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Abstract 

A central objecƟve of internaƟonal large-scale assessment (ILSA) studies is to generate knowledge about 
the probability distribuƟon of student achievement in each educaƟon system parƟcipaƟng in the 
assessment. In this arƟcle, we study one of the most fundamental threats that these studies face when 
jusƟfying the conclusions reached about these distribuƟons: the problem that arises from student non-
parƟcipaƟon during data collecƟon. ILSA studies have tradiƟonally employed a narrow range of strategies 
to address non-parƟcipaƟon. We examine this problem using tools developed within the framework of 
parƟal idenƟficaƟon that we tailor to the problem at hand. We demonstrate this approach with applicaƟon 
to the InternaƟonal Computer and InformaƟon Literacy Study in 2018.  By doing so, we bring to the field 
of ILSA an alternaƟve strategy for idenƟficaƟon and esƟmaƟon of populaƟon parameters of interest. 
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1. IntroducƟon 

InternaƟonal large-scale assessment of educaƟonal achievement (ILSA, hereaŌer) studies seek to assess 
educaƟon systems in a specific subject domain and in an internaƟonally comparaƟve way.2 To do so, these 
studies collect data with the objecƟve of generaƟng knowledge about the distribuƟon of student 
achievement in each of the educaƟon systems assessed. One of the most fundamental threats that these 
studies face when jusƟfying the conclusions reached about these distribuƟons arises from student non-
parƟcipaƟon during data collecƟon. We examine this problem using the framework of parƟal idenƟficaƟon 
of probability distribuƟons that we tailor to the problem at hand (Manski, 1995; Manski, 2003). By doing 
so, we bring to the field of ILSA an idenƟficaƟon and esƟmaƟon strategy that has gained momentum during 
the last two decades in the field of econometrics. 

To account for non-parƟcipaƟon, ILSA studies have tradiƟonally focused on employing strategies that 
obtain point idenƟficaƟon of populaƟon parameters of interest, such as mean achievement or the share 
of students demonstraƟng various levels of proficiency.  This methodology is appropriate under the strong 
assumpƟon that student achievement is staƟsƟcally independent of the event probability that a student 
parƟcipates in the assessment—that is, non-parƟcipaƟon is ignorable—in which case mean achievement 
or the share of students demonstraƟng a given level of proficiency are point idenƟfied using data solely 
from parƟcipaƟng students. 

ParƟal idenƟficaƟon strategies, in contrast, aƩempt to credibly account for non-sampling errors, such as 
those that may arise from non-parƟcipaƟon of sampled students. If the required ignorability assumpƟon 
is credible, then parƟal idenƟficaƟon analysis leads to the same point idenƟficaƟon and esƟmaƟon results 
as the convenƟonal approach. If, however, one is concerned that non-parƟcipaƟon is not ignorable, then 
parƟal idenƟficaƟon analysis enables consideraƟon of weaker, more credible, assumpƟons that will yield 
more credible esƟmates of populaƟon parameters of interest. 

To illustrate, consider the share of students who demonstrate basic proficiency in math. According to OECD 
(2023), results from the 2022 Programme for InternaƟonal Student Assessment (PISA) indicate that (p. 26) 
“69% of students are at least basically proficient in mathemaƟcs in OECD countries.” For simplicity, 
suppose that students are selected for the assessment via simple random sampling and that four out of 
every five sampled students parƟcipate.3 Without maintaining any assumpƟons on differences between 
parƟcipants and non-parƟcipants, we know that the overall proficiency rate esƟmate falls between 55% 
and 75%, where the lower bound of the interval corresponds to the case where no non-parƟcipants are 
proficient and the upper bound arises if all non-parƟcipants are proficient. Further, if the incenƟves to 
parƟcipate are such that it is credible to assert that non-parƟcipants tend to be less proficient than 
parƟcipants, then the upper bound falls to 69%—that is, the proficiency share among parƟcipants. Finally, 
if non-parƟcipaƟon is ignorable, then proficiency rates among parƟcipants and non-parƟcipants are equal, 
and this esƟmated upper bound of 69% becomes the point esƟmate of the rate of basic proficiency in 

 
2 In this article we use the term “education system” to refer to each country, jurisdiction, or any other target 
population that participates and is reported in an ILSA study. 
3 Student “response rates” are reported for countries participating in PISA on Chapter 13 of its Technical Report 
(OECD, 2024). PISA’s Technical Standards (OECD, 2024, p. 511) suggests that an estimated participation rate of 
about 80% is a reasonable threshold to consider inferences with the available data as credible.  
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mathemaƟcs in OECD countries, as stated in the report on 2022 PISA results. This process of assessing the 
impact of a sequence of assumpƟons is the essence of a parƟal idenƟficaƟon analysis. 

In pracƟce, however, analysis of student non-parƟcipaƟon in ILSA studies must address addiƟonal 
subtleƟes arising from the mulƟ-stage sampling design; typically, in the form of a two-stage process. In the 
first stage, schools are sampled and invited to parƟcipate in the assessment. If for any reason a school 
cannot—or opts not to—be part of the assessment, then no students within this school can parƟcipate.  
In a second stage, within each sampled and parƟcipaƟng school, students are randomly selected to 
complete the assessment and individual parƟcipaƟon is, in principle, voluntary. Hence, student non-
parƟcipaƟon in these studies can occur either because their sampled school does not parƟcipate or 
because sampled students within parƟcipaƟng schools do not parƟcipate. The idenƟficaƟon analysis 
should credibly account for this mulƟ-stage process. 

Regardless, student non-parƟcipaƟon reduces the number of students assessed, thereby increasing the 
sampling error of any esƟmate based on the data. However, it is likely that non-parƟcipaƟon creates non-
sampling error as well. Unless one imposes strong distribuƟonal assumpƟons on the non-parƟcipaƟng 
populaƟon—e.g., ignorability—the populaƟon parameters of interest are not point idenƟfied but are 
instead parƟally idenƟfied. That is, populaƟon parameters are known only to lie in a subset of the 
parameter space, as in the illustraƟon above, even with unlimited sample size. One may use such findings 
of parƟal idenƟficaƟon to report credible set-valued esƟmates of populaƟon parameters—e.g., interval 
esƟmates of the rate of basic proficiency in math—as recommended by Manski (2016). 

When seeking in an ILSA study to esƟmate mean achievement or the rate of proficiency within an 
educaƟon system, idenƟficaƟon problems generate ambiguity, as represented by idenƟficaƟon regions. It 
is important to disƟnguish ambiguity from the concept of uncertainty, as typically represented by 
confidence intervals that correspond to a staƟsƟcal inference problem associated with finite sample sizes.4 
In this arƟcle, we abstract from any staƟsƟcal inference analysis arising from student non-parƟcipaƟon in 
order to focus aƩenƟon on idenƟficaƟon problems. That is, we do not ask ourselves what we can learn 
from an educaƟon system provided that a random process has drawn a finite number of students from it 
to be assessed. Instead, we ask: what can we learn about an educaƟon system if all students were to be 
sampled but some do not take part in the assessment?5 

We trust that this arƟcle will make three important contribuƟons to the field of ILSA studies. First, this 
arƟcle introduces the framework of parƟal idenƟficaƟon to the field and tailors the approach to account 
for the mulƟ-stage sample design that is characterisƟc of these studies. This framework makes a clear-cut 
disƟncƟon between observable and unobservable informaƟon in the esƟmaƟon. Therefore, it is helpful in 
determining the boundaries of what can be learned about the probability distribuƟon of interest from the 
observable informaƟon alone, while making minimal assumpƟons on the unobservable part of the 
populaƟon. Importantly, the findings make clear that esƟmaƟon of populaƟon parameters with minimal 
assumpƟons is possible, leading to greater credibility but also greater ambiguity of the findings.  

The second contribuƟon of this arƟcle is that, using the parƟal idenƟficaƟon framework, we examine the 
set of assumpƟons embedded in the standard model applied in ILSA studies to account for non-

 
4 Manski (2000) provides a more detailed and in-depth discussion about the distinction between uncertainty 
and ambiguity. 
5 See, for example, Tamer (2010) for a review on statistical inference of partially identified parameters. 
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parƟcipaƟon in mulƟple stages. We show that the assumpƟons of the standard model are sufficiently 
strong to eliminate ambiguity. Yet, the strength of the idenƟfying power may cast doubts on the credibility 
of the inferences one can reach. We argue that the virtue of such a model lies in the precision of the 
reported esƟmates rather than their credibility. 

The third contribuƟon of this arƟcle is that it showcases middle-ground scenarios. In addiƟon to two 
extreme scenarios, one imposing minimal assumpƟons and the other imposing point-idenƟfying 
assumpƟons, we show that there exists a universe of alternaƟve assumpƟons one could place on the non-
parƟcipaƟng populaƟon that have varying levels of idenƟfying power. We do not discuss these 
assumpƟons in a normaƟve way, nor do we argue that they should be preferred over the set of 
assumpƟons currently embedded in the standard model. Instead, we focus aƩenƟon on the idenƟfying 
power of each of them, as represented by the extent to which they shrink the idenƟficaƟon region. 

These contribuƟons come at a Ɵme when ILSA studies—such as the Progress in InternaƟonal Reading 
Literacy Study (PIRLS) (Mullis et al., 2020), the Trends in InternaƟonal MathemaƟcs and Science Study 
(TIMSS) (Mullis et al., 2020), and the PISA (OECD, 2023)—are an increasingly important component of the 
educaƟonal assessment landscape internaƟonally. This is evident from the number of educaƟon systems 
assessed by these studies in recent years. For example, 65 educaƟon systems took part in the PIRLS 
assessment in 2021, 72 educaƟon systems were assessed by TIMSS in 2023, and about 90 educaƟon 
systems are expected to parƟcipate in the PISA assessment in 2025. 

There appears to be a clear consensus among agencies conducƟng these assessments that sufficiently high 
student parƟcipaƟon rates are criƟcal to produce credible findings. For example, the InternaƟonal 
AssociaƟon for the EvaluaƟon of EducaƟonal Achievement (IEA), a leading organizaƟon in the field of ILSA 
studies, set technical standards that recognize that parƟcipaƟon rates reflect “quanƟtaƟve informaƟon (…) 
to indicate the potenƟal for non-sampling error” (MarƟn, 1999, p.71). To reflect on this risk, it is customary 
to classify populaƟons according to their achieved parƟcipaƟon rate. That is, for each populaƟon, the 
credibility of the reported esƟmates is implicitly judged to some extent by the achieved parƟcipaƟon rate.6  

While parƟcipaƟon rates garner notable aƩenƟon in the applied field of ILSA studies, the strategies to 
account for them have been extremely limited. At most, to assess the plausibility of the standard model 
of non-parƟcipaƟon, some ILSA studies recommend a so-called non-response bias analysis when 
parƟcipaƟon rates fall below some threshold. The findings on non-response bias may then lead to 
cauƟonary annotaƟons being required when reporƟng assessment results. See, for example, OECD 
(2024).7  In this arƟcle, we shed light on alternaƟve strategies to account for student non-parƟcipaƟon. 

The remainder of this arƟcle proceeds as follows. SecƟon 2 describes the idenƟficaƟon problem arising 
from student non-parƟcipaƟon in the context of ILSA studies. SecƟon 3 discusses several idenƟficaƟon 

 
6 For example, Appendix B in Mullis et al. (2020) lists weighted and unweighted participation rates for all 
educational systems participating in TIMSS 2019. Education systems not reaching an overall participation rate 
above 75% or a participation rate of 85% of both schools and students are annotated.  
7 For example, Annex A4: Quality Assurance of PISA 2018 provides examples of education systems that did not 
meet participation rate standards and performed a non-response bias analysis.  The Netherlands was able to 
show sufficiently strong evidence that non-participation was not associated with PISA outcomes, while the 
analysis in Portugal provided no conclusive evidence about this. Consequently, results for the Netherlands were 
reported without annotations, while results for Portugal were reported with a cautionary annotation. See 
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/c9395e4d-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/c9395e4d-en. 
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strategies. The tradeoff between ambiguity and credibility is made explicit and emphasized during this 
discussion. SecƟon 4 showcases how to esƟmate parƟally idenƟfied parameters within the structure of 
ILSA studies. In SecƟon 5, we use data derived from the InternaƟonal Computer and InformaƟon Literacy 
Study (ICILS) in 2018 to provide some examples of how esƟmaƟon and reporƟng can take place with the 
publicly available databases. Finally, SecƟon 6 provides the reader with potenƟal extensions of this 
framework to be applied to ILSA studies. 

2. The idenƟficaƟon problem 

In the field of ILSA, as in many others, sample data are collected to produce esƟmates of populaƟon 
parameters and make inferences on an educaƟon system-wide probability distribuƟon. This process can 
be seen as the combinaƟon of two main elements. The first one corresponds to the set of condiƟons under 
which the parameter of interest can be known or idenƟfied if one were to collect data with unlimited 
sample size. We call this the idenƟficaƟon element. The second corresponds to the process of reaching 
conclusions about a populaƟon parameter through the informaƟon gathered by observaƟon of a finite 
sample from the populaƟon. We call this the staƟsƟcal inference element.8 

Student non-parƟcipaƟon in ILSA raises concerns about both staƟsƟcal inference and idenƟficaƟon. 
Student non-parƟcipaƟon impacts staƟsƟcal inference because it reduces the expected amount of 
informaƟon—i.e., sample size—available for the esƟmaƟon. Moreover, it creates an idenƟficaƟon problem 
because a fracƟon of the students in an educaƟon system cannot be assessed, regardless of whether they 
are sampled or not. That is, student non-parƟcipaƟon leads to the unobservability of some nontrivial 
informaƟon during a data collecƟon. 

The clear-cut disƟncƟon between problems of idenƟficaƟon and staƟsƟcal inference is oŌen not explicitly 
discussed in the field of ILSA. In an idenƟficaƟon analysis, one may begin by considering what would be 
learned from the current data-generaƟng process if one were able to collect as much data as desired rather 
than be required to sample. In the present context, one may imagine an ILSA study that seeks to assess 
each and every student—i.e., all schools are included in the study, as are all students within each school—
yet some students will not parƟcipate in the assessment.  

The idenƟficaƟon problem arising from student non-parƟcipaƟon may be demonstrated as follows.9 
Suppose each student in an educaƟon system is characterized by the duplet (𝑦, 𝑧), where 𝑦 denotes 
student achievement measured in the assessment,10 and 𝑧 is an indicator specifying whether a student 
parƟcipates in the assessment. That is, 𝑧 is observable for each member of the populaƟon, but 𝑦 is 
observable only if 𝑧 = 1. This simple structure allows us to use the Law of Total Probability to express the 
distribuƟon of interest in terms of an observable and an unobservable condiƟonal distribuƟon,  
 

𝑃(𝑦) = 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 0)𝑃(𝑧 = 0), 1  

where 𝑃(𝑧 = 1) and 𝑃(𝑧 = 0) are the observable event probabiliƟes that a student parƟcipates in the 
assessment or not, respecƟvely. Moreover, 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) and 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 0) are the observable and 

 
8 This distinction and terminology were first made explicit by the econometrician Koopmans (1949). 
9 For simplicity, we follow terminology and notation employed in Manski (2003). 
10 We abstract from concerns about another potential source of non-sampling error—error in observed 
assessment scores as a measure of achievement—that also generates identification problems. 
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unobservable distribuƟon of 𝑦, respecƟvely. Expression 1 makes it clear that as long as 𝑃(𝑧 = 0) > 0, 
𝑃(𝑦) cannot be fully idenƟfied because 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 0) is not observable. 

However, with observaƟon of both the parƟcipaƟon rate 𝑃(𝑧 = 1) and its complement 𝑃(𝑧 = 0), as well 
as the distribuƟon achievement among parƟcipaƟng students 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1), we can deduce that 𝑃(𝑦) lies 
in the following idenƟficaƟon region: 

𝐻{𝑃(𝑦)} = 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝛿 𝑃(𝑧 = 0),   𝛿 ∈ Τ௬ , 2 

where Τ௬ is the set of all possible probability distribuƟons achievement could take among non- 
parƟcipaƟng students. Thus, 𝐻{𝑃(𝑦)} captures all the ambiguity introduced by student non-parƟcipaƟon. 

A natural quesƟon that follows from this analysis concerns what conclusions we can make about 𝑃(𝑦) if 
we can only parƟally idenƟfy it. The answer depends on the tradeoff between ambiguity and credibility 
that we are willing to accept. To see this, let us first explore the approach of ILSA studies to this 
idenƟficaƟon problem. 

To generate knowledge about 𝑃(𝑦) when a data collecƟon process is subject to student non-parƟcipaƟon, 
it is standard in ILSA studies to impose a non-parƟcipaƟon model that embeds the following distribuƟonal 
assumpƟons: 

 The distribuƟon of 𝑦 is staƟsƟcally independent of school parƟcipaƟon within each sampling 
school stratum. 

 The distribuƟon of 𝑦 is staƟsƟcally independent of student parƟcipaƟon within each parƟcipaƟng 
school. 

We will discuss these assumpƟons in more detail in the subsequent secƟons. For now, however, it is 
sufficient to note that if we impose these two assumpƟons simultaneously, then we can fully idenƟfy 𝑃(𝑦) 
through 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1). That finding arises because this combinaƟon of assumpƟons generates the 
restricƟon that the unobservable distribuƟon 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 0) is idenƟcal to the observable 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1); or, in 
other words, non-participation is ignorable. 

This approach is certainly appealing, as it removes all ambiguity in 𝐻{𝑃(𝑦)} in Expression 2, reducing the 
set  Τ௬ to a unique logically possible distribuƟon 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1). Yet, what one gains in cerƟtude comes at 
the expense of credibility, as it is hard to jusƟfy why, from all possible distribuƟons in Τ௬, the unobserved 
𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 0) must take the form  𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1). It is this dilemma that leads to Manski’s Law of Decreasing 
Credibility, which states that ‘the credibility of inference decreases with the strength of the assumpƟons 
maintained’ (Manski, 2003, p. 1).  

In the remainder of this arƟcle, we discuss an alternaƟve strategy for idenƟficaƟon and esƟmaƟon that 
can offer more credible findings with which to inform policy. We focus our aƩenƟon on esƟmaƟon of the 
mean of 𝑦, rather than scruƟnizing its enƟre probability distribuƟon. We do this for two reasons. First, in 
reports of findings from ILSA studies, the measure of central tendency that is oŌen used to characterize 
the distribuƟon of 𝑦 is its expected value, i.e., 𝐸[𝑦]. Second, a central objecƟve of this arƟcle is to introduce 
the parƟal idenƟficaƟon framework to the field of ILSA. Focusing aƩenƟon on the mean of 𝑦 makes the 
exposiƟon simpler. Given its centrality and its illustraƟve virtue, we find our choice of parameter to be 
reasonable. 
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3. ParƟal idenƟficaƟon of mean achievement  

The idenƟficaƟon problem arising from student non-parƟcipaƟon when the target of esƟmaƟon is the 
mean of 𝑦 can be inspected by using the Law of Iterated ExpectaƟons. This staƟsƟcal law states that the 
mean of 𝑦 can be expressed as the expectaƟon over the condiƟonal expectaƟon of 𝑦 given the random 
variable 𝑧. Since in our context 𝑧 is binary, we can rewrite 𝐸[𝑦] as,   

𝐸[𝑦] = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0]𝑃(𝑧 = 0).  3 

As above, because 𝑃(𝑧 = 0) > 0 and 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] is not observable, 𝐸[𝑦] cannot be point-idenƟfied 
without placing strong assumpƟons on 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0].  

However, also as above, with the observability of both the probability of parƟcipaƟon 𝑃(𝑧 = 1) and the 
mean achievement among parƟcipaƟng students 𝐸(𝑦|𝑧 = 1), we can deduce that every value within the 
following idenƟficaƟon region is logically possible for 𝐸[𝑦]: 

𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1] 𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝜙𝑃(𝑧 = 0),   𝜙 ∈ Τா[௬], 4 

where Τா[௬] is the set of all means in Τ௬ defined above for Expression 2. This idenƟficaƟon region is 
informaƟve about the populaƟon mean—i.e., the populaƟon mean is parƟally idenƟfied—to the extent 
that some restricƟons may be placed on logically possible values for the unobservable 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0], such 
as in the case where every distribuƟon in Τ𝑦 is known to have bounded support. 

In the remainder of this secƟon, we shall inspect different assumpƟons about 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] that may make 
some values within 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} logically not possible. In other words, we will consider restricƟons on 
𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] that may shrink the idenƟficaƟon region 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]}. The strength of the assumpƟons and the 
degree to which they are plausible—that is, their idenƟfying power and credibility, respecƟvely—will be 
central to the discussion. 

3.1 Minimal restricƟons on 𝑬[𝒚|𝒛 = 𝟎] 

As advocated by Manski (1995), a natural starƟng point in an idenƟficaƟon analysis is to determine the 
limits of what can be learned through observaƟon alone or while imposing minimal restricƟons onto the 
unobservable, such as regularity condiƟons or knowledge that the unknown distribuƟon has bounded 
support. A useful starƟng point in our applicaƟon is to suppose 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] is known to fall within some 
range such that 𝑦പ ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] ≤ 𝑦ത, where the values 𝑦പ and 𝑦ത are known lower and upper limits, such 
as the limits of an assessment scale. 

As we demonstrate below, this restricƟon generates sharp bounds on 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]}. These bounds lay the 
groundwork for examining the extent to which we can learn about 𝐸[𝑦] beyond the limits of observaƟon 
by imposing stronger assumptions on 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0], without imposing the point-idenƟfying ignorability 
assumpƟon that 𝐸(𝑦|𝑧 = 0) = 𝐸(𝑦|𝑧 = 1). 

Under the restricƟon 𝑦പ ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] ≤ 𝑦ത, 𝐸[𝑦] is known to saƟsfy the following expression, 

𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝑦പ𝑃(𝑧 = 0) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝑦ത𝑃(𝑧 = 0) 5 

Therefore, a key result from the restricƟon 𝑦പ ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] ≤ 𝑦ത is that 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} is bounded from below 
by 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝑦പ𝑃(𝑧 = 0) and from above by 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝑦ത𝑃(𝑧 = 0). Knowledge 
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about these bounds is therefore sufficient to fully characterize 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]}, as every value within the limits in 
Expression 5 is a logically possible value for 𝐸[𝑦]; that is, 𝐸[𝑦] is parƟally idenƟfied and its idenƟficaƟon 
region has sharp bounds. To gauge the informaƟveness of these bounds, we note that this idenƟficaƟon 
region has width by 𝑃(𝑧 = 0)൫𝑦ത − 𝑦പ൯. 

DistribuƟons with bounded support 

In some cases, there may be natural lower or upper limits on the support of 𝑦. For instance, if 𝑦 were a 
binary variable indicaƟng whether student achievement exceeds a threshold value—e.g., the value that is 
indicaƟve of basic proficiency in mathemaƟcs—then it would follow that 𝑦പ = 0 and 𝑦ത = 1 and the 
idenƟficaƟon region has width 𝑃(𝑧 = 0). Similarly, if 𝑦 were the number of correct answers given by a 
student, then it would follow that 𝑦 = 0 and 𝑦ത is the number of test items. In these cases, it is easy to see 
that one can sharply determine the limits of what can be learned about 𝐸[𝑦] through observaƟon of 
parƟcipaƟng students alone, as illustrated in the introducƟon above for math proficiency in OECD 
countries. 

DistribuƟons with unbounded support 

However, in the context of achievement scores in ILSA, the scale on which scores are reported has no 
natural bounds. In the first cycle of a study, it is standard pracƟce for scale scores to have a specific 
internaƟonal average and standard deviaƟon. To be able to measure trends, in subsequent cycles scores 
are anchored to the scale from the first cycle of assessments. Also, it seems reasonable that 𝑦പ  and 𝑦ത may 
be context dependent and specific to the educaƟon system that is being assessed. 

In the absence of obvious a priori values for 𝑦പ  and 𝑦ത, it may be credible to use the observable informaƟon 
on 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) to restrict 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0]. For example, one may assert that mean achievement among non-
parƟcipaƟng students 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] does not fall within the tails of the achievement distribuƟon among 
parƟcipaƟng students 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1), as we consider here with AssumpƟon 1. 

AssumpƟon 1 (A1): Mean achievement of the non-parƟcipaƟng students in an educaƟon system lies 
within an interval bounded by the 𝛼௧ and (1 − 𝛼)௧ percenƟle of the achievement distribuƟon among 
the parƟcipaƟng students; where 0 < 𝛼 ≤ 0.5. 

AssumpƟon A1 places no substanƟve restricƟon on the value of 𝛼. Its credibility, however, depends 
crucially on the selected value. For instance, asserting that 𝛼 = 0.50 would generate point identification 
of 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0], in which case the strength of the assumpƟon is comparable to that of  ignorability.11 In 
contrast, a value for 𝛼 of 0.05 or, perhaps, 0.10 would be much weaker, likely allowing mean achievement 
scores to differ quite substantially between participants and non-participants. The extent of the potential 
deviation depends on both the choice of 𝛼 and the spread of the distribution of achievement scores 
among participants. 

 
11 Note also that, if 𝑦 is symmetrically distributed and non-participation is ignorable, then 𝑄

0.5
(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) =

𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0]. 
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Technically, assumpƟon A1 implies that  𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] ≤ 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1), where 𝑄𝛼
(𝑦|𝑧 =

1) denotes the 𝛼𝑡ℎ percentile, also known as the 𝛼-quantile, of 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1). Then, under assumption A1, 
𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} has sharp bounds which can be expressed as follows: 

𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)𝑃(𝑧 = 0) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1) + 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)𝑃(𝑧 = 0) 6  

Thus, assumpƟon A1 allows us to characterize 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} with informaƟon that can be established through 
observaƟon. That is, the data generaƟng process is informaƟve about all components in Expression 6.  

Importantly, the width of 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} under assumpƟon A1 is given by 𝑃(𝑧 = 0)൫𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) −

𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)൯, which captures the remaining ambiguity about 𝐸[𝑦]. To this end, we find it relevant to 
emphasize that ambiguity is a funcƟon of the maintained assumpƟons. Namely, the width of the bounds 
in Expression 6 is a funcƟon of what we believe is credible to assume about 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] and therefore on 
our choice of 𝛼. For example, choosing a smaller value for 𝛼 may lead to more credible, but also more 
ambiguous, conclusions about 𝐸[𝑦]. 

An important design-feature of ILSA studies is school straƟficaƟon in the assessment, which can be 
incorporated into the idenƟficaƟon analysis to make assumpƟon A1 more credible. School straƟficaƟon 
consists in dividing the universe of schools in an educaƟon system into a set of 𝑊 groups or strata, where 
each school is assigned to one and only one school stratum according to some observable characterisƟcs. 
Provided that each student in a populaƟon is enrolled in only one school, school straƟficaƟon also divides 
the universe of students into a set of 𝑊 strata. This parƟƟon seeks to group—with respect to the 
assessment outcomes—a potenƟally heterogeneous educaƟon system into subgroups, each of which 
being more homogenous internally.  

In the context of ILSA studies, school straƟficaƟon has chiefly two purposes. The first purpose does not 
concern idenƟficaƟon. Rather, the goal is to increase sampling efficiency in the esƟmaƟon. This is achieved 
by independently sampling schools to parƟcipate in the assessment within each (potenƟally) homogenous 
stratum. This reduces the overall uncertainty in the staƟsƟcal inference of populaƟon parameters to the 
extent that the observable characterisƟcs used for straƟficaƟon predict the outcome of interest.12  The 
second purpose is of direct relevance to idenƟficaƟon. That is, school straƟficaƟon serves as a building 
block in the non-parƟcipaƟon model, where, as we detail below in SecƟon 3.2, student non-parƟcipaƟon 
arising from school-level non-parƟcipaƟon is assumed to be ignorable within each stratum 𝑤. 

It is important to note that under assumpƟon A1 𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) is a populaƟon parameter that is invariant 
across school strata. AdjusƟng assumpƟon A1 to be stratum specific might lead to more credible esƟmates 
if the distribuƟon of student achievement differs across school strata. To incorporate this design feature 
into our idenƟficaƟon analysis, we first use the Law of Total Probability and rewrite the mean of 𝑦 at the 
educaƟon system-level as 

𝐸[𝑦] =  𝑃(𝑤)

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

𝐸[𝑦|𝑤] 7 

 
12 See, for example, Chapter 5 and Chapter 5A in Cochran (1977) for a detailed discussion about statistical 
inference in stratified sample designs. 
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where 𝑃(𝑤) is the event probability that a student belongs to a school in stratum 𝑤. Expression 7 gives 
sufficient structure for the following assumpƟon, 

AssumpƟon 1.1 (A1.1):  Mean achievement of the non-parƟcipaƟng students in each stratum 𝑤 lies 
within an interval bounded by the 𝛼௧ and (1 − 𝛼)௧ percenƟle of the achievement distribuƟon among 
the parƟcipaƟng students in that stratum, where 0 < 𝛼 ≤ 0.5. 
 
It follows that under assumpƟon A1.1, 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} is fully characterized by the values saƟsfying the following 
expression,  

 𝑃(𝑤)

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൫𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧 = 1|𝑤) + 𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤)𝑃(𝑧 = 0|𝑤)൯

≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤

 𝑃(𝑤)

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൫𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧 = 1|𝑤) + 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤)𝑃(𝑧 = 0|𝑤)൯

8 

Invoking assumpƟon A1.1 rather than A1 may lead to both more credible inference and less ambiguity if 
the distribuƟon of achievement is known to vary systemaƟcally across sampling strata. 

3.2 Standard assumpƟons in ILSA 

We turn now to an examinaƟon of the standard model applied in ILSA studies to account for non-
parƟcipaƟon and explore how it allows us to learn about 𝐸[𝑦] beyond the limits revealed by Expression 8, 
which we use as a deparƟng point for this analysis. To account for student non-parƟcipaƟon in the 
assessment, these models typically invoke ignorability assumpƟons within some adjustment cells as 
menƟoned briefly above in SecƟon 2. 

To more fully reflect the structure of an ILSA design and therefore the stages at which non-parƟcipaƟon 
can occur in these assessments, it will be useful to expand the notaƟon introduced in SecƟon 3.1. Let each 
student in a populaƟon be characterized by the triplet (𝑦, 𝑧ଵ, 𝑧2); where  𝑧ଵ denotes whether a student 
aƩends a school that would parƟcipate in the study if sampled, and 𝑧ଶ indicates whether a student would 
parƟcipate in the assessment if sampled from within their parƟcipaƟng school. In this context, a student 
can only parƟcipate in an assessment if their school parƟcipates. Thus, the binary indicator 𝑧 = 1 if and 
only if both 𝑧ଵ = 1 and 𝑧ଶ = 1; otherwise 𝑧 = 0.  

To incorporate the structure of the design described above, we write the stratum-level mean of 𝑦 by using 
the Law of Iterated ExpectaƟons, 

𝐸[𝑦|𝑤] = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑧ଶ = 1, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑧ଶ = 1, 𝑤)

+𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑧ଶ = 0, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑧ଶ = 0, 𝑤)

+𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 0, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 0, 𝑤). 9

 

Thus, for each stratum, we parƟƟon the populaƟon into three mutually exclusive and exhausƟve 
subgroups: (𝑧1 = 1, 𝑧2 = 1) parƟcipaƟng students in parƟcipaƟng schools, (𝑧1 = 1, 𝑧2 = 0) non-
participating students in participating schools, and (𝑧1 = 0) students in non-participating schools. We see 
in Expression 9 that each of the three probabiliƟes are observable, but only the first of the three 
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condiƟonal means is observable—that is, 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧1 = 1, 𝑧2 = 1, 𝑤] the mean achievement of parƟcipaƟng 
students in parƟcipaƟng schools in stratum 𝑤. 

Now consider the second conditional mean 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧1 = 1, 𝑧2 = 0, 𝑤], mean achievement of non-
participating students in a participating school in stratum 𝑤.  To account for within-school non-
participation, ILSA studies use parƟcipaƟng schools as so-called adjustment cells.13  Correspondingly, the 
following assumpƟon can be made: 

AssumpƟon 2 (A2): Student achievement is staƟsƟcally independent of student parƟcipaƟon within school 
𝑗, for all school 𝑗. 

This assumpƟon leads to the result that  𝐸[𝑦|𝑧1 = 1, 𝑧2 = 1, 𝑤] = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧1 = 1, 𝑧2 = 0, 𝑤] for all school 
𝑗; where the expectaƟon is taken over parƟcipaƟng and non-parƟcipaƟng students within each school 𝑗, 
respecƟvely. Under this assumpƟon A2, Expression 9 reduces to: 

𝐸[𝑦|𝑤] = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑧ଶ = 1, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑤) + 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 0, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 0, 𝑤) 10 

Note that under assumpƟon A2, school-level non-parƟcipaƟon is the only source of non-parƟcipaƟon that 
prevents point-idenƟficaƟon of 𝐸[𝑦|𝑤]. Given the above discussion, it seems natural to adjust assumpƟon 
A1.1 to specify credible bounds on student achievement in non-parƟcipaƟng schools, as follows: 

AssumpƟon 1.2 (A1.2):  Mean achievement of students in non-parƟcipaƟng schools, in each stratum 𝑤, 
lies within an interval bounded by the 𝛼௧ and (1 − 𝛼)௧ percenƟle of the achievement distribuƟon 
among students in parƟcipaƟng schools in that stratum. 

It follows that, under assumpƟons A1.2 and A2, 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} is fully characterized by the values saƟsfying the 
following expression, 

 𝑃(𝑤)

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൫𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑤) + 𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑤)𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 0, 𝑤)൯

≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤ 11

 𝑃(𝑤)

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൫𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑤) + 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑤)𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 0, 𝑤)൯

 

To account for the fact that some schools do not take part in the assessment, ILSA studies also invoke 
ignorability assumpƟons on school non-parƟcipaƟon, whereby school non-parƟcipaƟon is assumed to be 
random within each stratum:  

AssumpƟon 3 (A3): Student achievement is staƟsƟcally independent of school parƟcipaƟon within 
sampling stratum 𝑤, for all strata 𝑤. 

AssumpƟon 3 leads to the result that 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 0, 𝑤] = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧1 = 1, 𝑤] for all 𝑤. Under this addiƟonal 
assumpƟon, Expression 10 reduces to 𝐸[𝑦|𝑤] = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧1 = 1, 𝑤]. We therefore conclude that, under 
assumpƟons A2 and A3, 𝐸[𝑦] is point idenƟfied:  

 
13 Here, we look at adjustment cells as created in IEA studies, for example as in Tieck (2020b, p.80-81). The 
discussion can easily be extended to other ILSA studies such as PISA. 
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𝐸[𝑦] =  𝑃(𝑤)𝐸[𝑦|𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑧2 = 1, 𝑤]

𝑊

𝑤=1

 12 

That is, 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} is fully characterized by the singleton in Expression 12. We emphasize two implicaƟons 
of the idenƟficaƟon analysis presented thus far. First, it is noteworthy that assumpƟon A1, or any of its 
variaƟons outlined above, has no addiƟonal idenƟfying power when assumpƟons A2 and A3 are jointly 
maintained. This result arises because ignorability assumpƟons A2 and A3 idenƟfy mean achievement for 
non-parƟcipaƟng students within parƟcipaƟng schools and for students in non-parƟcipaƟng schools, 
respecƟvely. No other forms of non-parƟcipaƟon remain to be addressed by assumpƟon A1, A1.1, or A1.2 
in this analysis. Second, if 𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤] ≤ 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤) for all strata 𝑤 —which 
should be true for any credible choice of 𝛼 in an ILSA study—then 𝐸[𝑦] under assumpƟons A2 and A3 will 
fall within the idenƟficaƟon region of 𝐸[𝑦] under assumpƟon A1.1, characterized above in Expression 8. 

Discussion of replacement schools 

Finally, an important component of the model commonly applied in ILSA studies to account for non-
parƟcipaƟon is the use of replacement schools, which corresponds to a data imputaƟon technique that 
resembles the nearest-neighbor hot-deck method. This mechanism is put into place when a sampled, non-
parƟcipaƟng school is “replaced” by a school that was selected specifically for the purpose of replacing 
the non-parƟcipaƟng school. That is, a ‘recipient school’ is replaced by a ‘replacement school’. The data 
collected in a replacement school are then used to esƟmate populaƟon parameters as if the data came 
from the recipient school. MarƟn et al. (1999) and Tieck (2020) provide an in-depth discussion about how 
replacement schools are matched to recipient schools.  

IncorporaƟng this component of the non-parƟcipaƟon model into an idenƟficaƟon analysis requires some 
subtlety because, as noted in SecƟon 2, the idenƟficaƟon analysis proceeds as if all students in an 
educaƟon system were sampled. Thus, no non-sampled schools would be available to replace sampled, 
non-parƟcipaƟng schools. One may instead consider hypotheƟcally drawing replacement schools from the 
pool of sampled and parƟcipaƟng schools, as in hot-deck imputaƟon. However, this imputaƟon serves no 
obvious purpose for idenƟficaƟon. That is, replacement schools only provide informaƟon about students 
in the educaƟon system that would parƟcipate whenever sampled, but they are uninformaƟve about the 
porƟon of students in schools that would not parƟcipate when sampled. One might then ask, what 
purpose is served by using replacement schools? The purpose is to increase sample size and reduce 
uncertainty when engaging in an exercise of staƟsƟcal inference. From the perspecƟve of idenƟficaƟon, 
assumpƟons A2 and A3 are sufficient to point idenƟfy 𝐸[𝑦]. 

3.3 AlternaƟve assumpƟons 

We now present an alternaƟve idenƟficaƟon analysis to showcase how one could explore different 
assumpƟons to learn about 𝐸[𝑦]. We emphasize that we do not discuss the set of assumpƟons presented 
here in a normaƟve way, nor provide jusƟficaƟon or argumentaƟon that they should be preferred over the 
standard non-parƟcipaƟon model. Instead, we focus aƩenƟon on the idenƟfying power of each of them. 
As above, we take assumpƟon A1 as our starƟng point.  

The first exercise we propose is AssumpƟon 4, which is compaƟble with a model of parƟcipaƟon where 
there is some achievement-related incenƟve for (non)parƟcipaƟon in the assessment. For example, 
perhaps it is credible to assert that schools with lower achieving students are less likely to agree to 
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parƟcipate when sampled or, perhaps, that lower achieving students are more likely to be discouraged 
from joining their classmates in an assessment. 

AssumpƟon 4 (A4): Mean achievement in the parƟcipaƟng subpopulaƟon is weakly greater than mean 
achievement in the non-parƟcipaƟng subpopulaƟon.  

This assumpƟon implies that 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] ≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]. Puƫng assumpƟons A1 and A4 together, 
𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} is characterized by the set of values that saƟsfy the following expression,14 

𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1)+𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)𝑃(𝑧 = 0) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤ min{𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1], 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)} 13 

If we are willing to rule out the extreme case in which 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1], then the upper 
bound of Expression 13 is given by the mean among parƟcipaƟng students. That is, 

𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 1)+𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)𝑃(𝑧 = 0) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]. 13′ 

Here again, the sample design implemented in ILSA studies can be instrumental to making interval 
esƟmaƟon under the pair of assumpƟons A1 and A4 more credible. Similarly, as above, we could 
incorporate school straƟficaƟon to adjust assumpƟon A4 into the following. 

AssumpƟon 4.1 (A4.1): Within each school stratum 𝑤, mean achievement in the parƟcipaƟng 
subpopulaƟon is weakly greater than mean achievement in the non-parƟcipaƟng subpopulaƟon and 
smaller than the (1 − 𝛼)௧ percenƟle of the achievement distribuƟon among parƟcipaƟng students. 

AssumpƟon 4.1 indicates that 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0, 𝑤] ≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤] and 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤] ≤ 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 =

1, 𝑤), for all strata 𝑤. 

It follows that, under the pair of assumpƟons A1.1 and A4.1, the idenƟficaƟon region of interest is 
expressed by the set of values that saƟsfy the following, 

 𝑃(𝑤)

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൫𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤]𝑃(𝑧 = 1|𝑤)+𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤) 𝑃(𝑧 = 0|𝑤)൯

≤ 𝐸[𝑦] ≤

 𝑃(𝑤)

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤] 14

 

It is worth noƟng that that the lower bound in Expression 14 coincides with the lower bound of Expression 
8, while the upper bound of Expression 14 is the weighted average of the mean of 𝑦 among parƟcipaƟng 
students. 

4. Interval esƟmaƟon of a parƟally idenƟfied mean 

In the previous secƟon, we demonstrated how to derive different idenƟficaƟon regions of 𝐸[𝑦] by placing 
different restricƟons on the achievement distribuƟon among non-parƟcipaƟng students. In each instance, 
we idenƟfied sharp bounds that determine the set of logically possible values that 𝐸[𝑦] can take under 
maintained set of assumpƟons. The idenƟfied bounds are funcƟons of observable populaƟon 

 
14 Proposition 2.5 in Manski (2003) shows a formal proof of the bounds of an identification region when the 
mean of a random variable is assumed to be missing monotonically.  
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parameters—in parƟcular, condiƟonal means, percenƟles, and event probabiliƟes—which makes it 
possible to be esƟmated. We now discuss the sample counterparts, or “analogs,” of the idenƟficaƟon 
regions derived in the previous secƟon.  We may then apply the “analogy principle” to use these sample 
staƟsƟcs to esƟmate the analogous populaƟon parameters (Goldberger, 1991).15  
 
RandomizaƟon in the sample design allows us to generate (parƟal) knowledge about 𝑃(𝑦) from a subset 
of the student populaƟon. The design typically implemented in ILSA studies follows a two-step process 
that can be summarized as follows. In the first stage, within each stratum, schools are sampled with 
probabiliƟes proporƟonal to their relaƟve size in their stratum. This implies that a measure of size 𝑀 is 
known for each school 𝑗 in the populaƟon and that larger schools have a higher probability of selecƟon. 
As a norm, the measure of size for school is the enrollment of students belonging to the target populaƟon 
of the study (MarƟn et al., 1999). In the second stage, within parƟcipaƟng schools, students or intact 
classes are included into the assessment with equal probabiliƟes. Such a sampling plan leads to 
probabiliƟes of inclusion that vary across sampled students.  Therefore, the probability that student 𝑖 in 
school 𝑗 is sampled for the assessment is given by the joint probability 𝜋 = 𝜋 ∗ 𝜋|  where 𝜋 denotes 
the probability that school 𝑗 is sampled and 𝜋| denotes the probability that student 𝑖 is sampled from 
within their sampled school 𝑗. 

4.1 Minimal restricƟons on 𝑬[𝒚|𝒛 = 𝟎] 

EsƟmaƟon of the bounds that characterize 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} under maintained assumpƟon A1 (i.e., Expression 6) 
requires esƟmaƟon of several features of the distribuƟon of achievement among parƟcipaƟng students—
𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1], 𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1), and 𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1)—as well as the event probability of parƟcipaƟon. To 
esƟmate 𝑃(𝑧 = 1) under the implemented sampling plan, it is useful to recall that we can characterize 
each member in our populaƟon of interest by the triplet (𝑦, 𝑧ଵ, 𝑧ଶ); where 𝑧ଵ denotes whether a student 
aƩends a school that would parƟcipate in the study if sampled, and 𝑧2 indicates whether a student would 
parƟcipate in the assessment if sampled from within their parƟcipaƟng school. In this context, a student 
can only parƟcipate in an assessment if their school parƟcipates. Thus, the binary indicator 𝑧 = 1 if and 
only if both 𝑧1 = 1 and 𝑧2 = 1; 𝑧 = 0 otherwise (see Section 3.2). It follows that, with 𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1) > 0, 

𝑃(𝑧 = 1) = 𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1, 𝑧ଶ = 1) = 𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1)𝑃(𝑧ଶ = 1|𝑧ଵ = 1). 15 

Given the two-stage nature of the implemented sampling plan, decomposing 𝑃(𝑧 = 1) into these two 
components is useful for represenƟng the event probability that a student parƟcipates in ILSA studies. The 
first stage of the sampling plan generates knowledge about 𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1), while the second stage generates 
knowledge about 𝑃(𝑧ଶ = 1|𝑧ଵ = 1). 

To esƟmate 𝑃(𝑧ଵ = 1) we note that, from a frequenƟst perspecƟve, the probability of an event is nothing 
other than the long-run rate at which the event occurs. Therefore, we propose using its sample analog �̂�ଵ,  

�̂�ଵ =
∑ 𝜋

ିଵ𝑀𝑧ଵ

ୀଵ

∑ 𝜋
ିଵ𝑀


ୀଵ

. 16 

 
15 Goldberger (1991) described the analogy principle as follows (page 117): “Perhaps the most natural rule for 
selecting an estimator is the analogy principle. A population parameter is a feature of the population. To 
estimate it, use the corresponding features of the sample.” 
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where 𝑗 = 1, … , 𝐽 indexes sampled schools. That is, the following information is available for each sampled 
school 𝑗: 𝑧ଵ which indicates its parƟcipaƟon status in the study; 𝑀, which denotes the number of 
students enrolled in it; and its sampling weight 𝜋

ିଵ, which is given by the inverse of its inclusion 
probability. Note that the denominator in Expression 16 esƟmates the total number of students enrolled 
in the populaƟon, while the numerator esƟmates the total number of students enrolled in schools that 
would parƟcipate in the study if sampled. Therefore, �̂�ଵ esƟmates the proporƟon of students enrolled in 
schools that would parƟcipate in the study if sampled. 

Similarly, to esƟmate 𝑃(𝑧ଶ = 1|𝑧ଵ = 1) we propose using its sample analog �̂�ଶ, 

�̂�ଶ =
∑ ∑ 𝜋

ିଵ𝑧ଵ𝑧ଶ 
ேೕ

ୀଵ

ୀଵ

∑ ∑ 𝜋
ିଵ𝑧ଵ 

ேೕ

ୀଵ

ୀଵ
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here 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝑁 indexes sampled students within sampled school 𝑗. That is, the following information is 
available for each sampled student 𝑖 in participating school 𝑗: 𝑧2𝑖𝑗, which indicates the student’s 
parƟcipaƟon status in the assessment, as well as the student’s sampling weight 𝜋

ିଵ, which is given by the 
inverse of the inclusion probability. These values are not observed for student 𝑖 in non-parƟcipaƟng school 
𝑗, but that is not problemaƟc because we observe 𝑧ଵ = 0 and, therefore, the summand in the numerator 
and the summand in the denominator are each known to equal zero for each non-parƟcipaƟng school 𝑗.16 
Note that the denominator in Expression 17 esƟmates the total number of students enrolled in schools 
that would parƟcipate if sampled, while the numerator esƟmates the total number of students that would 
parƟcipate in the assessment if sampled across the schools that would parƟcipate if sampled17. Therefore, 
�̂�ଶ esƟmates the proporƟon of students that would parƟcipate in the assessment if sampled across schools 
that would parƟcipate if sampled. 

Thus, to esƟmate 𝑃(𝑧 = 1) we propose using its sample analog �̂�, 

�̂� = �̂�ଵ ∗ �̂�ଶ 18 

Similarly, to esƟmate 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1],  we propose to use the sample analog �̂�, a weighted average of the 
assessment outcomes 𝑦  observed in the sample, 

�̂� =
∑ ∑ 𝜋

ିଵ𝑦𝑧ଵ𝑧ଶ
ேೕ

ୀଵ

ୀଵ

∑ ∑ 𝜋
ିଵ𝑧ଵ𝑧ଶ

ேೕ

ୀଵ

ୀଵ

. 19 

where  𝑦  denotes achievement of sampled student 𝑖 in school 𝑗. Note that 𝑦  is observed if and only if 
𝑧ଶ = 1, and both 𝜋𝑖𝑗

−1 and 𝑧ଶ are observed if and only if 𝑧ଵ = 1. As above, in cases where any of these 
values are not observed,  𝑧ଵ = 0 and, therefore, the summand in the numerator and the summand in the 
denominator are each known to equal zero as well. 

 
16 Alternatively, we could express the estimator solely in terms of observables by restricting attention to 
sampled students in participating schools 𝑘 = 1, … , 𝐾 where 𝐾 ≤ 𝐽. 
17 The denominator in Expression 17 and the numerator in Expression 16 estimate the same parameter but 
with different data. Both estimates coincide if 𝑁 = 𝑀, which is usually not the case. This is because 
observation of 𝑁  occurs during data collection in participating schools, which happens at least one year later 
than the observed enrollment used for the construction of the school frame (𝑀). 
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Analog esƟmaƟon of percenƟles of the distribuƟon 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) proceeds accordingly, using percenƟles of 
the distribuƟon of achievement outcomes 𝑦  observed in the sample. Let 𝑞ොఈ denote this analog esƟmate 
of the percenƟle 𝑄ఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) and, similarly, let 𝑞ො(ଵିఈ) denote the esƟmate of the percenƟle 
𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1). 

The sample counterpart of the bounds in Expression 6 is then given by, 

ൣ�̂� ∙ �̂� + 𝑞ොఈ ∙ (1 − �̂�), �̂� ∙ �̂� + 𝑞ො(ଵିఈ) ∙ (1 − �̂�) ൧. 20 

Note that all components of the bounds are esƟmated using only originally sampled schools; that is, we 
do not use the so-called replacement schools (see discussion at the end of SecƟon 3.2). 

As discussed in SecƟon 3.1, an alternaƟve strategy to make esƟmaƟon more credible is to incorporate 
school straƟficaƟon in the analysis and thus replace assumpƟon A1 with A1.1. If so, the sample counterpart 
of the bounds in Expression 8 is given by, 

  𝑃(𝑤) ቀ�̂�௪�̂�௪ + 𝑞ොఈ,௪ ∗ (1 − �̂�௪)ቁ

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

,  𝑃(𝑤) ቀ�̂�௪�̂�௪ + 𝑞ො(ଵିఈ),௪ ∗ (1 − �̂�௪)ቁ

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൩  21 

where �̂�௪, 𝑞ොఈ,௪, and �̂�௪  are stratum-specific esƟmates analogous to those in Expression 20. 𝑃(𝑤) is the 
known proporƟon of students in the populaƟon aƩending schools in stratum 𝑤, as reported in the school 
frame used for sampling. Thus, the bounds in Expression 21 are an average of the stratum-specific bounds, 
weighted by a factor proporƟonal to the total enrollment in each stratum. 

4.2 Standard assumpƟons in ILSA 

Now we turn our aƩenƟon to esƟmaƟon under the standard model to account for non-parƟcipaƟon in 
ILSA studies. We begin by esƟmaƟng the bounds of 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} under assumpƟons A1.2 A2. The sample 
counterpart of the bounds in Expression 10 is given by, 

  𝑃(𝑤) ቀ�̂�௪�̂�௪ + 𝑞ොఈ,௪ ∗ (1 − �̂�ଵ௪)ቁ

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

,  𝑃(𝑤) ቀ�̂�௪�̂�௪ + 𝑞ො(ଵିఈ),௪ ∗ (1 − �̂�ଵ௪)ቁ

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൩ 22 

where 𝑃(𝑤) is as defined in Expression 21.  To incorporate assumpƟon A2 into the esƟmaƟon of �̂�௪, 𝑞ොఈ,௪,  

and 𝑞ො(ଵିఈ),௪, we use esƟmaƟon weights of the form 𝜔 = ቀ𝜋 ∗ 𝜋


ቁ
ିଵ

. That is, the probability of 

inclusion 𝜋 is adjusted by a by a school-level factor 𝜋


=
∑ ௭మೕ

ೀ
సభ

∑ ଵ
ೀ
సభ

, where the numerator reflects the 

number of parƟcipaƟng students in parƟcipaƟng school 𝑗 and the denominator reflects the number of 
sampled students within the same school. This adjustment factor is an arƟfact of assumpƟon A2, and it 
follows from this adjustment factor that the relaƟve contribuƟon of parƟcipaƟng students in school 𝑗 to 
the overall esƟmate equals the relaƟve contribuƟon of sampled students in school 𝑗 to the overall 
esƟmate. Finally, since under assumpƟon A2, school-level non-parƟcipaƟon is the only source of non-
parƟcipaƟon that remains, the length of each of the esƟmated stratum-specific bounds is proporƟonal to 
�̂�ଵ and not to �̂�. Thus, the difference between Expression 21 and Expression 22 is that we replace �̂�௪  with 
�̂�ଵ௪. 
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Finally, under maintained assumpƟons A2 and A3, 𝐻{𝐸[𝑦]} is point-idenƟfied and its sample counterpart 
is given by the mean achievement across all parƟcipaƟng students, weighted by a factor 𝜔∗

 =

ቀ𝜋𝜋௪


𝜋


ቁ
ିଵ

.  That is, 

�̂� =
∑ ∑ 𝜔

∗ 𝑦𝑧ଵ𝑧ଶ
ேೕ

ୀଵ

ୀଵ

∑ ∑ 𝜔
∗ 𝑧ଵ𝑧ଶ

ேೕ

ୀଵ

ୀଵ
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Similar as above, the inclusion probability 𝜋
ିଵ is adjusted by a stratum-level factor 𝜋௪


=

∑ ௭ೕೕ∈ೢ

∑ ଵೕ∈ೢ
, where 

the numerator reflects the number of parƟcipaƟng schools in stratum 𝑤 and the denominator reflects the 
number of sampled schools within the same stratum. This adjustment factor is an arƟfact of assumpƟon 
A3, and it follows from it that the relaƟve contribuƟon of parƟcipaƟng schools in stratum 𝑤 to the overall 
esƟmate equals the relaƟve contribuƟon of sampled schools in stratum 𝑤 to the overall esƟmate.18 

As noted at the end of SecƟon 3.2, assumpƟons A2 and A3 are jointly sufficient to point-idenƟfy and hence 
point-esƟmate 𝐸[𝑦]. Yet, ILSA studies normally use replacement schools to increase sample size and 
reduce uncertainty when engaging in an exercise of staƟsƟcal inference. One could, alternaƟvely, maintain 
assumpƟon A2 and A3 aŌer the inclusion of replacement schools. Such a strategy has been chosen by ILSA 
studies to esƟmate and report 𝐸[𝑦], where esƟmaƟon takes place as in the preceding paragraph with the 
difference that data from some not parƟcipaƟng schools is imputed with data from replacement schools 
that were not selected in the original sample. The addiƟon of replacement schools leads to a different 
school-level adjustment factor (𝜋௪


) and, hence, weight in the esƟmaƟon, reflecƟng the increase in the 

number of parƟcipaƟng schools. 

4.3 AlternaƟve assumpƟons 

Now we consider staƟsƟcal inference of the bounds presented in SecƟon 3.3, which use alternaƟve 
assumpƟons to restrict the logically possible values that 𝐸[𝑦] can take. The sample counterpart of the 
bounds in the idenƟficaƟon region under assumpƟons A1 and A4 (Expression 13’), is given by,19 

[�̂� ∙ �̂� + 𝑞ොఈ ∙ (1 − �̂�), �̂�] 24 

where components are defined analogously to those in Expression 20. 

Maintaining assumpƟons a1 and A4 within each school stratum leads to assumpƟons A1.1 and A4.1. The 
sample counterpart of the bounds under these assumpƟons (Expression 14) is given by, 

  𝑃(𝑤) ቀ�̂�௪ ∙ �̂�௪ + 𝑞ොఈ,௪ ∙ (1 − �̂�௪)ቁ

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

,  𝑃(𝑤)�̂�௪

ௐ

௪ୀଵ

൩  25 

where components are defined analogously to those in Expression 21. 

5. Two illustraƟve applicaƟons 

 
18 In the field of ILSA, 𝜋

 and 𝜋
 are known as the school-level and the student-level non-response adjustment 

factors, respectively. 
19 Here, as discussed in Section 3.3, we rule out the extreme case in which  𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]. 
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We use data from ICILS 2018 to Illustrate the applicaƟon of the findings presented in the previous secƟons. 
ICILS is an internaƟonal effort coordinated by the IEA that examines outcomes on the computer and 
informaƟon domain among eighth graders in different educaƟon systems. Within each educaƟon system, 
ICILS seeks to collect data from a representaƟve sample of students, using a sampling design similar to the 
one described above. For each student parƟcipaƟng in the study, ICILS reports an achievement measure 
of computer and informaƟon literacy (CIL), which is a latent construct defined as the “ability to use 
computers to invesƟgate, create and communicate in order to parƟcipate effecƟvely at home, at school, 
in the workplace and in society'' (Fraillon et al., 2019, p. 53). We use this measure as the outcome of 
interest 𝑦.  

The assessment framework behind the CIL latent construct developed for ICILS is extensive. Overall, four 
computer-based modules, each with between 15 and 22 tasks, were developed to evaluate literacy in the 
computer and informaƟon domain. To avoid overburdening parƟcipaƟng students, the assessment 
modules are paired, and students are exposed to only one of the 12 possible ordered-paired modules. 
Therefore, each student responds to only a subset of the overall task pool needed to evaluate CIL. 
Accordingly, ICILS is designed to assess groups of students rather than individuals. That is, ICILS is not a 
student-level diagnosƟc test but rather aims to assess enƟre (sub)populaƟons. Once data are collected 
and scored, item response theory models are used to esƟmate the proficiency distribuƟon of the CIL 
construct for each student (see, for example, Ockwell et al. (2020) for details). That is, for each student 𝑖, 
the ICILS data file includes five plausible values for that student’s measured CIL, where each plausible value 
consists of a random draw from their esƟmated proficiency distribuƟon. As is customary in ILSA studies, 
we use the reported sets of five plausible values to measure of CIL. To do so, we esƟmate parameters of 
interest five Ɵmes, each with one plausible value, and report the average over the five esƟmates. Von 
Davier et al. (2009) provides a general discussion of the underlying methodology of this type of assessment 
design and how to incorporate it into the esƟmaƟon of populaƟon parameters. In the remainder of this 
secƟon, we follow this standard pracƟce in the esƟmaƟon of populaƟon parameters but do not address 
this issue in our discussion, as it is a measurement concern that is beyond the scope of our focus here on 
student non-parƟcipaƟon. 

We also emphasize that in these illustraƟve applicaƟons, as in the theoreƟcal discussion above, we 
abstract from the problem of staƟsƟcal inference associated with finite sample sizes. Therefore, the 
esƟmates below do not include any measure of uncertainty, as typically represented by confidence 
intervals. In other words, these esƟmates do not respond to the quesƟon: what can we learn about student 
mean achievement in an educaƟon system from the observed, data provided that a random process has 
drawn a finite number of students from it to be assessed. Instead, they respond to the quesƟon: what can 
we learn about student mean achievement in an educaƟon system from the observed data if all students 
could be sampled but some would not take part in the assessment? We begin by reflecƟng on the 
ambiguity generated by student non-parƟcipaƟon from an internaƟonally comparaƟve perspecƟve. We 
then use data from Germany to showcase how one may bring in stronger assumpƟons on non-
parƟcipaƟon to reduce ambiguity. 

5.1 An internaƟonally comparaƟve illustraƟon 

For each educaƟon system assessed in ICILS 2018, Figure 1 reports findings on 𝐸[𝑦] under two alternaƟve 
idenƟficaƟon strategies, each one restricƟng achievement in the populaƟon of non-parƟcipaƟng 
students—in parƟcular, 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0]—differently. First, each verƟcal line depicts esƟmates of 𝐸[𝑦] under 
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assumpƟon A1 with 𝛼 = 0.05. It is therefore assumed that, within each reported educaƟon system, the 
mean among the non-parƟcipaƟng populaƟon lies within the interval bounded by the 5th and 95th 
percenƟle of the achievement distribuƟon among the parƟcipaƟng populaƟon. This assumpƟon leads to 
interval esƟmates of 𝐸[𝑦] described in Expression 20. Second, for each educaƟon system, each dot depicts 
esƟmates of 𝐸[𝑦] under the standard model applied by the ICILS InternaƟonal Report to account for non-
parƟcipaƟon (Tieck, 2020b), which results in point esƟmates of 𝐸[𝑦] described in Expression 23. We note 
that in both strategies we use solely data derived from originally sampled schools and disregard the data 
coming from replacement schools (see discussion in secƟon 4.1). In Table A1 in the Appendix, we report 
all necessary components for the esƟmaƟon of the lower and upper bound of each interval, as well as the 
point-esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦]. 

Figure 1 shows that, under assumpƟon A1, esƟmaƟon of 𝐸[𝑦] is more ambiguous in educaƟon systems 
where the rate of student non-parƟcipaƟon is relaƟvely high. For example, in the USA it is esƟmated that 
about 38% of the student populaƟon would not parƟcipate whenever sampled, which is the highest rate 
across all educaƟon systems assessed by ICILS. The USA also has the widest interval esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦]—
i.e., the most ambiguous esƟmate—with a length of about 102 score points. InteresƟngly, Uruguay has 
the second widest interval esƟmate, despite having a lower rate of student non-parƟcipaƟon (26%) than 
Denmark (35%), Germany (31%), and Portugal (31%). Since the length of each verƟcal line in Figure 1 is 
given by ൫1 − �̂�መ൯ ∗ (𝑞ොଽହ − 𝑞ොହ), then it must be that (𝑞ොଽହ − 𝑞ොହ) is larger in Uruguay than in Denmark, 
Germany, and Portugal.  That is, the esƟmated set of logically possible values that 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] can take 
under assumpƟon A1 is larger in Uruguay than in these other countries, because the esƟmated spread of 
the achievement distribuƟon among parƟcipaƟng students is wider in Uruguay.20 

 

Figure 1 Estimation of mean CIL with alternative assumptions on E[y|z=0]. 

 
20 The non-participation rates reported in this paragraph are estimated using Expression 18, which are used to 
construct the interval estimates of Figure 1 (see Table A1 in the Appendix). 



 

20 
 

We note here that Figure 1 reports esƟmates of 𝐸[𝑦] under the two extreme alternaƟves discussed in 
SecƟon 3. First, esƟmaƟon under assumpƟon A1 with a small value of 𝛼 is likely to be the most credible—
to the extent that it imposes the weakest restricƟons on 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0]—but also the most ambiguous. On 
the other hand, esƟmaƟon under the ICILS non-response model is unambiguous but the most restricƟve 
about 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] and therefore pushes the Law of Decreasing Credibility to its limit. In other words, the 
ICILS non-response model eliminates all ambiguity in the esƟmaƟon that arises from student non-response 
at the potenƟal expense of credibility.  

It is also worth noƟng that, even under weak assumpƟons on achievement among non-parƟcipants, 
notable differences arise across countries if one were to abstract from concerns about sampling 
imprecision. For instance, the interval esƟmates for Finland, Korea, and Moscow each lie above the interval 
for Italy, which lies well above the interval for Kazakhstan. 

5.2 EsƟmaƟon under stronger assumpƟons in Germany 

Using data from Germany, we carry on by esƟmaƟng different idenƟficaƟon regions of 𝐸[𝑦], each 
reflecƟng a different set of assumpƟons. Overall, there were a total of 229 sampled schools in Germany, 
from which 193 parƟcipated; hence, 36 schools did not parƟcipate, out of which 16 were replaced. We 
emphasize that, unless otherwise stated, data derived from replacement schools is not included in the 
esƟmaƟon. Moreover, within the 193 parƟcipaƟng schools, a total of 3,391 students parƟcipated and 426 
students did not parƟcipate.  

In Figure 2 we use the empirical evidence gathered in 𝑃(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) to explore how the idenƟficaƟon region 
of 𝐸[𝑦] Ɵghtens up as we restrict the set of logically possible values that 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] can take by 
assumpƟon. Here, again, interval esƟmates of 𝐸[𝑦] are derived using Expression 20. As reference, the first 
verƟcal line depicts the same interval esƟmate as in Figure 1 for Germany. One could argue, for instance, 
that 𝑄ହ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] ≤ 𝑄ଽହ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) is a loose assumpƟon and it would be credible to restrict 
𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] to be between the 10th and 90th percenƟles, or perhaps between the 25th and 75th percenƟles. 
The corresponding idenƟficaƟon regions under these assumpƟons are esƟmated and ploƩed in the second 
and third verƟcal line; that is, with 𝛼 = 0.10 and 𝛼 = 0.25, respecƟvely. The first line in Figure 2 has a 
length of 80 score points, while the second and third have length of 62 and 32 score points, respecƟvely. 
That is, half of the ambiguity in the esƟmaƟon of 𝐸[𝑦] was eliminated only by Ɵghtening assumpƟon A1 
from 𝛼 = 0.05 to 𝛼 = 0.25. If we take assumpƟon A1 to the limit and let 𝛼 = 0.50, the upper and lower 
bound of the idenƟficaƟon region coincide and 𝐸[𝑦] is point-idenƟfied with 𝐸[𝑦] = 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 =

1) + 𝑀𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]𝑃(𝑧 = 0). This last example is shown in the fourth column of Figure 2 with a dot.21 
All necessary components for the esƟmaƟon of the lower and upper bound of each interval in Figure 2 are 
esƟmated and reported in Table A2 in the Appendix. 

Figure 2 is useful to recognize the idenƟfying power that assumpƟons can have at the expense of 
credibility. It is straighƞorward to see how conclusions about 𝐸[𝑦] become less ambiguous as we move 
from leŌ to right in Figure 2. That is, by making stronger restricƟons on 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0]—choosing a different 
𝛼—we eliminate ambiguity. This inevitably comes at the expense of credibility, as it is harder to jusƟfy the 
assumpƟon that 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0] = 𝑀𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛[𝑦|𝑧 = 1] relaƟve to the assumpƟon that 𝑄ହ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) ≤

 
21 Note that a point estimate generated under this assumption will deviate from the point estimate generated 
under the pair of assumptions A2 and A3, as reported in Figure 1, when the sample median of achievement 
scores among participating students does not equal the sample mean. 
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𝐸[𝑧|𝑧 = 0] ≤ 𝑄ଽହ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1). This is simply because the former restricƟon logically entails the laƩer; that 
is, the median must be between the 5th and 95th percenƟles. 

 

Figure 2 Estimation of mean CIL in Germany across different values of 𝜶 in Assumption 1 

We conƟnue now by gradually building up to the standard non-response model applied in ILSA studies. 
These results are summarized in Figure 3. Again, for comparison purposes, the first verƟcal line depicts 
the interval esƟmate for Germany as in Figure 1. All necessary components for the estimation of the lower 
and upper bound of each interval are estimated and reported in Table A3 in the Appendix. 

To begin the comparison, the second column of Figure 3 depicts the interval esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦] under 
assumpƟon A1.1. This assumpƟon incorporates informaƟon known for parƟcipaƟng and non-parƟcipaƟng 
schools into the esƟmaƟon, by using auxiliary variables used for straƟfying the school populaƟon before 
sampling.  For ICILS, the German school populaƟon was straƟfied by ‘school track’, using three categories: 
(1) “Gymnasium’ which are schools that prepares students for terƟary educaƟon, (2) schools for students 
with special needs, and (3) all other tracks. Hence, in this second idenƟficaƟon strategy, the unobserved 
mean of 𝑦 is restricted using the achievement distribuƟon of parƟcipaƟng students within each school 
track 𝑤 (i.e.,  𝑄ହ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 0, 𝑤] ≤ 𝑄ଽହ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1, 𝑤). The width of this second interval is 
about 70 score points, implying that, in the German context, about 12% of the ambiguity in 𝐸[𝑦] under 
AssumpƟon 1 was eliminated by making this assumpƟon stratum specific. 

Next, the third column of Figure 3 depicts the interval esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦] under assumpƟons A1.2 and A2. 
AsserƟng that within each parƟcipaƟng school 𝑗 the event probability that a student parƟcipates is 
staƟsƟcally independent of their achievement in the assessment leads to an interval esƟmate that is about 
46 score points wide, corresponding to about half the width of the esƟmate in the baseline strategy. It is 
worth noƟng that the average student non-parƟcipaƟon rate across parƟcipaƟng schools in Germany is 
about 13%,22 which generates about half of the ambiguity in 𝐸[𝑦] under AssumpƟon 1. 

The fourth column of Figure 3 depicts the point esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦] generated by adding assumpƟon A3 to 
the idenƟficaƟon analysis. AssumpƟon 3 asserts that, within each stratum 𝑤, school-level non-response is 
staƟsƟcally independent of student achievement in the assessment. Consequently, assumpƟon A3, 

 
22This follows from Expression 18, with 0.13 = 1 − (0.69/0.79). 
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together with A2, makes assumpƟon A1.2 unnecessary. In this scenario, 𝐸[𝑦] is point-idenƟfied and 
esƟmated to be 517 score points.  

Finally, in the fiŌh column of Figure 3, we plot the point-esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦] as reported in the ICILS 
InternaƟonal Report for Germany—i.e., 518 score points (Fraillon et al., 2019, p. 75). This esƟmaƟon 
strategy is very similar to the preceding one, with the subtle difference being that, before maintaining 
assumpƟons A2 and A3, data from 16 non-parƟcipaƟng schools are imputed with data from 16 
replacement schools. Thus, this approach brings in supplemental data under the supplemental assumpƟon 
that mean achievement in a non-parƟcipaƟng school is idenƟcal to its replacement. 

 

Figure 3 Estimation of mean CIL in Germany under alternative standard assumptions on E[y|z=0]. 

Lastly, in Figure 4 we report esƟmates of 𝐸[𝑦] in Germany under the assumpƟon that the mean is missing 
monotonically, as described in SecƟon 4.3. Again, the first verƟcal line in Figure 4 depicts the interval 
esƟmate of the mean under assumpƟon A1 with 𝛼 = 0.05. In the second verƟcal line (Scenario 2), we 
depict the interval esƟmate of  𝐸[𝑦]  under the maintained pair of assumpƟons A1 and A4. The 
monotonicity assumpƟon renders all values larger than the point-esƟmate of the mean among 
parƟcipants to be logically not possible23. That is, the idenƟficaƟon region is bounded from above using 
an esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1]. The length of the second interval esƟmate is about half the length of the 
baseline. The third verƟcal line (Scenario 3) depicts the interval esƟmate of 𝐸[𝑦] under the pair of 
assumpƟon A1.1 and A4.1. That is, under the assumpƟon that the mean is missing monotonically within 
each school track 𝑤; and the assumpƟon that the mean among those students that would not parƟcipate 
whenever sampled is at least at the 5th percenƟle of the achievement distribuƟon among those students 
that would parƟcipate whenever sampled within each school track 𝑤. Overall, the extension presented in 
Scenario 3 seems to have no substanƟal idenƟfying power relaƟve to Scenario 2, to the extent that the 
length of the verƟcal lines is nearly the same. It is worth noƟng that, as pointed out at the end of SecƟon 
3.3, the esƟmated lower bound in Scenario 3 coincides with the esƟmated lower bound when assumpƟon 
A1.2 is maintained (i.e., second column of Figure 3), while the esƟmated upper bound of scenario 3 is the 
weighted average across strata of the esƟmated mean CIL among parƟcipaƟng students. 

 
23 We rule out the extreme case in which  𝑄ଵିఈ(𝑦|𝑧 = 1) ≤ 𝐸[𝑦|𝑧 = 1] as discussed in Section 3.3. 
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All necessary components for the esƟmaƟon of the lower and upper bound of each interval are esƟmated 
and reported in Table A4 in the Appendix. 

 

Figure 4 Estimation of mean CIL in Germany with monotonicity assumptions. 

6. Conclusions 

To introduce the framework of parƟal idenƟficaƟon of probability distribuƟons to the field of ILSA studies 
of educaƟonal achievement, this arƟcle examines the idenƟficaƟon problem arising from student non-
parƟcipaƟon in these studies. This methodological framework provides a useful strategy for reporƟng 
esƟmates of populaƟon parameters that explicitly reflect the ambiguity arising from non-parƟcipaƟon. 
The arƟcle also inspects the standard non-response model typically maintained in ILSA studies and places 
it within the parƟal idenƟficaƟon framework. Finally, the research arƟcle provides some examples of how 
to incorporate alternaƟve assumpƟons that could be used to idenƟfy and esƟmate populaƟon parameters 
in ILSA studies. To this end, we do not argue that such idenƟficaƟon strategies should necessarily be 
preferred over the standard non-response model but instead we draw aƩenƟon to their idenƟfying power. 

We see two possible and immediate extensions to the analysis we present in this arƟcle. The first one 
would incorporate staƟsƟcal inference into the esƟmaƟon approach presented. Tamer (2010) provides a 
notable review of the literature in this topic, emphasizing the use of subsampling techniques to construct 
confidence regions of a (parƟally) idenƟfied parameter. He notes that this strand of research is divided 
into approaches that construct confidence regions for an idenƟfied set-valued parameter (see, for 
example, Chernozhukov et al. (2007)) and approaches that construct confidence regions for a “true” 
parameter even though it cannot be point idenƟfied (see, for example, Imbens and Manski (2004)). In the 
context of ILSAs, we see an immediate applicaƟon for the former approach as one could, for example, use 
re-sampling techniques to approximate the sampling variance of the esƟmated bounds derived in this 
arƟcle. Techniques such as the Jackknife Repeated ReplicaƟon (Tukey, 1958) could be useful for this, as 
they are already being employed in ILSA studies when engaging in staƟsƟcal inference.  

Second, we focus here on reporƟng interval esƟmates of populaƟon parameters. We recognize, however, 
that many will find such reporƟng insufficient, having become accustomed to seeing and using point 
esƟmates with an associated standard error, confidence interval, or so-called margin of error. Dominitz 
and Manski (2017) considered the problem of predicƟng the parƟally idenƟfied populaƟon mean from 
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sample data where non-parƟcipaƟon is not known to be ignorable. For point predicƟon, they proposed a 
midpoint predictor—in parƟcular, the midpoint of the interval esƟmate—and show that the maximum 
mean square error (MSE) of this predictor is smaller than that of the sample mean among parƟcipants. 
Moreover, if the interval were known rather than esƟmated, then the midpoint predictor would be the 
point predictor that minimizes maximum MSE among all point predictors.  

Dominitz and Manski (2024) apply this approach to elecƟon polls, arguing that a midpoint esƟmate should 
be reported along with a total margin of error (TME) measured based on the maximum MSE of the 
midpoint predictor under maintained assumpƟons on non-sampling error, including non-parƟcipaƟon in 
the poll. The TME accounts for both sampling variaƟon and potenƟal bias that may arise from non-
parƟcipaƟon. If non-parƟcipaƟon is ignorable, then the TME reduces to the usual margin of error. The 
same methodology could be applied to the results of ILSA studies, which would then saƟsfy desires for the 
reporƟng of point esƟmates along with a measure that characterizes esƟmaƟon error. 
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