 2003 in each of the 
participating countries, and gives the outcomes of the data adjudication. In particular, this chapter reviews 
the:

• Extent to which each country met PISA sampling standards;

• Outcomes of the national centre and PISA quality monitoring visits;

• Quality and completeness of the submitted data;

• Outcomes of the inter-country reliability study; and

• Outcomes of the translation verification process.

The standards for PISA 2003, which were formally presented to the National Project Managers (NPMs) at 
the Brussels NPM meeting in February 2001, were used as the basis for the adjudication. The latest version 
of the standards is available on the PISA Web site (www.pisa.oecd.org). The issues covered in those standards 
are:

• Sampling

• Translation and verification

  - Selection of translators

  - Submission of questionnaire adaptations and modifications for approval

  - Submission of material for translation and verification

• Test administration

  - Selection of test administrators

  - Training of test administrators

  - Security of material

  - Testing session

• Quality monitoring

  - Site visits and training of PISA quality monitors (PQM)

  - Visit by PISA quality monitors

• Coding

  - Single coding

  - Multiple coding

  - PISA international standard indicators [Inter-country-rater-reliability study]

• Data entry and submission

  - Materials submitted

  - Data cleaning
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Implementing the standards – quality management

NPMs of countries and adjudicated regions were responsible for implementing the standards based on 
consortium advice as contained in the study’s various operational manuals. During the implementation 
phase the consortium conducted two quality management activities. The first was quality control performed 
by consortium staff as they worked with NPMs to implement key parts of the project. As part of the quality 
control activities, consortium staff checked the work of NPMs and provided advice on rectifying action 
when required and before critical errors occurred. The second was quality monitoring, which involved the 
systematic collection of data that monitored the implementation of the standards. For data adjudication it 
was the information collected during both the quality control and quality monitoring activities that was 
used to determine the level of compliance to the standards.

Information available for adjudication

The information collected by consortium staff during their quality control activities included communications 
and documentation exchanged with NPMs. The information available from quality monitoring instruments 
included: 

• PISA quality monitor reports (data collection sheets and general observations);

• Test administrator session reports;

• Main study reviews;

• Sampling forms;

• National centre quality monitor interviews; and

• Data cleaning questionnaire.

Each of the quality monitoring instruments addressed different aspects of the standards and were collected 
at different times during the data collection phase. There are two types of PISA Quality Monitor (PQM) 
reports, one containing data for each observed session and another detailing the general observations of 
each quality monitor. The PQM reports contain data related to test administration as well as a record 
of interview with school co-ordinators. The test administrator session report is completed by each test 
administrator after each test session and also contains data related to test administration. The data from this 
report were data-entered by the national centre and submitted as part of the dataset to the consortium. 
The national centre quality interview schedule contains information on all the standards, as does the main 
study review. The data submission questionnaire contains information specific to the data and is mainly 
used for data cleaning purposes. 

The national centre quality monitor interview schedule, main study review, and data submission 
questionnaire are self-declared by the NPM. The PQM data is collected independently of the NPM and can 
be viewed as being collected by a peer of the test administrator who is nominated by the NPM.

Data adjudication process

The main aim of the adjudication process is to make a single determination on adjudicated data in a manner 
that is transparent, based on evidence and which is defensible. The data adjudication process achieved this 
through the following steps:

• Step 1: Quality control and quality monitoring data were collected during the data collection phase.
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• Step 2: Data from quality monitoring instruments were entered into a single quality management 
database.

• Step 3: Experts compiled country-by-country reports that contained quality monitoring data for expert 
areas.

• Step 4: Experts considered the quality monitoring data, along with their quality control information, in 
order to make a judgement. In this phase the experts collaborated with the project director and data 
manager to address any identified areas of concern. Where necessary, the relevant NPM was contacted 
through the project director. At the end of this phase each expert constructed, for each adjudicated-dataset, 
a summary detailing how the standards had been implemented.

• Step 5: The consortium reviewed the reports and made a determination with regard the quality of the 
data.

It was expected that the data adjudication would result in a range of possible recommendations. Some 
possible, foreseen recommendations included: 

• That some data be removed for a particular country, for example the removal of data for some items, 
such as open-ended items, or the removal of data for some schools.

• That rectifying action be performed by the NPM, for example providing additional evidence to 
demonstrate that there is no non-response bias or rescoring open-ended items.

• That the data not be endorsed for use in certain types of analyses.

• That the data not be endorsed for inclusion in the PISA 2003 database. 

Throughout the data collection phase, the consortium concentrated its quality control activities to ensure 
that the highest scientific standards were implemented. However during data adjudication a wider definition 
of quality was used especially when considering data that was at risk. In particular the underlying criteria 
used in adjudication was “fitness for use”. That is, data was endorsed for use if it was deemed to be fit for 
meeting the intended purposes of PISA 2003. 

GENERAL OUTCOMES

Overview of response rate issues

The PISA school response rate requirements are discussed in Chapter 4. Figure 15.1 is a scatter plot of the 
attained PISA school response rates before and after replacements. Those countries that are plotted in the 
lighter shaded region were regarded as fully satisfying the PISA school response rate criterion.

Canada, United Kingdom, and the United States failed to meet the school response rate requirements. In 
addition to failing the school response rate requirement, the United Kingdom was the only participant to 
fail the student response rate requirement (see Table 12.4).

After reviewing the sampling outcomes, the consortium asked Canada, United Kingdom, and The United 
States, to provide additional data that would assist the consortium in making a balanced judgement about 
the threat of the non-response to the accuracy of inferences which could be made from the PISA data.
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Figure 15.1 • Attained school response rates
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DETAILED COUNTRY COMMENTS

It is important to recognise that the PISA data adjudication is a late but not necessarily final step in a quality 
assurance process. By the time each country was adjudicated, quality assurance mechanisms (such as the 
sampling procedures documentation, translation verification, data cleaning and site visits) had identified 
a range of issues and ensured that they had been rectified at least in the majority of cases. Details on the 
various quality assurance procedures and their outcomes are documented elsewhere (see Chapter 7 and 
Appendix 9). Data adjudication focused on residual issues that remained after these quality assurance 
processes. There were not many such issues and their projected impact on the validity of the PISA results 
was deemed to be negligible. Unlike sampling issues, which under most circumstances could directly 
affect all of a country’s data, the residual issues identified in other areas have an impact on only a small 
proportion of the data. For example, coding leniency or severity for a single item in reading has an effect 
on between just one-third and one half of 1 per cent of the reading data and even for that small fraction, 
the effect would be minor. Other breaches of standards identified in a small number of countries include 



240

 D
at

a 
A

dj
ud

ic
at

io
n

© OECD 2005   PISA 2003 Technical Report

15

a failure to follow the specified multiple marker design and a failure to involve national committees in 
instrument development. Where the specified multiple coding design was not implemented, a sufficient 
level of quality assurance data was usually available to determine the quality of the manual coding.

Australia

Australia fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Austria

Austria fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Belgium

Belgium fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Brazil

Brazil had a very low coverage of the 15-year-old population (54 per cent), due to low rates of enrolment, 
and that this should be taken into account when interpreting Brazilian data. Further, Brazil did not submit 
data for the scheduled inter-country coder reliability study and therefore it was not possible to implement 
the necessary quality assurance procedures for the manually coded items.

The Brazilian data was available for inclusion in the full range of PISA reports.

Canada

There were sampling-related concerns with the Canadian data. The overall exclusion rate of 6.83 per cent 
exceeded the PISA standard of 5 per cent. The majority of the exclusions (5.26 per cent) were within-
school exclusions with large contributions from language-based exclusions and special needs students. The 
high overall exclusion rate was also contributed to by the exclusion of very small schools, that is, schools 
having only one or two eligible students. In addition there was also a high ineligible rate of 5.29 per cent, 
where the ineligibles were about evenly split between drop-outs and transferred students.

The Canadian school response rate, of 79.95 per cent before replacement and 84.38 per cent after all 
replacements, did not meet PISA standards. Much of Canada’s non-responses came from the relatively 
large province of Ontario. Canada presented evidence to show that the characteristics of non-responding 
schools in Ontario were not markedly different from those of respondent schools.

It was concluded that the problems observed in the Canadian data had a minimal impact on the data, and 
inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was recommended.

Czech Republic

The Czech Republic fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 
reports was recommended.
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Denmark

Denmark had an overall exclusion rate of 5.33 per cent, the majority of which were within school exclusions 
due to language issues. This exceeds the PISA standard of 5 per cent.

Inclusion of Danish data in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was recommended.

Finland

Finland fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

France

The implementation of PISA in France deviated from the internationally recommended procedures in a 
number of ways. First, France did not implement the school questionnaire. It follows that France cannot 
be included in those reports and analyses that utilise school questionnaire data. Second, France did not 
implement the recommended multiple coding design. The alternative design implemented in France, 
however, was carefully reviewed and it was deemed that the design implemented provided a sufficient 
level of quality assurance for the coding activities. Third, it was noted that the test administrators were 
not trained in person as required by the standards. As an alternative, the test administrators were trained 
through phone calls. Finally, due to local requirements, the PQMs were school inspectors and were not 
formally independent of the French national centre as was required by the standards.

Given that the PISA quality monitors did not identify problems with the test administration and that the 
lack of independence of the quality monitors was unlikely to cause problems it was concluded that the 
identified issues would have no marked effect on the data and it was therefore recommended that all the 
available French data be included in PISA reports.

Germany

Germany fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Greece

Problems were identified with the printing and pagination of the instruments administered in Greece. 
Additional analysis undertaken to examine this issue suggested that at the national level the impact of 
printing problems on the data were likely to be minimal. It was recommended that the Greek data be 
included in the full range of PISA 2003 reports.

Hong Kong-China

Hong Kong-China fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports 
was recommended.

Hungary

Hungary fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.
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Iceland

Iceland fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Indonesia

Indonesia did not submit the educational career questionnaire for international verification before the 
questionnaire was administered in the field. Also, there was evidence of poor translation in some of the 
administered instruments. The consortium therefore deleted, during the analysis phase, items it identified 
as poorly translated (see Chapter 5). The quality of the printed instruments was also significantly below 
that of other PISA countries. While coverage of the PISA population met PISA standards, Indonesia had a 
low level of 15-year-old enrolment, so coverage of 15-year-olds was just 46 per cent.

It was recommended that all the available Indonesian data be included in PISA 2003 reports.

Ireland

Ireland fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Italy

Italy fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Italy, Veneto - Nord Est

The Italian region of Veneto - Nord Est fully met the PISA 2003 standards.

Italy, Trento - Nord Est

The Italian region of Trento - Nord Est fully met the PISA 2003 standards.

Italy, Toscana – Centro

The Italian region of Toscana – Centro fully met the PISA 2003 standards.

Italy, Piemonte - Nord Ovest

The Italian region of Piemonte - Nord Ovest fully met the PISA 2003 standards

Italy, Lombardia - Nord Ovest

The Italian region of Lombardia - Nord Ovest fully met the PISA 2003 standards.

Italy, Bolzano - Nord Est

The Italian region of Bolzano - Nord Est fully met the PISA 2003 standards.
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Japan

Japan fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Latvia

Latvia did not submit the Russian language test instruments to the international verification team for a 
final optical check. In addition the Russian coding guides were not submitted for verification. In Latvia, 
35.4 per cent of the population is assessed in Russian. Analysis of the submitted data suggested that these 
breaches of PISA 2003 standards had no marked affect on the Latvian data and inclusion in the full range 
of PISA 2003 reports was recommended.

Liechtenstein

Liechtenstein fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Luxembourg

In Luxembourg, students were tested in either German or French, depending upon the combination of 
languages in which they have experienced instruction. The procedures of allocating languages to students 
were different in PISA 2003 to those applied in PISA 2000. This change in procedures was deemed to 
prevent the interpretation of trends in Luxembourg between PISA 2000 and PISA 2003.

Luxembourg fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in PISA 2003 reports that were not 
concerned with trends was recommended.

Mexico

For Mexico, it was noted that the quality of the printing and layout of instruments varied in the administered 
booklets. The originally submitted database included unusually high numbers of inconsistencies between 
student questionnaire data and tracking forms, which could only be corrected by taking the information 
provided in the tracking forms as accurate. Some school questionnaire indicators were found to have 
percentages of missing values around 50 per cent after data cleaning. Consequently, some of these indicators 
were not included in the final database. 

Furthermore, the percentage of ineligible students was very high (8.10 per cent), and this was due mainly 
to a substantial number of students with invalid or out-of-range incorrect birth dates, and transferred 
students. The coverage of the national 15-year-old population was low (49 per cent), primarily because of 
low (58 per cent) enrolment rates of the target population. As the problems encountered with sampling 
and data collection were not deemed to have marked effects on the results, inclusion in the full range of 
PISA 2003 reports was recommended.

The Netherlands

The Netherlands fully met the PISA standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.
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New Zealand

The within-school samples included a high percentage of ineligible students (5.99 per cent), with these 
approximately evenly split between drop-outs and transferred students. Additionally, New Zealand had 
an overall exclusion rate of 5.07 per cent, the majority of which were within-school exclusions due to 
language issues.

It was recommended that the data for New Zealand be included in the full range of PISA 2003 reports.

Norway

Norway fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Poland

Norway fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Portugal

In Portugal, the within-school samples included a high percentage of ineligible students (5.68 per cent), 
mostly being due to dropouts. It was recommended that the data for Portugal be included in the full range 
of PISA 2003 reports.

Korea

Korea fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Russian Federation

The Russian Federation fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 
reports was recommended.

Serbia

In Serbia, a number of sampling-related concerns were noted. First, the overall exclusion rate of 5.66 per 
cent, does not meet the PISA standard of 5 per cent. Second, the within-school samples included a high 
percentage of ineligible students (5.74 per cent), with those being mostly drop-outs. Third, while coverage 
of the PISA population met PISA standards, Serbia had some frame data issues so coverage of 15-year-olds 
appeared to be just 69 per cent.

In addition, Serbia implemented an unapproved marker design. Follow-up analysis suggested that this had 
no marked effect on the data.

It was recommended that the Serbian data be included in the full range of PISA 2003 reports.

Spain

It was noted that Spain had high overall exclusion rates (7.29 per cent) that did not meet PISA 2003 
standards. This high level of exclusions was largely due to within-school exclusions. Additionally, the third 
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coverage index was low but has been explained by sources of error in the statistics gathered to obtain the 
SF2[a] value.

In the Basque country, as noted below, some students were tested in a language spoken at home rather than 
the official language of instruction. However, the percentage affected in Spain as a whole was very small.

It was recommended that the Spanish data be included in the full range of PISA reports.

Castilla-Leon

The Spanish region of Castilla-Leon had an overall exclusion rate (5.96 per cent, but 4.89 per cent when 
languge exclusions were removed), and inclusion in the full range of PISA reports was recommended.

Catalonia

The Catalonian multiple-marker data showed a consistent leniency bias across all three domains included 
in the study. The impact on the overall results, however, was deemed to be small. It was concluded that the 
Spanish region of Catalonia fully met the PISA standards.

Basque Country

For the Spanish region of the Basque Country, the standard procedure relating to the language of 
assessment was not followed. All students receiving instruction in bilingual Spanish/Basque settings were 
tested in Castillian, instead of being given the choice of a Basque or Spanish booklet. Students receiving 
instruction in Basque immersion schools were only tested in Basque when they had a Basque-speaking 
mother, a Basque-speaking father and used themselves Basque in their communications at home. All other 
Basque immersion students were tested in their home language (Castillian) rather than in their language 
of instruction (Basque). Note that as the Basque Country contains only a small percentage of the Spanish 
population this deviation does not influence the results for Spain overall.

In all other respects the data for the Basque Country met the PISA standards. The consortium recommended 
that the Basque Country data be included in the full range of PISA reports and that the data be annotated 
where it is published to indicate that the PISA results in the Basque Country must be interpreted as the 
results obtained by the students enrolled in the Basque educational system, but not as the results obtained 
by the students attending instruction in Basque language.

Slovak Republic

The Slovak Republic fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 
reports was recommended.

Sweden

Sweden fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Switzerland

Switzerland fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.
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Thailand

Thailand fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

Tunisia

The within-school samples included a high percentage of ineligible students (6.36 per cent). Further, it 
was noted that the printing quality of the administered instruments varied, and that there were pagination 
and layout errors in some of the administered booklets. Follow-up analysis did not suggest that the low 
printing quality had had a material affect on the quality of the data.

Tunisia met the PISA standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA reports was recommended.

Turkey

While coverage of the PISA population met PISA 2003 standards, Turkey had a low level of 15-year-old 
enrolment (54 per cent) so coverage of 15-year-olds was just 36 per cent. Turkey has several forms of 
informal education through which participants receive their training via mail, television, or hands on 
experience. There are no records of the 15-year-olds that might be in those programmes. This may be one 
factor explaining the low enrolment in formal education of 15-year-olds.

Turkey fully met the PISA 2003 standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA 2003 reports was 
recommended.

United Kingdom

Problems relating to response rate and testing window were identified for the data from the United 
Kingdom. A poor school response rate resulted in an extension of the three-month testing window, which 
is required by the PISA technical standards. After the extension of the testing window, the school response 
rate (64.32 per cent prior to replacements and 77.37 per cent after replacements) and student response 
rates (77.92 per cent) were still below PISA standards.

The United Kingdom was especially well placed to provide accurate evidence one way or the other as to the 
existence of non-response bias in the PISA data, because results of national assessment data were available 
at the school level (for two assessments) and at the individual student level (for one of these assessments) 
for the entire PISA sample. The United Kingdom national centre prepared a report in February 2004, 
entitled PISA 2003 England Sample: Report of an Investigation into Response Bias at the School and Student Level. 
While England and Wales were part of the same data collection procedure, data from Scotland, which was 
adjudicated by the consortium as a separate unit, were fully comparable with results from other OECD 
countries and with results from PISA 2000.

The conclusion that the PISA sampling referee drew from this analyses was that there was good evidence 
that the school sample was not substantially biased upwards or downwards, in terms of mean student 
achievement, as a result of non-response. However, there was evidence that the responding schools were a 
more homogeneous group in terms of student achievement than the full sample.

For the student sample, the conclusion was that it appeared that student non-response was likely to have 
induced a bias in achievement. It was not possible to ascertain the exact magnitude of this. However, before 
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finalising this conclusion, an important additional check was needed. The initial analyses on response rates 
were carried out before student weights had been calculated by the consortium (see Chapter 8 for a full 
description of student weights). The PISA sampling referee, therefore, asked the United Kingdom national 
centre to carry out analyses using the student weights with adjustments for non-response, to see whether 
these adjustments might have been effective in reducing the non-response bias. These weighted analyses 
indicated that the weight adjustments did not have an appreciable effect on reducing the non-response 
bias. 

The uncertainties surrounding the sample and its bias are such that PISA 2003 scores for the United 
Kingdom cannot reliably be compared with those of other countries. They can also not be compared with 
the performance scores for the United Kingdom from PISA 2000. The regional data from Wales are also 
not comparable with other countries. 

The results are, however, accurate for many within-country comparisons between subgroups (e.g. males 
and females) and for relational analyses. The results for the United Kingdom were included in a separate 
category below the results for the other participating countries. Other data for the United Kingdom that 
were not reported in the initial report were made available on the PISA Web site (www.pisa.oecd.org). 

All international averages and aggregate statistics include the data for the United Kingdom.

Scotland

Scotland fully met the PISA standards.

United States

Problems relating to response rate and testing window were identified for the data from the United States. 
As a result of a poor school response rate the consortium approved the use of a second testing window. 
Both the use of a second testing window and the timing of the window within the school year were breaches 
of the PISA technical standards. After taking into account the data from the second testing window, the 
United States data still did not meet the school response standards, the overall school response rate was 
64.94 per cent before replacements and 68.12 per cent after replacements. Furthermore, the United 
States had high overall exclusion rates (7.28 per cent) mostly due to high within school exclusions. These 
did not seem to be concentrated in any particular category of student (i.e. gender, grade, etc.) but were 
spread over all student types.

Two separate investigations were conducted to validate the United States data. The first investigated the 
hypothesis that testing students early in the school year would lead to different achievement results than 
testing students of equivalent age later in the school year, as PISA requires. The hypothesis is that, because 
of loss of retention of knowledge and skills over the summer period, a student of a particular age (at the 
time of testing), tested at the beginning of the school year will tend to perform less well on PISA than a 
student of the same age (relative to the testing date) tested at a later point in the year. Specifically for the 
United States, this would mean that students born between July 1987 and June 1988, tested in September 
and October 2003, would not perform as well on average as students born in 1987 and tested in April and 
May 2003.

Schools were not randomised to testing periods, but rather the time of testing is confounded with the 
school’s willingness to participate in the April-May period. This willingness to participate at this time of 
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the year might well be associated with student achievement. The United States national centre conducted 
an analysis that attempted to deal with this issue of confounding. Although no nonrandomised study can 
ever be entirely conclusive, the evidence was quite strong that use of a later testing time did not impact 
the average achievement results, either negatively (as hypothesised above) or positively. The multi-level 
models used showed that while public/private status, school size, percent of minority students, location, 
and region all had significant relationships with student achievement, time of testing did not. It was also 
the case that the mean scores of students tested in September and October were almost identical to those 
tested in April and May, suggesting that this finding is robust (in other words, it is not necessary to rely on 
model to explain away any differences between the two time periods).

The second study was a non-response bias analysis, conducted on the assumption that the September and 
October assessments would in fact be included in the data. These analyses were conducted by the United 
States national centre. The PISA sampling referee reviewed this report and concluded that, there is likely 
to be relatively little school non-response bias. Region did appear to be significantly related to school 
response, but it was not a very strong predictor of achievement. It also appeared that the respondent 
sample was somewhat relatively deficient in Asian and Pacific Islander students. However, the absolute 
difference in the percentages of these students between the responding sample and full sample is not great 
(4.4 per cent in the full sample; 3.8 per cent in the responding sample). 

The United States data was included in the full range of PISA 2003 reports.

Uruguay

While coverage of the PISA population met PISA standards, Uruguay had a low level of 15-year-old 
enrolment, so coverage of 15-year-olds was just 63 per cent. It was also noted that the percentage of 
ineligible students was high (7.78 per cent).

Uruguay met the PISA standards, and inclusion in the full range of PISA reports was recommended.
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READER’S GUIDE

Country codes

The following country codes are used in this report:

OECD countries

AUS Australia 
AUT Austria
BEL Belgium
     BEF Belgium (French Community)
     BEN Belgium (Flemish Community)
CAN Canada
     CAE Canada (English Community)
     CAF Canada (French Community)
CZE Czech Republic
DNK Denmark 
FIN Finland
FRA France
DEU Germany
GRC Greece
HUN Hungary
ISL Iceland
IRL Ireland
ITA Italy
JPN Japan 
KOR Korea
LUX Luxembourg
     LXF Luxembourg (French Community)
     LXG Luxembourg (German Community)
MEX Mexico
NLD Netherlands
NZL New Zealand
NOR Norway
POL Poland
PRT Portugal

SVK Slovak Republic
ESP Spain
     ESB Spain (Basque Community)
     ESC Spain (Catalonian Community)
     ESS Spain (Castillian Community)
SWE Sweden
CHE Switzerland
     CHF Switzerland (French Community)
     CHG Switzerland (German Community)
     CHI Switzerland (Italian Community)
TUR Turkey
GBR United Kingdom
     IRL Ireland
     SCO Scotland   
USA United States

Partner countries

BRA Brazil
HKG Hong Kong-China
IND Indonesia
LVA Latvia
     LVL Latvia (Latvian Community)
     LVR Latvia (Russian Community)
LIE Liechtenstein
MAC Macao-China
RUS Russian Federation
YUG Serbia and Montenegro (Serbia)
THA Thailand
TUN Tunisia
URY Uruguay
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List of abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in this report:

NDP National Desired Population
NEP National Enrolled Population
NFI Normed Fit Index
NIER National Institute for Educational 

Research, Japan
NNFI Non-Normed Fit Index
NPM National Project Manager
OECD Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development
PISA Programme for International Student 

Assessment
PPS Probability Proportional to Size
PGB PISA Governing Board
PQM PISA Quality Monitor
PSU Primary Sampling Units
QAS Questionnaire Adaptations 

Spreadsheet
RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation
RN Random Number
SC School Co-ordinator
SD Standard Deviation
SEM Structural Equation Modelling
SMEG Subject Matter Expert Group
SPT Study Programme Table
TA Test Administrator
TAG Technical Advisory Group
TCS Target Cluster Size
TIMSS Third International Mathematics and 

Science Study
TIMSS-R Third International Mathematics and 

Science Study – Repeat
VENR Enrolment for very small schools
WLE Weighted Likelihood Estimates

ACER Australian Council for Educational 
Research

AGFI Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index
BRR Balanced Repeated Replication
CFA Confirmatory Factor Analysis
CFI Comparative Fit Index
CITO National Institute for Educational 

Measurement, The Netherlands
CIVED Civic Education Study
DIF Differential Item Functioning
ESCS Economic, Social and Cultural Status
ENR Enrolment of 15-year-olds
ETS Educational Testing Service
IAEP International Assessment of 

Educational Progress
I Sampling Interval
ICR Inter-Country Coder Reliability 

Study
ICT Information Communication 

Technology
IEA International Association for 

the Evaluation of Educational 
Achievement

INES OECD Indicators of Education 
Systems

IRT Item Response Theory
ISCED International Standard Classification 

of Education
ISCO International Standard Classification 

of Occupations
ISEI International Socio-Economic Index
MENR Enrolment for moderately small 

school
MOS Measure of size
NCQM National Centre Quality Monitor
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