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It is essential that users of the PISA data have confidence that the data collection activities have been 
undertaken to a high standard. The quality assurance that provides this confidence consists of two methods. 
The first is to carefully develop and document procedures that will result in data of the desired quality, the 
second is to monitor and record the implementation of the documented procedures. Should it happen that 
the documented processes are not fully implemented, it is necessary to understand to what extent they 
were not, and the likely implications for the data.

Quality monitoring is, therefore, the process of systematically observing and recording the extent to which 
data are collected, retrieved, and stored according to the procedures described in the field operations 
manuals. Quality monitoring is a continuous process that identifies potential issues and allows forestalment 
of operational problems. The responsibility for quality control resides with the National Project Managers 
(NPMs) while quality monitoring is a collaborative process between the NPM and the consortium that 
assists the NPM.

A comprehensive program of continuous quality monitoring was central to ensuring full, valid 
implementation of the PISA 2003 procedures and the recording of deviation from those procedures. The 
main elements of the quality monitoring procedures were:

• Consortium experts  – To assist NPMs in the planning and implementation of key processes, consortium 
experts systematically monitored the key processes of school and student sampling, translation and 
preparation of instruments, coding of responses, field operations, and data preparation.

• National centre quality monitors (NCQMs) – To observe the implementation of PISA field operations at the 
national level, consortium representatives visited NPMs in each country.

• PISA quality monitors (PQMs) – Employed by the consortium and located in participating countries, 
PQMs visited a sample of schools to record the implementation of the documented field operations in 
the main study. They typically visited 15 schools in each country. 

• NPM quality surveys – The consortium developed a series of instruments through which NPMs systematically 
self-reported on the implementation of key processes at the national level.

• PISA test administration reports – PISA test administrators completed a report after each PISA test 
administration, thus providing an overview of the test administration at the national level.

PREPARATION OF QUALITY MONITORING INSTRUMENTS

The purpose of quality monitoring is to observe and record the implementation of the described procedures; 
therefore, the field operations manuals provided the foundation for all the quality-monitoring procedures. 
The manuals that formed the basis for the quality-monitoring procedures were the national project 
manager manual, test administrator manual, school co-ordinator manual, school sampling preparation 
manual and the PISA data management manual. The quality monitoring instruments developed from these 
manuals include a range of sampling forms, a translation and verification schedule for instruments, a 
NCQM interview schedule, PQM instruments, NPM quality surveys, and a PISA test administrator test 
session report.

Sampling forms

The consortium developed a series of forms for monitoring school and student sampling activities. The 
NPM and consortium experts negotiated agreement on sampling plans and outcomes (see Chapter 4).
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Translation and verifi cation schedule 

This is an instrument detailing the quality monitoring activities for the preparation and translation of 
instruments monitored instrument preparation at the national level (see Chapter 5).

National centre quality monitor interview schedule

A standard schedule was prepared by the consortium to systematically record the outcomes of the NCQM 
site visit. The interview schedule recorded information on:

• The general organisation of PISA in that country;

• The quality of test administrators;

• The adequacy of security and confidentiality provisions;

• The selection of the school sample;

• The selection of the student sample;

• The quality of the student tracking procedures;

• The quality of translation procedures;

• The quality of assessment booklet assembly procedures;

• The adequacy and quality of the coding procedures; and

• The independence of the PQMs.

PISA quality monitor instruments

A PQM data collection sheet was developed for PQMs to systematically record their observations during 
school visits. The data collection sheet recorded information on:

• The use of test script;

• The test session timing;

• The security of materials;

• The environment of the test session;

• The implementation of the student tracking procedures;

• The conduct of the students; and

• The views of the school co-ordinator.

A general observation sheet recorded their general impressions of the implementation of PISA at the 
national level. The general observation sheet recorded information on:

• The security of materials;

• The overall contribution of test administrators;

• The overall contribution of school co-ordinators;

• The attitude and response of students to the cognitive sessions;
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• The attitude and response of students to the questionnaire session; and

• Suggestions for improvement.

NPM quality surveys

An NPM field trial review, an NPM main study review, and a data submission questionnaire enabled NPMs 
to self-report systematically on all key aspects of field operations and data submission. The NPM main 
study review made provision for NPMs to self-report on their:

• Use of KeyQuest for sampling and data entry;

• Translation, adaptation and verification procedures;

• Preparation of instruments;

• Implementation of exclusions standards; and

• Implementation of coding procedures.

The data submission questionnaire focused on matters specifically relating to the data, including the 
implementation of national and international options.

PISA test administrator test session report 

A test session report for the recording of key test session information enabled the systematic monitoring 
of test administration. The test session report recorded data on:

• The session date and timing;

• The position of the test administrator;

• The conduct of the students; and

• The testing environment.

IMPLEMENTATION OF QUALITY MONITORING PROCEDURES

Milestone database

The consortium used project milestones negotiated individually with each NPM to monitor the progress 
of each national centre. Main study testing dates, national centre requirements, and consortium reporting 
imperatives provided the basis for timeline negotiation. Consortium experts used the milestone database 
to monitor the progress of national centres through key parts of the project and, when problems were 
identified, to advise on rectifying actions in order to forestall further operational problems. 

National centre quality monitors – Site visits

A consortium representative visited most national centres in the two weeks prior to their main study. 
For some national centres it was not possible to visit before commencement of the main study due to 
international health and security alerts. In these cases the consortium representative visited at a time 
when the alerts were lifted. Consortium representatives visited all national centres. The NCQM used 
the visit to conduct a half-day PQM training session and a face-to-face interview with the NPM or their 
representative. Potential problems identified by the NCQM at a national centre were forwarded to the 
relevant consortium expert for appropriate action.
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Video-conferencing facilities enabled the training of PQMs prior to the main study, where the site visit 
occurred after the main study had commenced.

A comprehensive knowledge of PISA operations and an extensive experience in PISA operations were 
the criteria for NCQM selection. The NCQMs were trained in conducting site visits to ensure their 
independence. Nationals with a formal association with the consortium did not visit their own national 
centre.

PISA quality monitors

NPMs nominated PQMs to the consortium. The candidate’s formal independence from the national 
centre, their experience in, or familiarity with, school operations, their experience or familiarity with 
educational research, and an ability to speak English or French provided the basis for nomination and 
selection. Candidates nominated for PQM submitted a resume to the consortium. Where the resume 
did not match the selection criteria, further information or an alternate nomination was sought. In some 
countries where the PISA national centre was part of the ministry of education, and where there was a 
legislative requirement that all staff entering school be ministry employees, it was not possible to fulfil the 
criteria of PQM independence from the national centre. One national centre was not able to nominate 
candidates with the required criteria and in this case the consortium organised suitably qualified PQMs.

Typically, two PQMs were engaged for each country, with each PQM visiting seven or eight schools. An 
NCQM trained all PQMs. The NCQM and PQMs collaborated to develop a schedule of school visits, to 
ensure that a range of schools was covered and to ensure that the schedule of visits was both economically 
and practically feasible. The consortium paid the PQM expenses and fees.

The majority of school visits were unannounced. However, the need to organise transport and 
accommodation made it impractical to keep all PQM visits unannounced.

QUALITY MONITORING DATA

The quality-monitoring data collected from the quality-monitoring instrument was centralised in a single 
database. Data from the NCQMs, the PQMs, and the NPM quality surveys were data entered by the 
consortium. Consortium experts used consolidated quality-monitoring reports from the resulting central 
database to make country-by-country judgements on the quality of field operations, translation, school and 
student sampling, and coding. The consortium experts used the collected quality-monitoring information 
to cross check against their own records. The final reports by consortium experts were then used for the 
purpose of data adjudication (see Chapter 15).

An aggregated report on quality monitoring is also included as Appendix 9.
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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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