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Abstract

U.S. state education agencies mark schools displaying achievement gaps between
demographic subgroups as needing improvement. Some schools may have few students
in these subgroups, such that average end-of-year test scores only noisily measure the
average “true” score—the score one would expect if students took the test many times.
This, in addition to the masking of small subgroup averages in publicly available assess-
ment data, poses challenges for evaluating interventions aimed at closing achievement
gaps. We introduce propensity score estimates designed to achieve balance on subgroup
average true scores. These estimates are available even when noisy measurements are
not and improve overlap compared to those that ignore measurement error, leading to
greater bias reduction of matching estimators. We demonstrate our methods through
simulation and an application to a statewide initiative in Texas for curbing summer

learning loss.

Keywords: propensity score; matching; differential measurement error; learning loss; weight-

ing

*Department of Statistics, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, USA

"Department of Biostatistics, University of Michigan, MI, USA

fSurvey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, USA

$The research reported here was supported by the Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of
Education, through grants R305D210029 and R3055220002. The opinions expressed are those of the authors
and do not represent views of the Institute or the U.S. Department of Education.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.08144v1

1 Less is more? To address or not address confounding
measurement error in propensity scores

Research shows achievement gaps by race and socioeconomic background widen demonstra-
bly over the summer compared to their relative stasis during the academic year (Alexander
et al., 2016; Cooper et al., [1996; Heyns, [1978). The Additional Days School Year initia-
tive (ADSY), introduced by the Texas Legislature in 2019, aims to reduce summer learning
loss by funding up to 30 additional instructional days for public or charter schools serving
students between pre-kindergarten and 5th grade (Texas Education Agency, 2025b). Local
education agencies (LEAs) decide which schools in their district, if any, should add days
(Texas Education Agency, 2025a). Meanwhile, U.S. federal law requires states have a sys-
tem for identifying schools in need of “targeted support and improvement”, those where one
or more particular demographic groups—‘“economically disadvantaged students, students in
major racial and ethnic groups, children with disabilities, and English learners”—consistently
underperform (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015)). Identified schools must develop a plan,
subject to LEA approval, to address these performance gaps. Given this mandate, subgroup
achievement gaps likely figure prominently into which schools participate in programs such
as ADSY.

A quasi-experimental evaluation of ADSY might address this selection bias by estimating
a propensity score (PS; Rosenbaum & Rubin, |1983) for each school in the state, then match-
ing or weighting schools that did not add days to their calendar such that the PS distribution
is comparable to the PS distribution for schools that did. Given the relationship between
subgroup achievement and selection into the intervention, the literature on PS estimation
would suggest including measures of subgroup achievement in the PS model. However, the
subgroups of interest may only comprise a mere handful of students at a given school. Due
to high variability of performance on test day, the average scores in each subgroup may be a

poor reflection of what one might expect those students to score if they took the test many



times. That is, in view of classical test theory, which models a student’s “obtained” score on
a test as W = X + ¢, where X denotes their average score over an infinite number of times
taking the test (their “true” score) and e represents a random test-day fluctuation (Harvill,
1991; Traub & Rowley, [1991), the average obtained score for students in a small subgroup
may exhibit substantial variation around the students’ average true score.

The fact that it is the average of obtained scores, not true scores, that factors into ADSY
enrollment invokes dueling arguments in the PS estimation literature. On the one hand,
some would take this fact to suggest fitting a PS model to the obtained scores without
adjusting for their error in measuring the average true score (Hong et al., 2019; Lockwood &
McCaffrey, 2016|). However, another section of the literature finds that including covariates in
the PS model that correlate weakly with the outcome of interest can harm both the bias and
efficiency of effect estimates (Brookhart et al., 2006; Rubin, 1997; Westreich et al., 2011)). If
the test-day fluctuations have no correlation with post-intervention outcomes conditional on
true scores, then the subgroup average true score will correlate more strongly with subgroup
average outcomes than the average obtained score. This suggests efforts should be made
to form a comparison group of schools whose students have similar true scores to ADSY
schools, not of schools whose students may have coincidentally over- or underperformed on
test day prior to the intervention.

Balancing a PS estimated from error-prone measurements does not balance the error-free
variable (De Gil et al., 2015} Raykov, |2012)). Adjusting the error-prone measurements yields
a valid balancing score in certain cases of “nondifferential” measurement error, that is, when
the error-prone measurements are conditionally independent of intervention participation
given the error-free variable (Lockwood & McCaffrey, 2016). ADSY does not provide such a
case, though. In fact, the correlation between the error-prone measurements and intervention
independent of the true score substantially challenges the prospects of balancing intervention
and non-intervention schools on the true score. Lockwood and McCaffrey (2016)) identified

the development of such balancing methodology as a key problem for future research.



We introduce two new methods for estimating propensity scores that balance schools on
subgroups’ average true scores rather than average obtained scores. The first uses regression
calibration (RC), a technique that replaces error-prone variables in the PS model with esti-
mates of the error-free variables (Carroll et al., 2006). We estimate subgroup average true
scores using empirical Bayes (EB) predictions from a hierarchical model of a type frequently
applied in education research (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2001)), but which also has connections
to small area estimation in the survey literature (Pfeffermann, [2002). Although the theoret-
ical justification for RC estimates assumes nondifferential measurement error, the approach
has gained popularity in no small part due to its demonstrated performance in a variety of
modeling scenarios (Carroll et al., 2006; Rosner et al., |1989).

Our second approach jointly models the PS and the obtained scores conditional on the
true scores and any other available covariates measured without error. Assuming the ob-
tained scores capture the full effects of the true scores on intervention assignment (in other
words, the true scores are conditionally independent of assignment given the obtained scores
and error-free covariates), the resulting PS model may be estimated from observed data
by maximum likelihood (ML). To obtain a PS that conditions only on the true scores and
error-free covariates, we marginalize the obtained scores out of the joint model. The required
integral is analytically intractable, but we present a fast and accurate approximation to it
using a device of Monahan and Stefanski (1992).

The ML PS estimates have less variability than PS estimates that condition on the error-
prone variables, which has the important benefit of improving PS overlap between interven-
tion and control groups. Certain matching techniques, such as matching within calipers,
may exclude members of the intervention group for which no control units have compa-
rable propensity scores, biasing the distribution of the covariates in the matched sample
at the expense of maintaining balance (Rosenbaum & Rubin, [1985), and possibly reducing
the precision of subsequent effect estimates. Selecting a PS model may be driven by the

tradeoff between confounder bias—the bias from making comparisons between groups that



remain imbalanced in confounders—and bias from positivity violations—the bias from estimat-
ing intervention effects only from areas of overlap (Westreich & Cole, 2010). By reducing
violations of positivity that occur as a consequence of poor PS overlap, and by controlling
only for the part of the obtained scores that confound with post-intervention outcomes, ML
PS estimates offer an enticing solution to this negotiation.

Our methods can be applied to aggregated student-level or public access school-level data,
furnishing PS estimates in the latter case notwithstanding missing data issues associated
with publicly available assessment data. Despite recent support for the use of school-level
data for evaluating the effects of school-level interventions (Bloom et al., [2007; Jacob et al.,
2014; Munk et al., 2021), a key feature of publicly available school-level test scores is that
states only report aggregates for subgroups of a minimum size, which in some states can be
as many as forty students (Jacob et al., [2014)). By using predicted true scores instead of
obtained scores, the RC and ML methods produce PS estimates even for those schools for
which some subgroup averages are withheld. We find in our application to ADSY that the
ML PS estimates yield better balance on the predicted true scores when applied to publicly
available data with missing subgroup averages than PS estimates obtained from a logistic
regression on the obtained scores in a dataset that is not missing those averages.

Section [2| defines notation and introduces the RC PS estimator, Section |3| introduces
the ML estimator, Section [ presents a simulation study that compares the methods to an
estimator that ignores measurement error, Section [5 applies them to ADSY, and Section [

concludes.



2 An existing method for propensity score estimation

with error-prone confounders

2.1 Notation

We write that in the year prior to intervention, m;;, students at school ¢ in subgroup k take
end-of-year assessment j, and they obtain an average scaled score of W;j,. Maintaining the
earlier test theory model, we write Wi, = X, + €%, with Xj;;, being the average true score
on that year’s assessment for those students and ¢;;; being that year’s random deviation
from the students’ true scores. In addition to using a model of additive measurement error,
we assume measurement error is mean-zero (E[e;;x] = 0), independent of the true scores
(Xijk L €;k), and has variance inversely proportional to my;, (V(€;jx]Xiji) = afjkm;,ﬁ)

The vector of average obtained scores at school i for all subgroups of interest on all
assessments is given by W;. Conditional on the analogous vector for average true scores X,
the average obtained scores have mean E[W;|X;] = X; and variance V(IW;|X;) = ¥;. The
vector Z; includes school-level confounders with intervention assignment that are measured
without error. Intervention assignment is encoded in the binary variable T;, which takes a
value of 1 for schools in the intervention group and 0 for those in the control group. We use
e(+) to represent P(T; = 1|-), the propensity score given a set of variables.

Under the stable unit treatment value assumption (Rubin, [1980), we write the aver-
age post-intervention obtained score as Y, = T;Yi,(1) + (1 — T;)Yi;(0) (Rubin, 1974}
Splawa-Neyman, (1923)), where Y;;;(1) and Y;;,(0) denote potential outcomes under inter-
vention and control, respectively. The PS itself does not involve these outcomes, but
they figure into PS estimation’s goals and assumptions. The ultimate target of estima-
tion is often an intervention effect average, which, under Assumption , we write as 7, =
Elg(Z;, Wi, X;)(Yijr(1) = Y;%(0))], where g targets effects in a specific population by “tilting”

the density of the school-level characteristics towards a targeted population (Li & Li, [2019).



Assumption 1 (Intervention assignment ignorability) Subgroup-level potential
outcomes are conditionally independent of intervention assignment given average pre-

intervention obtained scores, subgroup sizes, and error-free covariates. Formally:

Yiie(1),Yije(0) L T; | Wi, my, Z;

2.2 Regression calibration

A predominant method for addressing measurement error, regression calibration (RC) uses
the regression of X;;, on W;j;, and Z; as a regressor instead of the error-prone W;;;,. For lin-
ear errors-in-variables models with nondifferential measurement error, this modification (in
tandem with the usual linear model assumptions) yields unbiased estimates of the regression
that would be obtained using the error-free Xjj, (Carroll et al., 2006). Consistent estima-
tion of nonlinear models may be achieved in some cases with nondifferential measurement
error (Gleser, 1990; Rosner et al., 1989). In many others, RC provides a highly suitable
approximation (Carroll et al., 2006).

The method relies on the availability of either a dataset with all three of X;, W, and Z;;
a dataset with replicates of W; such that the measurement error covariance matrix may be
estimated; or an external estimate of the measurement error covariance matrix. The true
scores X; are not observed in the case of state standardized testing, and students do not have
replicates of scores from a given year’s set of assessments. However, an external estimate of
the measurement error covariance matrix can be constructed from state education agencies’
own estimates of test score variation.

In line with recommendations from the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing (American Educational Research Association et al., 2014), many agencies publish
conditional standard errors of measurement (CSEMs), estimates of the variation of test-day

fluctuations conditional on a given true score. Agencies also report school-level counts of



the number of students in each major subgroup that take year-end tests, even for subgroups
falling below the threshold for reporting scores. An estimate of ¥; can then be fashioned as

follows: since the diagonal elements of ¥; are given by afjkmi_ji, and the CSEM associated

2
ijk>

with each average true score X;;;, offers an estimate of o7, the diagonal elements may be es-
timated by dividing the CSEMs by the subgroup-by-assessment testtaker counts. Subgroups
that feature in W, and X; may not be mutually exclusive, which could introduce correla-
tion between average obtained scores on the same assessment. However, publicly available
subgroup counts may not disaggregate along multiple demographic variables: they report
marginal counts by race and ethnicity and marginal counts by sex, but not counts by race
and ethnicity and sex, for example. The development that follows focuses on the case of
mutually exclusive subgroups, where these complications do not arise. Generalization to the
case of non-exclusive subgroups with known overlap counts is immediate, but in cases with
unknown extent of overlap, additional assumptions would be needed to identify ¥;.

The external estimate of the measurement error covariance matrix allows for fitting a
two-level hierarchical model (HLM) for generating EB predictions of X;. The model, shown
in 1) includes fixed effects for Z;, a random intercept 51-(]?) ~ N(0,7%) for each school i
on each assessment j (in practice this is simply a school-level effect, since we fit separate
models for each grade-level assessment), and a random intercept (51(;,1 ~ N(0,72) for each
subgroup k at school ¢ on assessment 7. Without the external estimate of >;, 7 would not

be identifiable, since ¢;;; and random effect 55;,1 both occur at the subgroup level.

The EB prediction )A(ijk = Yo+ 2Z:Y- —1—35; ) +5§j ,)C obtained from the HLM for each subgroup

and assessment is included in a vector )A(Z The RC PS model, shown in 1) includes )?Z
along with the error-free covariates Z;. RC is simple to implement, so it is of interest
to understand how well the PS estimates from approximate e(X;, m;, Z;), despite the

absence of nondifferential measurement error.
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log = o + 551‘5)? + Zif3. (2)

3 A novel approach to propensity score estimation
with confounding measurement error

Theoretical justification for RC stipulates that measurement error is nondifferential, or for-
mally:
T, L Wi | X, Z; . (3)

In the case of school-level interventions, this means the obtained scores offer no information
about intervention assignment outside of the information carried in the true scores. How-
ever, the Every Student Succeeds Act mandates that statewide accountability systems for
identifying schools in need of targeted support and improvement account in some part for
performance on annual assessments (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015). This means ini-
tiatives in the ensuing improvement plan are undertaken in response to the obtained scores
whether those scores reflect true scores or not. In the same way, organizations may try
interventions based on summaries of error-prone survey responses from their employees, just
as doctors may prescribe treatment from imperfect assessments of their patients’ health. In
such cases, those where Assumption [I| captures the assignment mechanism, the PS model
ought to reflect the role measurement error plays in the process.

Assumption [I] is not standard in settings with measurement error. Unlike the far more
common assumption of nondifferential measurement error, the obtained scores may still carry
information about intervention assignment given the true scores, making them “weak surro-
gates” (Lockwood & McCalffrey, |2016)). The distinction between nondifferential measurement
error (or “strong surrogacy” of the obtained scores) and Assumption |1]leads to the different

approaches developed in Sections [2.2 and [3]



A crucial consequence of Assumption (1] is that e(W;, X;,m;, Z;) = e(W;,m;, Z;). By
modeling T;|W;, X;, m;, Z; using a logistic distribution, and by modeling W;|X;, m;, Z; as
multivariate normal, e(X;, m;, Z;) may be obtained by integrating out W; (with respect
to base measure ) from the joint distribution of 7; and W; given X;, m;, and Z;. The
resulting logistic-normal integral is shown in (4)), with ¢ denoting the standard normal density

function:

wﬁw - Xzﬁw

I G

(4)

Though analytically intractable, the integral in (4)) can be approximated with high ac-

o(Xomi, Z5) / (1+ exp(—Bo — wBo — Zi3)) - (B780) "6

curacy by , a location-scale mixture of three normal distribution functions (Monahan &
Stefanski, (1992, see the Appendix for a table with the scaling constants {s; : t = 1,...,3} and
mixing probabilities {p; : t = 1,...,3}). This approximation can be computed quickly and
cheaply given its dependence only on software for standard normal distribution functions.
Thus, we use rather than numerically evaluate the integral in (4)), using the HLM from
to generate EB predictions of X; and constructing a prior estimate of ¥J; as in Section

2.2

Bo + XiBw + Zi3:)

V 1 + Sgﬁgzlﬁw

Under Assumption [I} an ordinary maximum likelihood fit of 7”s logistic regression on W

e(Ximi, Z) =Y pr- (3 ) (5)

and Z furnishes estimates of 3y, (., and 3,. Hence, we refer to estimates from as ML

PS estimates.



4 Simulation Study

4.1 Setup

We assess the estimators from Sections [2|and [3]in a simulated setting where 500 schools elect
to participate in intervention under Assumption [Il Each school i has error-free covariates
Z;, a vector of 6 independent Beta(1.5,0.5) random variables that simulate proportions of
students in demographic groups formed by binary categorizations. These covariates correlate
weakly with the true subgroup average scores on a single test instrument for four non-
overlapping groups of students. More concretely (and dropping the subscript j given the
focus on a single test), X = Yo + Ziy. 4+ 0.7 + 63 for k = 1,...,4, where 0 ~ N(0, 72),
55;) ~ N(0,72), and V(Z;v,)/V(Xix) = 0.1. Previous work that decomposed the variation
of achievement between students and schools (Hedges & Hedberg, 2007, 2013)) informs our
choices of 71, 79, and the signal-to-noise-ratio (see the Appendix for exact values of our
simulation hyperparameters).

We generate the average obtained score in each subgroup as W, = X + €, where
it |mr ~ /\/’(0,02mi_k1) and €;; L X;i. Unlike the CSEMSs reported by state agencies, the
CSEM in our simulations is constant across values of X;;, hence our use of ¢2 in lieu of
o2.. To assess the robustness of PS estimators to varying degrees of measurement error, we
simulate the subgroup sizes in two ways. One approach simulates four “large” subgroups,
where the number of students in each group is simulated from a Uniform{1, 120} distribution.
The other simulates two subgroups with a “moderate” number of students, simulating their
sizes independently from a categorical distribution over {1,2,...,120} with a mean of 44,
and two “small” subgroups, simulating independently from a categorical distribution over
{1,2,...60} with a mean of 6. We derive o based on the work that informs our other
hyperparameters. For the average “large” subgroup, this yields V' (e;|mg) = 32.3; for the
average “moderate” subgroup, V(ex|mix) = 37.7; and for the average “small” subgroup,
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The probability of intervention is given by P(T; = 1|W;, X;, Z;) = (1 + exp(—Fo — (W; —
W)Bw — (Z; — Z)B.)) ™", where the chosen coefficients (provided in the Appendix) result in
a marginal probability of intervention of about 1/3. Under the chosen assignment mecha-
nism, for all £ = 1, ..., 4, intervention schools have values of X;; approximately 0.7 standard
deviations lower than non-intervention schools.

Post-intervention potential outcomes are given by Yi(T;) = X + 15 - 9(Z;, X)) + i,
where &|mix ~ N(0,0%m;;') and &, L Ty, Zi, Xi, ..., Xua. Our choice of g, an exponentially
decreasing function of Xj;;,/1000, results in a population average effect of intervention on
intervention schools (abbreviated as “ETT”) of 5.5 points. This approach to outcome gen-
eration is somewhat of a simplification in that pre-intervention true scores averages X;; gen-
erally will not coincide with post intervention-averages E[Y;(0)| X;] due to student growth.
Importantly, however, post-intervention potential outcomes are made to depend on X;; but
not W, despite the statistician having non-direct access to X;y.

Following data generation, we use the RC approach from Section (using the true o to
form the external estimate of the measurement error covariance matrix), the ML approach
from Section |3| (also using the true o to estimate the measurement error covariance matrix),
and an ordinary ‘“naive” logistic regression of T; on W; and Z; to produce three different
sets of PS estimates. Each set informs a separate routine of full matching within calipers
(Hansen & Klopfer, 2006)). This approach to matching retains any intervention school with
a PS within one caliper width of a control school for analysis. Each retained school forms a
part of a single matched set (potentially with other retained intervention schools) that we
restrict to having no more than five control schools per intervention school.

Matching within calipers brings the issue of positivity to the fore: the procedure retains
more intervention schools for analysis when the PS distributions for intervention and control
schools have a greater region of overlap. We run simulations using calipers with widths of
0.5, 0.7, and 1 logits, assessing these approaches based on the percentage of intervention

schools that remain unmatched across simulations.
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Once the three matched samples have been obtained, we compute standardized differences
in weighted means of X, denoted ds(X;;), and unstandardized differences in weighted means
of Yix, denoted d(Yj;), between intervention and non-intervention schools in each sample.
Intervention schools receive a weight of 1 in the weighted means, while control schools are
weighted by the odds of intervention in their matched set: for example, 1 for a control school
paired to a single intervention school; 1/2 for either control school within a 1:2 matched set;
and 2 for the control school falling in a 2:1 matched set. We average dy(X;) across true
scores for large, moderate, and small subgroups and compare these averages both across
samples and to the standardized differences in unweighted means in the unmatched sample.

The differences d(Yix) figure as estimates of the ETT, so we take their average signed
and root-mean-squared distance from the population ETT to compute the bias and root-
mean-squared error (RMSE) of the matching estimators. We also compute these metrics
for an estimator that weights control schools by the marginal odds of intervention in the
unmatched sample, estimators that use the three sets of PS estimates as Horvitz-Thompson-
type weights targeting the ETT (Horvitz & Thompson, |1952)), and estimators that average
differences between observed outcomes for intervention schools and predicted outcomes under
the counterfactual from a regression on a penalized spline of the PS estimate in the control

group (PENCOMP; Zhou et al., 2019).

4.2 Results

Table (1] reports the average percentage of intervention schools that failed to match in our
simulations. Regardless of caliper width, ML and RC PS estimates led to a greater number of
intervention schools matching than PS estimates using the naive approach. When subgroups
had larger numbers of students, matching on ML estimates within calipers of 1 logit left 7% of
intervention schools unmatched, matching on RC estimates left 8% unmatched, and matching
on naive estimates left 10% unmatched. When subgroups had moderate or small numbers

of students (and were prone to more substantial measurement error), the improvement was
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Subgroup Sizes Caliper Width | ML | RC | Naive
0.5 11 | 12 16
All large 0.7 9 | 10 13
1 7 8 10
0.5 4 8 28
2 moderate, 2 small 0.7 3 7 25
1 2 5 21

Table 1: Average percentage of intervention schools for which full matching within calipers
fails to find a match. Notes. Percentages reported for matching using maximum likelihood
(ML), regression calibration (RC), and naive PS estimates. Averages taken over 1000 simu-
lations. Caliper widths reported on the logit scale.

striking: matching on naive PS estimates within a caliper of 1 logit excluded 20% of schools in
the intervention group from analysis; matching on RC estimates excluded 5%, and matching
on ML estimates excluded just 2%.

Figure [1| displays imbalances in X; and W; between intervention and non-intervention
schools. Without matching (illustrated by the dark blue bars), intervention and non-
intervention schools differed drastically in X; and W;. Matching on naive PS estimates
(light blue) improved balance, but matching on ML (dark green) or RC estimates (light
green) further reduced imbalance in X; in large and moderate subgroups. Matching on ML
estimates produced a matched sample with roughly equal balance on small subgroup true
scores compared to the matched sample produced by matching on naive estimates, while
matching on RC PS estimates produced a more balanced matched sample than both. In
small subgroups, the matching routines that used ML or RC PS estimates hardly improved
balance on W; at all, indicating these approaches expend balance on W, to achieve better
balance on X;.

Stratum-weighted estimates of the ETT demonstrated less error when applied to matched
samples formed by matching on ML or RC PS estimates than those formed by matching on
naive PS estimates. The matching estimator applied to the sample matched on ML estimates
had an RMSE of 16 points when all subgroups had a large number of students, compared to

17.1 points in the sample matched on RC estimates, 17.6 points in the sample matched on
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Figure 1: Average standardized differences in weighted means of subgroup true scores (X)
and obtained scores (W). Notes. Bars at far right of each group of four illustrate differences
between groups in the unmatched sample, while those at mid-right, mid-left, and far left
illustrate differences between groups in matched samples obtained from matching on naive,
regression calibration (RC), and maximum likelihood (ML) PS estimates, respectively. Bars
average across subgroups whose sizes are simulated from the same distribution.

naive estimates, and 60 points for the marginal odds-weighted estimator in the unmatched
sample. As illustrated in Figure 2] the improvement is slightly more pronounced in moderate
subgroups, but unmistakable in small subgroups: in this latter case, the matching estimators
applied to the samples matched on ML and RC estimates have RMSEs of 35.3 and 34.2
points, respectively, about a third less than the estimator applied to the sample matched on
naive estimates.

Weighting and PENCOMP estimators exhibit the same trend. PENCOMP applied with
either ML or RC PS estimates achieved the lowest RMSE in each subgroup size, as seen
in Table 2] For large subgroups, this minimum RMSE was 10.5, compared with 11.2 for
the PENCOMP estimator with naive PS estimates; for moderate subgroups it was 13.4
compared with 16.8; and for small subgroups it was 24.4 compared with 31.6. The empirical
decomposition of the bias and variance presented in Table [2| reveals that while estimators
leveraging the ML estimates have greater bias, they have much less variance than estimators

that make use of other PS estimates. Worth noting is that the bias of all three estimators
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Figure 2: Root-mean-squared error (RMSE) of matching estimators of the average effect of
intervention on intervention schools (ETT). Notes. Bars at far right of each group of four
show the error of the estimator weighted by the marginal odds of intervention participation
in the unmatched sample, while those at mid-right, mid-left, and far left show the error of
the stratum-weighted estimator applied to the matched samples obtained from matching on
naive, regression calibration (RC), and maximum likelihood (ML) PS estimates, respectively.
Bars average across subgroups whose sizes are simulated from the same distribution.

may be reduced by adjusting for covariates. Finding hyperparameters for the matching
procedure that optimize balance in confounders could further reduce the bias and RMSE
of the matching estimators, while weight trimming could improve the performance of the

weighting estimators.

5 Forming a matched comparison group for early

adopters of ADSY

We now use our proposed methods to form a matched comparison group for schools that
added days during the 2020-2021 academic year as part of ADSY, paying particular attention
to pretest scores among Black and Hispanic students. That year, the median public school
in Texas enrolled 233 students identifying as racially or ethnically Hispanic or Latino and 27

students identifying as Black or African-American (U.S. Department of Education, 2022)).
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ML RC Naive
Subgroup sizes | Subgroup Method Bias | RMSE | Bias | RMSE | Bias | RMSE
Large Matching | -1.4 16.0 |-1.3 | 171 | -0.6 | 17.6
All large Large Weighting 8.5 13.2 9.6 19 10.2 19
Large PENCOMP | -1.4 10.5 -0.4 11.3 -0.1 11.2
Moderate | Matching 8.2 17 -4.4 | 197 | -0.7 | 26.5
Moderate | Weighting 5.8 9.9 10.7 | 19.6 | 16.7 29
2 moderate, | Moderate | PENCOMP | 9.1 145 | -1.6 | 134 0.2 16.8
2 small Small Matching |-12.9 | 353 | -0.9 | 34.2 0.4 50.7
Small Weighting 20 25.9 | 242 358 |359 | 539
Small PENCOMP | -12.2 | 26.2 -0.3 24.4 0.5 31.6

Table 2: Bias and root-mean-squared error (RMSE) of matching, weighting, and PENCOMP
estimators of the average effect of intervention on intervention schools. Notes. Results for
propensity scores estimated by maximum likelihood (ML), regression calibration (RC), and
a logistic regression on observed scores (naive) are presented. The RMSE of the matching
estimators are the same as those shown in Figure .

Annual assessments were not taken at the end of the 2019-2020 academic year, however, due
to the COVID-19 shutdown. The most recent available pretest being two years prior, PS
estimates that leverage them may not eliminate confounding between ADSY and non-ADSY
schools. Accordingly, we defer estimation of ADSY’s effects to ongoing evaluations that
also consider later student cohorts. Here, we instead provide results from a placebo test on
average scores in 2019 from subgroups we did not use in PS estimation. Since there should
be no difference between ADSY and matched non-ADSY schools in these scores, significant
differences imply matching did not suitably remove selection bias.

Our PS model includes schools’ charter, magnet, and Title I statuses as reported in
the Common Core of Data (CCD; U.S. Department of Education, 2022); student body
composition by sex, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic status (also available from the CCD);
and, as will be explained below, either averages of obtained scores or EB predictions of
average true scores on 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade math and reading assessments for students
in the two subgroups of interest. The HLM for generating EB predictions includes school
and subgroup-within-school random effects, fixed effects for test language (either English

or Spanish) and race/ethnicity, and the school status and demographic covariates from the
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PS model. Since the CSEMs that inform the external estimate of the measurement error
covariance matrix are conditional on true scores, we fit the HLM twice, first using the
CSEMs associated with the subgroup’s average obtained score, then, after obtaining EB
predictions from the first fit, with the CSEMs associated with the EB predictions. Our final
EB predictions are weighted averages over test language, with the proportion of students in
a subgroup taking the language in English and Spanish serving as weights.

TEA withholds average scores from public-access assessment data for subgroups com-
prising fewer than five students. Through a data-sharing agreement with the agency, we
have access to student-level data that we could use to impute the missing subgroup averages
exactly. However, rather than apply our proposed methods to a complete dataset with these
imputations, we apply them to the school-level data as provided to the public. Excluding
schools from the PS and HLM model fits whose pre-test scores have been withheld does not
preclude either the ML or RC estimator from producing PS estimates for those schools. The
only necessary artifacts for ML PS estimates are the coefficient estimates from the fitted
PS model, EB predictions of the average true scores, and estimates of standard errors of
measurement, all of which are available for schools missing one or more subgroup averages.
RC PS estimates are available for these schools as well, as the PS model is fit not to the
subgroup averages but the EB predictions of the true scores.

We compare balance from matching on these PS estimates to the balance obtained by
matching on PS estimates from a model fit to the noisy subgroup averages in a dataset
that does impute the missing averages with student-level data. Without such imputations,
the naive estimator could not confer PS estimates upon schools with any subgroup averages
withheld from the public-access data. Still, by giving the naive estimator this boost and
allowing a comparison, we can assess whether school-level matching benefits from the use of
restricted-access student-level data in place of public-access school-level data.

Figure |3 shows the distributions of the three PS estimates among ADSY and non-ADSY

schools. Among both the intervention and control groups, the ML estimates are shifted away
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Figure 3: Distributions of PS estimates on the logit scale among non-ADSY and ADSY
schools. Notes. Vertical lines mark the mean PS estimate in each group.

Metric ML | RC | Naive/Complete
Matched ADSY schools | 125 | 125 125
Effective sample size | 212.5 | 211 211

Table 3: Number of ADSY schools retained in and effective sample sizes of matched sam-
ples. Notes. Maximum likelihood (ML) and regression calibration (RC) PS estimates were
generated without imputing withheld subgroup averages; naive PS estimates were generated
using a dataset where withheld subgroup averages were imputed by averages computed from
student-level data.

from the more extreme areas of the support, with bumps in the distribution shifted noticeably
away from the lower end of support when compared to the naive and RC estimates. The
mean ML estimate in both groups, given by the dashed vertical lines, is slightly higher than
the mean naive and RC estimate given by the solid and dotted vertical lines, respectively.
Table[3| presents the number of ADSY schools retained in and the effective sample size of each
matched sample. With a maximum ratio of 10 controls to 1 ADSY school in each matched
set, we see that although each routine included all ADSY schools for analysis, matching on
ML PS estimates achieves a slightly larger effective sample size.

Since the subgroup average true scores are unknown, Table [4| reports standardized differ-

ences between ADSY and non-ADSY schools in EB predictions of those scores. Differences
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in the matched samples only figure matched sets where at least one ADSY and one non-
ADSY school had students that took the assessment on which a comparison is being drawn;
a matched pair is dropped from the comparison of Black or African American students on
5th grade math, for example, if either school did not have Black or African American stu-
dents that took the 5th grade math assessment. Across subgroups and assessments, ML
PS estimates achieve the best balance on average, with an average standardized difference
between group means of 0.033 (presented in Table [4] on a scale 10? times the original scale).
Matching on naive and RC PS estimates achieved slightly worse average balance, reporting
average differences of 0.039 and 0.046, respectively. Matching on ML estimates also achieved
the best balance on the scores for which the least balance was attained: the least balanced
EB predictions had a standardized difference-in-means of 0.071, while matching on naive and
RC estimates resulted in maximum differences of 0.091 and 0.193, respectively. However,
after matching on RC estimates only two subgroups have residual covariate imbalances large
enough to require post-matching covariate adjustment, according to the standards of the
What Works Clearinghouse (What Works Clearinghouse, 2022), while matching on ML and
naive estimates leaves three subgroups needing adjustment.

Table [5| reports the results of the placebo test. We use the estimator and associated
variance estimator of Wasserman and Hansen (2025) to produce covariate-adjusted differ-
ences in four placebo outcomes: average math and reading scores for Asian 3rd graders, and
average math and reading scores for White 3rd graders. The p-values in the table reflect a
max-T multiplicity correction applied within families of hypotheses tested using the same
set of PS estimates. Differences in math and reading scores for White 3rd grade students
are not significant using any estimator, while differences for Asian students are significant
at the 0.001 level for all estimators. The results across PS estimates do not differ materially,
but it is clear that in the case of estimating differences in scores for Asian students, there

still remains a significant amount of confounding.
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Subgroup Grade | Subject | ML | RC Naive/ | Unmatched
Complete

Hispanic or Latino 3 M 1.17 | 0.11 1.95 20.13
Black or African-American 3 M 4.91 | 16.26 4.05 9.10
Hispanic or Latino 3 R 0.06 | 2.94 0.69 2.94
Black or African-American 3 R 6.04 | 19.29 9.11 2.33
Hispanic or Latino 4 M 3.88 | 1.28 5.55 4.07
Black or African-American 4 M 3.40 | 1.10 1.08 9.00
Hispanic or Latino 4 R 1.18 | 0.73 3.18 3.37
Black or African-American 4 R 7.11 | 3.55 3.18 12.89
Hispanic or Latino ) M 5.44 | 1.96 0.75 16.25
Black or African-American 5 M 0.71 | 0.84 2.79 2.02
Hispanic or Latino 5) R 4.67 | 4.60 7.64 11.59
Black or African-American 5 R 0.85 | 2.78 7.05 2.68
Overall average 3.28 | 4.62 3.92 8.03

Table 4: 10? x standardized differences in weighted averages of empirical Bayes (EB) pre-
dictions of subgroup average true scores. Notes. Differences are presented for scores on 3rd,
4th, and 5th grade math (M) and reading (R) assessments. Means in the unmatched sample
are unweighted, while means in the and samples matched on maximum likelihood (ML),
regression calibration (RC), and naive propensity score estimates are weighted by the odds
in each matched set. The average difference across subgroup scores is reported in the bottom
row, with the smallest average across samples given in boldface font.

6 Discussion

Evaluating school-level interventions implemented as part of targeted support and improve-
ment plans requires addressing the noisy (and sometimes missing) test score averages that, in
part, determine schools’ participation. Our proposed PS estimators simultaneously address
the error in these achievement measures as well as their possible missingness, demonstrating
valuable improvement over the PS estimator that remedies neither.

First, they reduce the variability of the resulting PS estimates, leading to fewer viola-
tions of positivity that would necessitate the exclusion of intervention schools from analysis.
Second, in many cases they better balance the expected test performance of students be-
tween intervention and matched control schools. These characteristics lead to substantial
reductions in estimation error of subsequent effect estimators when compared to approaches

that ignore measurement error. Although our proposed approaches had lower RMSE, our
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Subgroup | Subject | PS Estimator | Estimate (SE) | T-stat. | Adj. p-value
ML 12.14 (8.25) | 147 0.45
White M RC 14.19 (8.65) | 164 0.34
Naive 12.67 (3.24) | 1.54 0.40
ML 42.78* (11.55) | 3.71 8.58 -10~*
Asian M RC 47.30** (13.56) 3.49 1.96-1073
Naive 43.92* (12.38) 3.595 1.56-1073
ML 6.16 (7.09) 0.87 0.85
White R RC 8.08 (6.50) 1.24 0.61
Naive 210 (7.04) | 0.30 1.00
ML A1.38% (12.75) | 3.24 | 4.73-10°°
Asian R RC 42.22** (13.94) 3.03 9.82-1073
Naive 41.08** (13.49) | 3.05 | 9.27-1073

Table 5: Estimated effect of the first year of ADSY on Hispanic or Latino and Black or
African American students at schools that added days under ADSY during the 2020-2021
academic year. Notes. Effects measured using scaled scores on math (M) and reading (R)
assessments taken at the end of the 2020-2021 academic year. Effects on 4th grade reading
scores do not appear due to technical difficulties that hampered some students taking the
test online.

ML PS estimator was more biased when some subgroup average scores exhibited substantial
measurement error but others did not. This contrasts with the setting where the measure-
ment error for all four subgroup averages followed the same distribution. Future research
is needed to understand how the ML estimator attends to subgroup averages with differing
measurement error distributions.

Our proposed methods may suffer if test score averages are withheld from publicly avail-
able data not at random; that is, non-reported averages are higher or lower on average than
those reported in the data. The coefficient estimates from the PS model fit should reflect the
conditional mean of intervention participation given noisy achievement measures and other
covariates measured without error, while the EB predictions should reflect the mean achieve-
ment in the subgroup conditional on those error-free covariates. In general, many schools
may not have enough students in subgroups of interest for those averages to be reported
in school-level data, and this issue can be compounded when using averages from multiple

grades in the PS model or when using data from states with even more restrictive reporting
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thresholds.

As noted previously, the availability of only marginal subgroup counts limits the ability
to estimate correlations between measurement error of average obtained scores in overlap-
ping subgroups. A future study might compare the performance of the ML approach when
the PS model includes averages from overlapping subgroups while (a) the measurement er-
ror covariance matrix is assumed diagonal, or (b) unreported subgroup sizes are imputed
from the loglinear model of independence for the three-way contingency table of counts by
school, subgroup 1 and subgroup 2. This may be an important investigation given previous
discoveries that correlated measurement error can increase the bias of causal effect estimates
(Hong et al., 2019)). Such extensions would still need an external estimate of the standard

error of measurement, though, which could prove more difficult to accomplish in practice.
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Appendix

Dt

St

0.252201578098282
0.585225059235736
0.162573362665982

W DN | o

0.907930837449693
0.577787276140136
0.36403772947977

Table A1l: The mixing probabilities, p;, and scaling constants, s;, associated with the ap-
proximation to the logistic-normal integral in . Notes. These are reproduced exactly from

Monahan and Stefanski ((1992)).

Parameter | Value
75 40.229
T 59.149
o 250
5o —1.386
B,k —0.0115

Table A2: Parameter values used in the simulation study in Section [4] The vector of coeffi-
cients f3,, in the manuscript has four elements, each equal to 3, . The vector of coefficients
B, in the manuscript has six elements, the first two of which are 3, ;; the remaining coeffi-

clents are 0.
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