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1. Objectives1 

The UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) is central to defining and measuring globally 
comparable educational indicators. In this effort, UIS launched the Global Alliance to 
Monitor Learning (GAML), providing a platform to discuss technical approaches to measure 
learning outcomes. This initiative engages a diverse group of stakeholders including 
researchers, UN agencies, international organizations, and NGO partners, organizing task 
forces aimed at assessing specific educational objectives. 

As the deadline for the Agenda 2030 approaches, global leaders have launched a 'Decade 
of Action'. This initiative is designed to accelerate sustainable solutions to the world’s most 
pressing challenges, with a significant focus on improving educational quality globally. 

The current project investigates the potential use of International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) to evaluate and monitor SDG 4 targets. It examines which assessments and 
instruments are currently being used and which ones could potentially be used, focusing 
on questionnaires directed at students, parents, teachers, and school directors, and 
pinpointing specific items used to measure different concepts. Ultimately, the study will 
identify the most effective ILSA tools to measure SDG 4 targets, based on criteria including 
coverage, frequency, and validity. 

The primary objective of this document is to report on an in-depth analysis of the potential 
use of International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) in measuring educational outcomes 
related to key educational indicators. Specifically, the project aims to: 

1. Identify and analyze the background questionnaires used in ILSAs: Determine 
which assessments and instruments are currently employed to measure SDG 4 
targets and which ones could potentially be used, focusing on specific items 
within student, parent, teacher, and school director questionnaires. 

2. Assess utilization across contexts: Investigate to what extent the use of these 
instruments (items/scales) across different educational contexts is validated by 
empirical evidence that ensures the consistency and comparability of the data 
collected across different settings. 

3. Develop Criteria for item/scale Evaluation: Establish criteria for evaluating the 
effectiveness of these instruments (items/scales), considering additional factors 
such as coverage, periodicity, and validity, to identify best practices for 
monitoring target goals. 

 

 

1 This report was commissioned by the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) and authored 
by Diego Degetau, Luis Medina Gual and Andrés Sandoval Hernández. 



  

 

 

 

 

4 

This document will leverage existing data from multiple ILSAs and synthesize findings to 
offer a comprehensive overview of the current landscape and future possibilities in 
educational assessment. 

In order to achieve these objectives and aims, the authors of this report undertook the 
following tasks: 

1. Debrief of Indicators and ILSAs: The task involved conducting a comprehensive 
literature review to identify and document various indicators and the 
corresponding International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) used. 

2. Methodology Development: This task focused on developing and validating the 
methodology for the systematic review of existing instruments. 

3. Indicator Analysis: This task consisted of a detailed content analysis and synthesis 
of information from the International Large-Scale Assessment (ILSAs) used to 
evaluate each indicator. The result is a separate analytical report for each target 
identified in the corresponding ILSAs. 

4. General Report: The final task was to compile the findings from the individual 
reports into a comprehensive final report that considered a summary of all the 
findings, a detailed overview of the analysis by reviewing each of the project’s 
objectives and setting general conclusions and recommendations for UNESCO. 

2. Methodology 
The methodology was structured into several key stages, ensuring a comprehensive and 
systematic approach to the analysis. 

1. Identification of Evidence from UNESCO's Database: The initial step involved 
identifying and collecting all relevant tests and questionnaires available in 
UNESCO's database and other sources (e.g., ILSA Gateway). This process was 
crucial in establishing a strong foundation for the project. It included finding the 
most updated versions of tests and instruments in PDF format, as well as additional 
questionnaires aimed at different stakeholders: students, school directors, 
teachers, families, and applications. We ensured that all materials were up to date 
and relevant to the study's objectives, thereby maximising the reliability of our 
data sources. 

2. Understanding and Operationalisation of Indicators: Each of the indicators was 
analyzed to understand their conceptualisation and operationalisation. This 
involved a detailed examination of each indicator's definitions and requirements. 
We classified the indicators into three dimensions based on the predefined 
categories: 

https://ilsa-gateway.org/
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○ National Surveys: Indicators measured through national statistics and 
survey data. These indicators relied on data collected at the national 
level, providing insights into broader trends and patterns within the 
education system. 

○ Achievement Tests: Indicators assessed by tests that evaluate skills, 
knowledge, or competencies. These tests were instrumental in 
understanding the learning outcomes and achievements of students 
across different educational contexts. 

○ Searchable Indicators: Indicators that could potentially be measured 
through International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs). These indicators 
were identified as having the potential to be measured using data from 
international assessments, which allowed for cross-country comparisons 
and benchmarking. 

3. Analysis of Tests and Questions: We then identified applicable tests and potential 
questions for measuring each indicator. This analysis involved studying the 
relevance of the tests and questions to the conceptual and operational definitions 
of the indicators. We created an initial checklist to assess whether each indicator 
could feasibly be measured based on its conceptualisation. The checklist served as 
a critical tool for ensuring consistency and accuracy in our evaluation process. By 
systematically reviewing each test and question, we were able to determine their 
suitability for measuring the indicators and make informed decisions about their 
inclusion. 

4. Determining Measurability of Indicators: 
○ Measurable Indicators: For indicators deemed measurable, we 

conducted a detailed content analysis of each question in the tests to 
generate individual reports for each indicator, test, and question. This 
included evaluating the pertinence of the questions to both the 
conceptual and operational definitions of the indicators and assessing 
whether the questions collectively provided sufficient coverage to 
operationalise the indicator. The content analysis was meticulous, 
ensuring that each question was scrutinised for its relevance and 
effectiveness in capturing the intended data. This allowed us to provide a 
clear and detailed report on the strengths and weaknesses of each test. 

○ Non-Measurable Indicators: For indicators that could not be measured 
through ILSAs, we added conclusions explaining why measurement was 
not possible. Common reasons included the lack of valid data sources 
through ILSAs or the need for specific national statistics that were 
beyond the scope of ILSAs. In such cases, we provided detailed 
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explanations to clarify the limitations and proposed potential alternative 
methods for future assessments. 

5. Analysis of Limitations: For each test, question, and indicator, we conducted an 
analysis of the limitations. This included identifying gaps in operationalisation, such 
as age-related constraints or insufficient response options, which affected the 
comprehensive coverage of the indicator. The limitations analysis was crucial for 
understanding the areas where the current methods fell short and for identifying 
opportunities for improvement. By documenting these limitations, we were able 
to provide a transparent account of the challenges faced and suggest ways to 
address them in future iterations of the project. 

6. Recommendations: Where applicable, recommendations were made to adjust 
existing ILSAs to enable the measurement of the indicators. This included 
identifying changes in questions or proposing additional questions to improve 
coverage and reliability. The recommendations were practical and actionable, 
designed to enhance the effectiveness of future assessments. By suggesting 
specific modifications, we aimed to ensure that the indicators could be measured 
more accurately and comprehensively in subsequent assessments. In specific 
cases, we also suggested which ILSA best suits the assessment of the reviewed 
indicator. 
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3. Indicator Analysis 
The current landscape of International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) reveals both 
strengths and limitations in assessing progress toward SDG 4 indicators. While ILSAs are 
highly effective in measuring core academic competencies such as literacy, numeracy, and 
science proficiency, they exhibit significant limitations when assessing broader, non-
academic indicators related to inclusivity, life skills, vocational training, school safety, and 
overall educational equity. This gap is partly due to the original design of ILSAs, which 
primarily target academic knowledge and skills relevant for comparing educational systems 
internationally. As a result, ILSAs lack adequate coverage of certain SDG 4 indicators that 
address social, emotional, and life-skills-based learning, as well as the educational 
environments and teacher qualifications that support such learning. 

Moreover, the heavy reliance on self-reported data in many ILSA questionnaires introduces 
a degree of bias and subjectivity. For example, student responses on issues related to 
school safety or bullying (e.g., in PISA) can vary significantly depending on personal 
perception, cultural context, and social desirability bias. This affects the reliability of these 
measurements, particularly in sensitive areas that may not be consistently reported. 
Furthermore, ILSAs often focus on school-aged children and adolescents, leading to gaps 
in measuring access to education for marginalized populations, out-of-school youth, and 
adults in non-formal or informal education systems—populations essential for indicators 
focused on broader educational inclusivity and lifelong learning. 

Another significant limitation is the methodological targeting of populations by ILSAs. 
While most ILSAs have set targets for their delivery, many indicators extend beyond these 
targets, seeking to cover a broader age range with more sociodemographic variety. This 
methodological limitation is critical for the use of ILSAs in assessing SDG 4 indicators. 

Significant gaps also exist in indicators targeting teacher qualifications (SDG 4.c.1) and 
school resources (SDG 4.a.1). These indicators rely on administrative or systemic data, 
which ILSAs were not designed to capture, as they focus mainly on student-level outcomes 
rather than teacher profiles or school infrastructure. Additionally, indicators related to life 
skills education, such as SDG 4.7.2 (life skills-based HIV and sexuality education) and safety 
(e.g., SDG 4.a.2, focused on bullying), are either entirely unmeasured or inadequately 
covered due to ILSAs' emphasis on cognitive domains over socio-emotional or health-
related domains. 

Indicators such as SDG 4.3.1 (participation in technical, vocational, and tertiary education) 
are generally underrepresented due to the academic focus of ILSAs and their lack of 
adaptability to non-traditional educational contexts. ILSAs are structured within the formal 
education system, neglecting non-formal, informal, or community-based learning 
environments that are critical for assessing educational access and inclusivity. 

Considering the structure reviewed in the methodology section of this report, the following 
table presents the general findings of the performed indicator analysis. It shows the  
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number of items by ILSA that provide information contributing to the assessment of each indicator to a certain extent. For an in-depth 
analysis of each indicator, please refer to the annex. 

Table 1. Number of analyzed items by ILSA and Indicator. 
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3.1 Limitations of ILSAs in Measuring SDG 4 Targets: Identification and 
Analysis of the Background Questionnaires Used in ILSAs 

The primary aim of this objective was to identify and analyze the questionnaires utilized in 
International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) to determine which are currently employed 
or could potentially be used to measure Sustainable Development Goal 4 (SDG 4) targets. 
The focus was on specific items within questionnaires directed at students, parents, 
teachers, and school directors. 

As previously reviewed, our comprehensive analysis revealed that while ILSAs such as PISA, 
TIMSS, PIRLS, and ERCE are effective in assessing core academic competencies like literacy, 
numeracy, and science, they present significant limitations when it comes to measuring 
broader, non-academic SDG 4 indicators. These limitations include: 

a) Insufficient Coverage of Non-Academic Indicators: ILSAs were originally designed 
to evaluate academic knowledge and skills for international comparison. As a 
result, they lack adequate items that address social, emotional, and life skills-
based learning, as well as educational environments and teacher qualifications 
that are crucial for holistic education. 

b) Bias and Subjectivity in Self-Reported Data: Many ILSA questionnaires rely heavily 
on self-reported data, introducing bias and subjectivity. For instance, student 
responses on school safety or bullying can vary widely due to personal 
perceptions, cultural contexts, and social desirability bias, affecting the reliability 
of the data. 

c) Focus on School-Aged Populations: ILSAs predominantly target children and 
adolescents within formal schooling systems, leading to significant gaps in 
measuring access to education for marginalized groups, out-of-school youth, and 
adults engaged in non-formal or informal education. 

d) Methodological Limitations in Target Populations: While ILSAs have specific 
target populations, many SDG 4 indicators require data from a broader age range 
and diverse sociodemographic backgrounds. This mismatch limits the 
applicability of ILSAs for certain indicators. 

Examples of analysis of Specific SDG 4 Indicators 

Several SDG 4 indicators were analyzed to assess their measurability through existing ILSA 
questionnaires: 

a) Indicator 4.1.1 (Proportion of children and young people achieving minimum 
proficiency in reading and mathematics): Due to differences in target age groups 
and grade levels, ILSAs background questionnaires cannot accurately measure 
this indicator as they do not align with the specific requirements of the SDG 
framework. 
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b) Indicator 4.1.5 (Percentage of children over-age for grade): Although questions 
from TIMSS, PIRLS, PISA, and ERCE provide some data on school entry age and 
grade repetition, they do not track students' progression over time, making it 
insufficient to measure this indicator fully. 

c) Indicator 4.2.2 (Participation rate in organized learning before primary school): 
Questions in PISA and other assessments focus on attendance and age of entry 
but overlook critical aspects such as the quality and duration of early learning 
programs. 

d) Indicator 4.4.1 (Proportion of youth and adults with ICT skills): While assessments 
like ICILS and PISA include questions on ICT exposure, they tend to measure 
frequency of use rather than actual proficiency levels, failing to capture true 
competency in ICT skills. 

For a deep dive of each indicator analysis review the Indicator Analysis report. 

Recommendations for Enhancing Measurement of SDG 4 Targets 

To address these limitations, we propose the following recommendations: 

a) Integrate ILSA Data with National and Regional Sources: UNESCO should 
collaborate with national governments to combine ILSA data with country-
specific surveys, administrative records, and statistics from non-formal education 
sectors. This integration would provide a more comprehensive picture of 
educational progress. 

b) Develop Standardized Frameworks and Guidelines: UNESCO could spearhead the 
creation of internationally recognized frameworks for non-academic indicators, 
such as socio-emotional learning, inclusive education practices, teacher 
qualifications, and school safety, to standardize measurement across countries. 

c) Expand and Adapt Assessment Tools: Collaborate with ILSA administrators to 
develop optional modules or adapt existing questionnaires to include items on 
currently underrepresented indicators like safety perceptions and inclusive 
practices, ensuring that assessments are more aligned with SDG 4 targets. 

3.2 Assessment of Utilization Across Contexts 

The second objective focused on investigating the extent to which the use of ILSA 
instruments (items/scales) across different educational contexts is validated by empirical 
evidence that ensures consistency and comparability of the data collected. 

Challenges in Validating ILSA Instruments Across Diverse Contexts 

Our evaluation highlighted several challenges related to the utilization of ILSA instruments 
in varied educational settings: 
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a) Cultural and Social Biases: The heavy reliance on self-reported data in ILSAs can 
lead to inconsistencies due to cultural and social biases. Perceptions of concepts 
like school safety or bullying can differ significantly across cultures, affecting data 
reliability and comparability. 

b) Limited Applicability to Non-Formal Education: ILSAs are primarily designed for 
formal education systems, which limits their applicability in contexts involving 
marginalized populations, out-of-school youth, or adults in non-formal education 
programs. This creates gaps in data for indicators that require broader 
educational context coverage. 

c) Methodological Constraints: The standardized nature of ILSAs means they may 
not account for local educational practices or curricular differences, potentially 
impacting the validity of the instruments when applied in diverse settings. 

Recommendations for Enhancing Consistency and Comparability 

To improve the validation of ILSA instruments across different contexts, we recommend: 

a) Integrate ILSA Data with Local Sources: Combining ILSA data with national 
surveys and administrative records can provide contextual information that 
enhances understanding and addresses local nuances. 

b) Develop Standardized Measurement Frameworks: Establish internationally 
recognized definitions and guidelines for non-academic indicators to ensure that 
all countries measure concepts consistently, improving data comparability. 

c) Adapt Assessment Instruments: Modify existing ILSA instruments or develop new 
modules that are sensitive to cultural and contextual differences, ensuring that 
items are relevant and understandable in various educational settings. 

The analysis indicates a need for more empirical research to validate the use of ILSA 
instruments across diverse contexts: 

a) Assessing Cultural Impact on Responses: Studies should examine how cultural 
factors influence responses to ILSA questionnaires and develop strategies to 
mitigate potential biases. 
 

b) Validating Instruments in Non-Formal Settings: Research is needed to test the 
applicability and reliability of ILSA instruments in non-formal education contexts. 

c) Evaluating Adaptations and Extensions: Investigate the effectiveness of adapted 
or expanded assessment tools in improving data validity and comparability across 
different settings. 
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3.3 Development of Criteria for Item/Scale Evaluation 

The third objective aimed to establish criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of ILSA 
instruments (items/scales), considering factors such as coverage, periodicity, and validity, 
to identify best practices for monitoring target goals. 

Based on our analysis, we propose the following criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of 
ILSA items and scales: 

a) Alignment with SDG 4 Targets 
○ Relevance: Items should directly measure concepts and skills pertinent to 

specific SDG 4 indicators. 
○ Conceptual Accuracy: The operational definitions and constructs 

measured should align with official SDG frameworks. 
○ Comprehensive Coverage: Items should thoroughly cover all dimensions 

of the indicator without significant gaps. 
b) Validity and Reliability 

○ Empirical Validation: Instruments should be supported by empirical 
evidence demonstrating validity and reliability across diverse contexts. 

○ Bias Mitigation: Design items to minimize cultural, social, and self-
reporting biases that could affect data accuracy. 

○ Internal Consistency: Items within a scale should consistently measure 
the same construct, showing high inter-item correlations. 

c) Coverage and Periodicity 
○ Representative Sampling: Assessments should include a representative 

sample of the target population, including marginalized and diverse 
groups. 

○ Educational Levels: Instruments should span all relevant educational 
levels pertinent to the SDG 4 indicators, from early childhood to adult 
education. 

○ Regular Administration: Periodic assessments are necessary to monitor 
progress and identify trends over time. 

d) Feasibility and Utility 
○ Ease of Administration: Items should be straightforward to administer 

and comprehend, reducing respondent burden and enhancing data 
quality. 

○ Policy Relevance: Data collected should be actionable, informing policy 
decisions and educational improvements. 

○ International Comparability: Instruments should be designed to allow for 
meaningful comparisons between countries, adhering to international 
standards. 
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4. Recommendations 
Building upon the comprehensive analysis of the strengths and limitations of current 
International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) in measuring Sustainable Development Goal 
4 (SDG 4) indicators, this section outlines key recommendations to enhance educational 
monitoring and evaluation to bridge the identified gaps and enhance the measurement of 
SDG 4 targets, aiming to integrate broader data sources, develop standardized 
frameworks, and adapt assessment tools for a more inclusive and accurate evaluation of 
global educational progress. 

It is important to acknowledge that while these recommendations represent the 
overarching conclusions of the General Report, the specific recommendations detailed for 
each of the report’s objectives and the analyses of individual indicators should also be 
considered in the overall evaluation. 

UNESCO could lead efforts to create internationally recognized frameworks for non-
academic indicators, including socio-emotional learning, inclusive education practices, 
teacher qualifications, and school safety. For instance, SDG indicators 4.a.1 and 4.c.1 
address aspects like school infrastructure and teacher qualifications, which currently lack 
global uniformity in measurement. By establishing and disseminating guidelines on 
measuring these non-academic indicators, UNESCO can enhance data comparability across 
countries, ensuring that every aspect of SDG 4 is monitored comprehensively and 
consistently. 

To improve data reliability for SDG indicators not covered by ILSAs, UNESCO could create 
and disseminate standardized definitions and best practices for collecting non-academic 
data. Having a standardized framework ensures that each ILSA developer is measuring the 
same concepts in similar ways, which is essential for creating comparable data. Clear 
definitions and data collection guidelines will help countries consistently gather relevant, 
high-quality data across all dimensions of SDG 4. 
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Annex 
The following Indicator Analysis report comprises two types of sub-reports, each 
meticulously structured to facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the indicators 
analyzed: 

The sub-report #1 comprises indicators classified as Achievement tests or National Surveys 
which cannot be accurately assessed using ILSAs due to methodological limitations or 
insufficient data. Each sub-report includes: 

● Title of the Indicator 
● Classification (Achievement Test or National Survey) 
● Conclusion: An explanation of why the indicator cannot be reported using current 

ILSAs. 
● Recommendations: Suggestions toward achieving the end goal of accurate 

measurement, which may involve alternative data sources or methodological 
adjustments. 

● Example: For Indicator 4.1.3 (Gross intake ratio to the last grade), the report 
concludes that ILSAs focus on student performance and do not gather the 
necessary administrative data, recommending the use of national enrollment 
records instead. 

The sub-report #2 focuses on indicators classified as Searchable, meaning they have the 
potential to be measured through ILSAs. Each sub-report includes: 

● Title of the Indicator 
● Classification (Always Searchable) 
● Detailed Table of Item Analysis: For each relevant item, the table provides the test 

name, analysis, items analyzed, and considerations. 
● Conclusions: A synthesis of findings from the item analyses, reviewing the 

project's objectives. 
● Recommendations: Proposals for assessing the indicator using ILSAs, which may 

involve adapting existing instruments or developing new methodologies. 
● Example: For Indicator 4.1.5 (Percentage of children over-age for grade), the 

report analyzes questions from TIMSS, PIRLS, PISA, and ERCE. It concludes that 
while these assessments provide partial insights, they lack the ability to fully track 
student progression over time and recommends integrating longitudinal tracking 
to monitor age and grade progression. 
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4.1.1. Proportion of children and young people (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of primary; 
and (c) at the end of lower secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) 
reading and (ii) mathematics, by sex 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusions: 

Indicator 4.1.1 measures the proportion of children and young people achieving minimum 
proficiency levels in reading and mathematics at key stages of their education. The ILSAs 
(International Large-Scale Assessments) like PISA, TIMSS, and ERCE are often referenced to 
assess these skills across countries. However, none of these ILSAs can fully and effectively 
measure this indicator due to several limitations: 

Indicator 4.1.1 specifically requires data for students in grades 2/3, at the end of primary 
education, and at the end of lower secondary education. However, ILSAs tend to focus on 
specific age groups (e.g., 15-year-olds in PISA) rather than specific grades. This mismatch 
makes it difficult to align ILSA data directly with the requirements of the indicator, which is 
grade-specific. 

The cross-national nature of ILSAs like PISA and TIMSS often leads to differences in how 
countries participate, resulting in data that is not always nationally representative for all 
stages of education. For Indicator 4.1.1, nationally representative data across the required 
grades are essential to provide accurate measures of proficiency levels at key stages. 

While ILSAs focus on core subjects like reading and mathematics, the proficiency levels 
required by Indicator 4.1.1 are context-dependent and can vary by country. ILSAs use a 
standardized framework, which may not capture the specific national curricula or the 
minimum proficiency levels defined by individual countries. 

The minimum proficiency levels used in ILSAs are not always aligned with the specific 
benchmarks set by UNESCO for Indicator 4.1.1. Each assessment sets its own proficiency 
levels, which might not match the operational definition of the indicator, leading to gaps 
in comparability. 

Recommendation: 

The best approach for effectively measuring Indicator 4.1.1 is to implement nationally 
representative achievement tests tailored to each country's educational context. These 
tests should assess reading and mathematics proficiency in line with the UNESCO-defined 
minimum proficiency levels for each grade. By developing or adapting national 
assessments to align with the indicator’s requirements, countries can generate more 
accurate and relevant data. Additionally, achievement tests can be integrated into national 
systems to provide regular, consistent data collection at the appropriate educational 
stages. This would ensure more targeted and actionable insights for improving education 
outcomes across the board.  
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4.1.3. Gross intake ratio to the last grade (primary education, lower secondary education) 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSA assessments like PISA, TIMSS, and ERCE focus on student performance but do not 
gather critical data on the number of new entrants into the last grade of primary or lower 
secondary education, which is necessary for calculating the Gross Intake Ratio. These 
assessments are typically designed for a specific target population, often excluding over-
age students or dropouts, which are key components for this indicator. Additionally, the 
Gross Intake Ratio relies on administrative data, such as enrollment records and repeaters, 
rather than performance data, which is the primary focus of ILSAs. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure the Gross Intake Ratio to the Last Grade (Indicator 4.1.3), 
administrative data from schools is the best approach. Schools should provide enrollment 
records of new entrants into the last grade of primary or lower secondary education, 
including data on over-age students and repeaters. This data must be collected at a 
national level to ensure complete coverage. Furthermore, population estimates by single 
year of age, often sourced from censuses or demographic surveys, are necessary to finalize 
the calculation of the Gross Intake Ratio. 
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4.1.4. Out-of-school rate (1 year before primary, primary education, lower secondary 
education, upper secondary education) 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSA assessments focus exclusively on students who are already enrolled in school, 
assessing their academic performance rather than enrollment status. Consequently, these 
assessments do not capture data on children who are not enrolled in school, which is 
critical for measuring the out-of-school rate (Indicator 4.1.4). Since ILSAs are designed to 
gather data from within the education system, they lack mechanisms for collecting 
population-level or non-enrollment data, making them unsuitable for calculating the out-
of-school rate. The indicator requires comprehensive data on both the total population of 
children within a specific age range and the number of those children enrolled in formal 
education, which ILSAs cannot provide. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure the out-of-school rate (Indicator 4.1.4), administrative data from 
schools and national household surveys are the best sources of data. Administrative 
records collected by ministries of education can provide detailed information on student 
enrollment by grade and age, while household surveys, such as Demographic and Health 
Surveys (DHS) or Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS), can capture data on children 
who are not enrolled. These sources, combined with population data from censuses, allow 
for a comprehensive calculation of the out-of-school rate, covering both enrolled and non-
enrolled children. This approach ensures full coverage of all children in the target age 
groups and education levels. 
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4.1.5 Percentage of children over-age for grade (primary education, lower secondary 
education) 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name T19_HQ_4 

Analysis The TIMSS question is somewhat effective as an early indicator of potential 
over-age issues, but it is not comprehensive for fully measuring SDG 4.1.5. 
To effectively assess SDG 4.1.5, additional data on grade progression, 
repetition, and age tracking across years would be necessary. 

Item 

 

Considerations Does not measure progression: While the question helps identify the age 
of entry, it does not track whether the child continues to be over-age as 
they progress through the grades. A child who enters late may catch up or 
may continue to fall behind. 

 

Test name P21 Home Questionnaire 

Analysis The PIRLS question is somewhat effective as an early indicator of potential 
over-age issues, but it is not comprehensive for fully measuring SDG 4.1.5. 
To effectively assess SDG 4.1.5, additional data on grade progression, 
repetition, and age tracking across years would be necessary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 

 

 

19 

Item Question 6 

 

Considerations Does not measure progression: While the question helps identify the age 
of entry, it does not track whether the child continues to be over-age as 
they progress through the grades. A child who enters late may catch up or 
may continue to fall behind. 

 

Test name COMPUTER-BASED STUDENT questionnaire PISA 2022.pdf y PAPER-BASED 
STUDENT questionnaire PISA 2022.pdf 

Analysis The Computer-based Student Questionnaire and Paper-based Student 
questionnaire PISA 2022 question is somewhat effective as an early 
indicator of potential over-age issues. 

Item Question 24 
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Extra Questions after considerations: 
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Considerations Does not measure progression: However, a combination with Questions 
25 through 28 of the same test may more effectively capture the reasons 
behind over ager issues. 

 

Test name ERCE 2019 QA3 

ERCE 2019 QF3 

ERCE 2019 QF6 

Analysis Directly identifies students who have repeated a grade, which is a primary 
reason for being over-age for their grade. By categorizing responses into 
clear groups (never, once, two times or more), it provides straightforward 
data to assess grade progression delays. 

Item ERCE 2019 QA3 Question 4 

 

ERCE 2019 QF3 Question 21 

ERCE 2019 QF6 Question 21 
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Considerations It lacks information about the students' actual age relative to their grade, 
which is crucial for fully measuring over-age status. Needs to be combined 
with Question 2. (Asks student age) 

 

Conclusions: 

The questions from TIMSS, PIRLS, PISA, and ERCE provide partial insights into over-age 
issues, focusing on key factors like age at school entry and grade repetition. However, they 
lack the ability to fully track student progression over time, which is crucial for assessing 
whether children remain over-age throughout their schooling. Without combining data on 
student age and grade progression, the measurement of SDG 4.1.5 is incomplete and may 
miss identifying ongoing over-age challenges. 

UNESCO should encourage the integration of longitudinal tracking in all assessments to 
monitor student age and grade progression over time. Combining questions about age of 
entry, grade repetition, and student progression will provide a more comprehensive 
understanding of over-age issues. Additionally, questions from PISA on grade repetition 
should be supplemented with follow-up questions on the reasons for educational delays 
to capture the root causes of over-age status. Standardizing these improvements across 
assessments like TIMSS, PIRLS, and ERCE will ensure consistent and accurate measurement 
of SDG 4.1.5. 

Recommendation: 

While none of the reviewed ILSAs fully meet the requirements for measuring SDG 4.1.5, 
the PISA questionnaire item ST013Q01TA is recommended as the most suitable option. 
Although PISA also lacks information about grade repetition, its focus on 15-year-old 
students provides a snapshot of over-age students at a critical stage in their education. This 
age group is more likely to reflect the cumulative effects of late enrollment and grade 
repetition, offering valuable insights into the overall efficiency of the education system. 

However, it is crucial to emphasize that PISA data alone cannot comprehensively measure 
SDG 4.1.5. To obtain a more accurate and complete picture of the over-age student 
population, it is essential to integrate PISA findings with national-level data on grade 
repetition and student progression through the education system. This combined 
approach would provide a more robust and reliable assessment of this important indicator. 
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4.1.6. Administration of a nationally representative learning assessment (a) in Grade 2 or 
3; (b) at the end of primary education; and (c) at the end of lower secondary education 

Classification: National Survey 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

While these ILSAs provide valuable data on learning outcomes, they do not 
comprehensively cover all required education stages (Grade 2 or 3, end of primary, and 
end of lower secondary) for SDG 4.1.6, nor do they always assess the full range of subjects 
such as reading, writing, and mathematics at each stage. Additionally, the ILSAs' 
international focus may not fully represent the national context and specific curriculum 
requirements of a given country. Therefore, ILSAs are not fully aligned with the specific 
needs of Indicator 4.1.6, which requires more frequent and comprehensive data collection 
at key educational stages. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure Indicator 4.1.6, countries should develop and implement nationally 
representative learning assessments that are aligned with their national curriculum. These 
assessments should cover all key subjects—reading, writing, language, and mathematics—
across Grade 2 or 3, the end of primary, and the end of lower secondary education. 
National assessments can be conducted at intervals that better align with the country's 
needs, providing regular and up-to-date data on student achievement. By designing 
assessments that reflect national priorities and focusing on comprehensive coverage, 
countries can ensure that learning outcomes are measured effectively and in alignment 
with SDG 4.1.6 requirements. Additionally, countries can complement national 
assessments with regional assessments like LLECE or SACMEQ for cross-national 
comparison while maintaining a focus on national representativity. 
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4.1.7. Number of years of (a) free and (b) compulsory primary and secondary education 
guaranteed in legal frameworks 

Classification: National Survey 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

International large-scale assessments (ILSAs), such as PISA, TIMSS, and PIRLS, are focused 
on measuring student learning outcomes in subjects like reading, mathematics, and 
science, and do not gather data on the legal frameworks related to the number of years of 
compulsory or free education guaranteed by governments. Since these assessments are 
not designed to track legal structures around education access, they are not suitable for 
measuring Indicator 4.1.7, which requires an understanding of national legislation. The 
most accurate and relevant data for this indicator comes from national legislation and 
administrative data provided by ministries of education, which detail the entrance age and 
duration of free or compulsory education. 

Recommendation: 

To effectively measure Indicator 4.1.7 (Number of years of free and compulsory primary 
and secondary education guaranteed in legal frameworks), countries should collect data 
from national legal frameworks and ministries of education. This data should include 
formal laws, regulations, and official education system structures that specify the number 
of years of compulsory or free education. National surveys may also be used to evaluate 
how well education systems align with their legal obligations. Regular reviews of legislative 
frameworks by national governments will ensure that the number of years of compulsory 
and free education meets international standards and development goals.  
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4.2.1 Proportion of children aged 24-59 months who are developmentally on track in 
health, learning and psychosocial well-being, by sex 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name Parent Questionnaire PISA 2022 

Analysis While it doesn’t measure development directly, it provides valuable data on 
access to environments that support early childhood development. 

Item Question 14 

 

Considerations The question only measures attendance and not actual developmental 
outcomes, which is key for SDG 4.2.1. Full measurement of this indicator 
requires tools like ECDI2030 
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Test name ERCE 2019 QF3 

ERCE 2019 QF6 

Analysis While it doesn’t measure development directly, it provides valuable data on 
access to environments that support early childhood development. 

Item Question 20 

 

Considerations The question only measures attendance and not actual developmental 
outcomes, which is key for SDG 4.2.1. Full measurement of this indicator 
requires tools like ECDI2030. 
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Test name TIMSS 2019 T19 HQ 4 

Analysis These questions touch on participation in early childhood programs (Q4), 
readiness for school (Q6, Q7), and early learning experiences at home (Q1). 
They provide valuable insights into factors that influence whether a child is 
on track developmentally, especially in areas like literacy and numeracy. 

Item Question 1 
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Question 4 

 

Question 5 
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Question 6 

 

Question 7 

 

Considerations They focus on attendance and early learning activities without directly 
assessing developmental outcomes in health, learning, and psychosocial 
well-being. The SDG indicator requires a more comprehensive tool like 
ECDI2030 
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Test name PIRLS 2021 P21_HomeQuestionnaire 

Analysis These questions touch on participation in early childhood programs (Q5), 
readiness for school (Q6, Q7), and early learning experiences at home (Q1). 
They provide valuable insights into factors that influence whether a child is 
on track developmentally, especially in areas like literacy and numeracy. 

Item Question 1 
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Question 5 

 

Question 6 
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Question 7 

 

Considerations They focus on attendance and early learning activities without directly 
assessing developmental outcomes in health, learning, and psychosocial 
well-being. The SDG indicator requires a more comprehensive tool like 
ECDI2030. 

 

Conclusions: 
The current questions from TIMSS, PIRLS, PISA, and ERCE provide some insights into 
children's early childhood environments, such as attendance at early childhood 
programs and readiness for school. However, they fall short of directly measuring 
developmental outcomes in health, learning, and psychosocial well-being, which 
are the key components of SDG 4.2.1. These assessments focus more on 
attendance and early learning activities rather than evaluating whether children are 
developmentally on track in critical areas like health and psychosocial well-being. 

Existing questions in assessments like TIMSS, PIRLS, and ERCE could be expanded 
to include direct developmental assessments, rather than solely focusing on 
attendance or early learning environments. 
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PISA 2022 Parent Questionnaire (Q14) only measures attendance in early learning 
environments and not developmental outcomes. 

ERCE 2019 (Q20 from QF3/QF6) focuses on participation in early childhood 
programs but lacks any assessment of health, learning, or psychosocial 
development. 

TIMSS 2019 (Q1, Q4, Q5, Q6, and Q7), and PIRLS 2021 (Q1, Q5, Q6, Q7) measure 
early learning experiences and readiness for school but do not assess whether 
children are developmentally on track in core areas such as health or psychosocial 
well-being. 

Recommendation: 
None of the existing ILSA instruments can be recommended for measuring SDG 
4.2.1. They lack the necessary tools and questions to directly assess developmental 
outcomes across the three key domains (health, learning, and psychosocial well-
being) within the required age group (24-59 months). 

To effectively measure SDG 4.2.1, the use of specialized instruments like the 
ECDI2030 is recommended. This tool is specifically designed to assess early 
childhood development across multiple domains and provides standardized, 
comparable data that aligns with the indicator's requirements. Integrating the 
ECDI2030 into national surveys or early childhood assessments would provide 
valuable data for monitoring progress towards SDG 4.2.1 and inform policies aimed 
at improving early childhood development outcomes. 
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4.2.2 Participation rate in organized learning (one year before the official primary entry 
age), by sex 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name ERCE ERCE_2019_QF3 & QF6 

Analysis Effectively measures SDG 4.2.2 by asking when children began attending 
organized learning programs, which directly aligns with the goal of 
tracking participation in early childhood education. 

Item Q20 

 

Considerations The limitation of this question is that it only captures the age when a child 
started attending but does not necessarily establish a relation with an 
specific school program. 

 

Test name PIRLS 2021 P21_HomeQuestionnaire 

Analysis It asks whether a child attended organized learning programs, key for 
assessing participation one year before the official primary school entry age. 

Item Question 5A 
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Considerations The presence of attending the programme does not necessarily mean 
that it contributes to assess the indicator. 

 

Test name TIMSS 2019 T19_HQ_4 

Analysis It asks whether a child attended organized learning programs, key for 
assessing participation one year before the official primary school entry 
age. 

Item Question 4A 

 

Considerations The presence of attending the programme does not necessarily mean 
that it contributes to assess the indicator. 

 

Test name PISA 2022 

COMPUTER-BASED STUDENT questionnaire PISA 2022 

PAPER-BASED STUDENT questionnaire PISA 2022 

Analysis Effectively measures SDG 4.2.2 by asking when children began attending 
organized learning programs, which directly aligns with the goal of 
tracking participation in early childhood education. 

Item ST125 
ST126 
Q23 
Q24 
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Considerations While PISA questionnaires ask about participation in early childhood 
education, they lack questions about the age of entry, which is crucial for 
calculating the participation rate one year before the official primary 
entry age. Without information on the age at which students started early 
childhood education, it's impossible to determine if their participation 
aligns with the timeframe specified by SDG 4.2.2. 

 

Test name PILNA 2021 Student Questionnaire Year 4 

PILNA 2021 Student Questionnaire Year 6 

Analysis Both questionnaires ask students about their experiences in early 
childhood education by directly trying to track participation rates in 
organized learning one year before the official primary entry age. 

Item Q3 – Year 4, Year 6 
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Considerations While the PILNA student questionnaires ask about participation in early 
childhood education, they lack questions about the age of entry, which is 
crucial for calculating the participation rate one year before the official 
primary entry age. Without information on the age at which students 
started early childhood education, it's impossible to determine if their 
participation aligns with the timeframe specified by SDG 4.2.2. 

 
Conclusions: 
The questions from PISA, ERCE, TIMSS, PIRLS and PINA are relevant for assessing children's 
participation in organized learning programs before entering primary school, aligning with 
the goal of measuring SDG 4.2.2. These questions provide insights into the age of entry into 
early childhood education programs, which is useful for tracking participation rates. 
However, the questions primarily focus on attendance and entry age, without addressing 
critical factors such as the quality or duration of participation in these learning programs, 
which are important for fully understanding the impact on early childhood development. 

To fully measure SDG 4.2.2, UNESCO should enhance the data collection by integrating 
questions that not only capture age of entry but also assess the quality and duration of 
participation in organized learning programs. This would provide a more complete 
understanding of children's early learning experiences. Additionally, tools like ECDI2030 
could be used to assess the developmental outcomes of children in these programs, 
ensuring a comprehensive evaluation of both participation and the effectiveness of early 
childhood education. 

Recommendation: 
The PISA 2022 questionnaire is the most effective tool for measuring SDG 4.2.2, as it 
includes questions that directly address both participation in organized learning and the 
age at which children start attending these programs. This combination allows for accurate 
calculations of the participation rate within the specific timeframe outlined by the 
indicator. 
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4.2.3 Percentage of children under 5 years experiencing positive and stimulating home 
learning environments 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name ERCE ERCE_2019_QF3 & QF6 

Analysis Captures how often children engage in learning-related activities at 
home. 

Item Question 19 

 

Considerations Limited in scope as they focus on school-aged children, whereas SDG 
4.2.3 specifically targets children under 5 years old. The data may not fully 
reflect the early developmental experiences of younger children. 
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Test name COMPUTER-BASED STUDENT questionnaire PISA 2022 

PAPER-BASED STUDENT questionnaire PISA 2022 

Analysis Captures how often children engage in learning-related activities at 
home. 

Item ST353 

 

Considerations Limited in scope as they focus on school-aged children, whereas SDG 
4.2.3 specifically targets children under 5 years old. The data may not fully 
reflect the early developmental experiences of younger children. 
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Test name PIRLS Early Learning Survey 

Analysis This question is highly relevant for SDG 4.2.3 as it directly measures the 
engagement of children aged 36-59 months in key activities like reading, 
storytelling, singing, and counting, which are essential for stimulating 
cognitive and social development 

Item Question 1 
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Considerations The limitations of this question are that it is based on self-reported data, 
which might introduce bias or inaccuracies. It also does not cover the full 
range of activities mentioned in the SDG definition, such as outdoor 
activities, and does not assess the quality or duration of engagement in 
these activities. 

 

Test name T19 HQ 4 (TIMSS Early Learning Survey) 

Analysis Similar to the PIRLS Early Learning Survey, this question captures key 
activities that align with SDG 4.2.3. These activities foster early learning 
and development, making this question relevant for measuring this SDG 
indicator. 

Item Question 1 

 

Considerations Reliance on self-reported data and lack of comprehensive coverage of all 
stimulating activities mentioned in the SDG definition (such as outdoor 
play). Additionally, the frequency of activities is measured but not the 
quality of interactions or outcomes. 
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Test name SEA-PLM 2019 Parent Questionnaire 

Analysis Though not directly focused on children under 5, the parent 
questionnaire provides insights into home learning environments for 
Grade 5 students. This information can be extrapolated to infer the 
learning environment for younger children in the same household. 

Item PA09 - Asks about the availability of a desk, table, or other dedicated 
space for the child to study at home. 

 

PA10 - Inquires about the number of books in the home, excluding school 
books, e-books, newspapers, or magazines 

 

Considerations SEA-PLM offers indirect insights into home learning environments by 
focusing on Grade 5 students. Extrapolating this information to children 
under 5 might not be entirely accurate, as learning environments can vary 
significantly within households based on age. Direct data on early 
childhood learning environments is still required. 
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Conclusions: 
The questions from ERCE, PISA, PIRLS, TIMSS, and SEA-PLM surveys are somewhat relevant 
for assessing SDG 4.2.3, as they capture how often children engage in learning-related 
activities at home. However, these questions generally focus on school-aged children, 
whereas SDG 4.2.3 specifically targets children under 5 years old. Although surveys like 
PIRLS and TIMSS Early Learning Survey capture important activities (e.g., reading, singing, 
counting), they are limited by their reliance on self-reported data, and they do not 
comprehensively cover all stimulating activities, such as outdoor play or the quality and 
duration of engagement in these activities. 

To fully measure SDG 4.2.3, UNESCO should incorporate questions that target children 
under 5 and cover a broader range of stimulating activities, such as outdoor play, which 
are crucial for early cognitive and social development. Additionally, questions should not 
only ask about the frequency of activities but also assess the quality and duration of 
engagement to ensure a more complete understanding of the home learning environment. 
Improving the collection of objective data, rather than relying solely on self-reported 
responses, would also enhance the accuracy of the measurement. 

Recommendation: 
None of the ILSA instruments reviewed fully meet the requirements for measuring SDG 
4.2.3. The existing questions are either too limited in scope, focusing on a single activity, 
or target older children, missing the crucial age group (36-59 months) for early childhood 
development. 

To effectively measure SDG 4.2.3, new instruments or modules specifically designed to 
assess the quality of home learning environments for children under five need to be 
developed. These instruments should include questions that cover the full range of 
activities (reading, storytelling, singing, playing, outdoor exploration, 
naming/counting/drawing) and emphasize the role of adult engagement. 
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4.2.4. Net early childhood education enrolment rate in (a) pre-primary education and (b) 
early childhood educational development 

Classification: Searchable 

 

Test name Parent Questionnaire PISA 2022 

Analysis This question is highly effective for measuring SDG 4.2.4 as it directly 
captures attendance in pre-primary or early childhood education 
programs, which is key to calculating the net early childhood education 
enrolment rate. It also distinguishes between care and educational 
development, essential for assessing both categories of early childhood 
education. 

Item Q13 (PA018) 

 

Considerations A limitation of this question is that it does not capture population 
estimates or the specific age of the children enrolled. Without 
disaggregated data on the population and the exact age structure of 
enrollees, it provides only partial data necessary for calculating the net 
enrolment rate. 
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Test name PIRLS 2021 P21 Home Questionnaire 

Analysis This question is relevant for capturing data on participation in pre-primary 
education, directly supporting the measurement of SDG 4.2.4. It asks 
about specific age groups, which helps in identifying whether children of 
the target age group are participating in early childhood education. 

Item Q5 

 

Considerations it does not provide information on the overall population estimates or 
account for age disaggregation, which is required for the accurate 
calculation of enrolment as a percentage of the population. 
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Test name T19 HQ 4 (TIMSS Early Learning Survey) 

Analysis This question is effective for assessing enrolment in both categories of 
early childhood education: early childhood educational development and 
pre-primary education, covering the different phases identified in SDG 
4.2.4. 

Item Q4A 

 

Considerations It still lacks data on the total population and the exact age of children in 
these programs, which are necessary for calculating the net enrolment 
rate as a percentage of the target population. Additionally, it does not 
differentiate between various types of early childhood programs based on 
their quality or duration. 

 

Conclusions: 
The questions from PISA, PIRLS, and TIMSS provide valuable data on early childhood 
education participation, which is useful for assessing SDG 4.2.4. These questions, 
particularly PISA Q13 (PA018), PIRLS Q5, and TIMSS Q4A, capture attendance in pre-
primary education or early childhood programs. However, while they effectively identify 
participation in these programs, they do not provide all the necessary data to calculate the 
net enrolment rate. Specifically, they lack the disaggregated population data and exact age 
information required to compute the enrolment rate as a percentage of the relevant age 
group. Additionally, none of these assessments differentiate between various types of early 
childhood programs based on quality or duration, which limits the full understanding of 
participation in early childhood education. 
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Recommendation: 
None of the existing ILSA questions can be directly used to calculate the net enrollment 
rate for pre-primary and early childhood development programs as defined by SDG 4.2.4. 

To accurately measure this indicator, additional data on the age of enrolled children is 
crucial. 

UNESCO should work with ILSA developers to include age-related questions in future 
assessments. For example, PISA, PIRLS, and TIMSS could all benefit from adding questions 
that ask about the child’s age when they started attending the program identified in the 
existing questions. 
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4.2.5. Number of years of (a) free and (b) compulsory pre-primary education guaranteed 
in legal frameworks 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSAs do not address legal frameworks concerning free or compulsory pre-primary 
education. ILSAs focus on what happens within schools, and while they provide valuable 
data on teaching and learning, they do not capture the legal guarantees regarding pre-
primary education, such as the number of pre-primary grades guaranteed by national law 
or whether pre-primary education is free or compulsory. 

Recommendation: 

To effectively measure Indicator 4.2.5 (Number of years of free and compulsory pre-
primary education guaranteed in legal frameworks), countries should rely on national legal 
frameworks and data from ministries of education. The number of years of free and 
compulsory pre-primary education should be tracked through official legislation. Regular 
tracking of this data will also allow UNESCO to monitor progress towards achieving SDG 
4.2.5 more effectively. 
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4.3.1. Participation rate of youth and adults in formal and non-formal education and 
training in the previous 12 months, by sex 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSA assessments like PISA, TIMSS, and PIRLS are focused on student academic 
performance in formal education systems and do not capture data on participation in non-
formal education or lifelong learning activities for youth and adults. They also lack 
information on ongoing training and learning patterns that occur outside of traditional 
education systems. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure Indicator 4.3.1 (participation in formal and non-formal education), 
national household or labour surveys, should be used. These surveys can comprehensively 
capture participation in both formal and non-formal educational programs across various 
age groups (15-64 years) and types of training, providing a complete picture of education 
and training participation. Countries should prioritize integrating detailed data on 
education and training activities into their national surveys for more accurate tracking.  
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4.3.2. Gross enrolment ratio for tertiary education by sex 

Classification: Searchable 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

Indicator 4.3.2, which measures the gross enrolment ratio for tertiary education, cannot 
be effectively captured by ILSAs like PISA, TIMSS, and PIRLS, as these assessments focus 
primarily on primary and secondary education and do not track participation in higher 
education. Additionally, ILSAs are designed to assess academic performance rather than 
enrolment data. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure Indicator 4.3.2, national administrative data from tertiary education 
institutions should be used. This data should track enrolment figures across all age groups 
and education levels. Ministries of education and higher education institutions should 
provide comprehensive enrolment data, and this should be supplemented by national 
population data to calculate the gross enrolment ratio. This approach ensures that the 
indicator is fully aligned with the SDG 4.3.2 requirements.  
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4.3.3. Participation rate in technical-vocational programmes (15- to 24-year-olds) by sex 

Classification: Searchable 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

Indicator 4.3.3 cannot be effectively measured through ILSAs. These assessments focus on 
academic subjects and formal schooling, overlooking technical and vocational education 
and missing non-formal work-based or community-based learning settings. ILSAs are not 
designed to gather data on vocational training participation or provide a comprehensive 
view of youth engagement in non-formal education environments. 

Recommendation: 

To effectively measure Indicator 4.3.3, national administrative data from vocational 
training centers and formal schools should be combined with household surveys, such as 
Labour Force Surveys, which capture participation in both formal and non-formal 
vocational programs. Data collection should be gender-disaggregated to ensure equitable 
access to vocational education for both men and women. Governments should coordinate 
data collection efforts across education and labor sectors to comprehensively track all 
forms of vocational training. The Technical Cooperation Group on SDG Indicators should 
support the development of standardized survey questions to ensure accurate tracking of 
youth participation in technical and vocational programs. 
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4.4.1 Proportion of youth and adults with information and communications technology 
(ICT) skills, by type of skill 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name ICILS 2018 Student Questionnaire 

Analysis Directly addresses students’ use of ICT skills like document creation, 
spreadsheet use, presentations, and programming. These tasks align with 
the ICT-related activities required by the indicator. 

Item Question 21 

 

Considerations This question focuses on the frequency of use but doesn't explicitly 
confirm whether the students have mastered the skills. 
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Test name ICILS 2018 Teacher Questionnaire: 

Analysis This question helps assess how often teachers integrate various ICT tools 
into their teaching. It reflects how students are exposed to and expected 
to use ICT tools such as word processors, spreadsheets, and collaborative 
software, which are core ICT skills. 

Item Question 13 

 

Considerations This focuses on teacher-reported use of tools in teaching but does not 
directly measure whether students themselves have acquired these skills. 
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Test name ICILS 2018 ICT Coordinator Questionnaire 

Analysis This question provides data on the availability of various ICT tools used to 
teach important skills such as document editing, presentations, and 
media editing, which align with the SDG 4.4.1 indicator of basic and 
intermediate ICT skills 

Item Q5 

 

Considerations It measures the availability of tools but does not capture students' actual 
ICT skill levels or usage frequency. 
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Test name ICILS 2018 Principal Questionnaire 

Analysis This question helps assess the priority given to the development of ICT 
skills among students, such as basic computer usage, programming, and 
application creation, which are key components of SDG 4.4.1 

Item Q11 

 

Considerations While it reflects the school's priority, it does not directly measure how 
many students possess these skills or their proficiency level. 
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Test name PISA 2022 ICT Questionnaire 

Analysis Question IC174: This question directly captures the use of important ICT 
skills such as multimedia creation, text editing, and data management—
all relevant to SDG 4.4.1 

Question IC183: This question is highly aligned with SDG 4.4.1 as it covers 
a broad spectrum of ICT-related tasks, from basic information retrieval 
and data management to more advanced tasks like programming and 
privacy management 

Item Question IC174 
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Question IC183 

 

Considerations Question IC174: While these activities are relevant to ICT skills, the 
questionnaire does not provide a full range of tasks needed to cover all 
skill types, such as programming or more advanced ICT tasks. 

Question IC183: While the question covers various ICT skills, it does not 
assess proficiency levels, which could be essential for determining the 
extent of skill mastery. 
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Test name PISA 2022 Teacher Questionnaire 

Analysis Question TC220: This question captures the integration of ICT skills in 
teaching, relevant for ensuring that teachers are proficient in using digital 
tools in the classroom—an essential part of the ICT skill set 

Question TC169: This question measures how frequently teachers 
employ key ICT tools that students may be exposed to, such as word 
processors, spreadsheets, and coding, aligning with SDG 4.4.1 

Item Question TC220: 
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Question TC169: 

 

Considerations Question TC220: The focus is on teachers' use of ICT, rather than directly 
measuring students' proficiency in ICT-related activities. 

Question TC169: While it captures exposure to ICT tools, it does not 
provide direct data on whether students can effectively use these tools. 
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Test name ERCE 2019 QA3 Questionnaire ERCE 2019 QA6 Questionnaire 

Analysis This question directly assesses access to devices necessary for developing 
ICT skills. 

Item Question 9 (QA3) Question 12 (QA6) 

 

Considerations The questions mainly address access and basic usage rather than specific 
ICT skills like programming, file management, or using specialized 
software. The focus on access and basic use does not capture the full 
scope of skills required by SDG 4.4.1. 
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Test name ERCE 2019 QF3 Questionnaire 

Analysis Access to a computer and internet is a basic prerequisite for developing 
ICT skills. This question helps determine whether children are in 
environments conducive to learning ICT-related skills. 

Item Question 17-18 

 

Considerations It only assesses access, not skill level. It does not capture how the 
computer is used, which is crucial for measuring the skills identified in 
SDG 4.4.1 (such as using spreadsheets or creating presentations). 
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Test name ERCE 2019 QF6 Questionnaire 

Analysis This question aligns with SDG 4.4.1 by measuring ICT-related activities, 
such as document editing and presentation creation. It is particularly 
relevant because it asks about activities performed in the past three 
months, which is a requirement for the indicator. 

Item Question 26 

 

Considerations These questions address basic digital engagement rather than the specific 
skill sets outlined in SDG 4.4.1 (e.g., transferring files, programming, or 
advanced spreadsheet usage). They primarily reflect general computer 
use rather than assessing specific ICT skills. 
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Test name T19_TQS_8.pdf (TIMSS Grade 8 Science Teacher Questionnaire) 

T19_TQ_4.pdf (TIMSS Grade 8 Science Teacher Questionnaire) 

Analysis These questions capture important aspects of ICT integration in 
classrooms, focusing on the availability of computers and how often they 
are used to support learning. They also assess teachers' professional 
development in using ICT for instruction, which is key for ensuring that 
students have exposure to ICT in learning environments. 

Item Question 16; Question 16C 
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Question 21 

 

Considerations These questions focus on ICT tool availability and frequency of use but do 
not directly measure specific ICT skills or students' proficiency in tasks 
such as programming, data analysis, or digital literacy. More detailed data 
on student skills would be needed for a complete picture of ICT 
competence. 

 

Conclusions: 
The analysis of tests from ICILS, PISA, ERCE, and TIMSS shows that while many of the 
questions capture students' exposure to ICT tools, such as document editing, spreadsheets, 
and multimedia creation, they often fall short of fully measuring ICT proficiency as defined 
in SDG 4.4.1. The focus is generally on the frequency of use of these tools rather than on 
the proficiency levels or mastery of skills, especially for more advanced tasks such as 
programming or configuring software. This limits the ability of the questions to fully assess 
whether youth and adults have acquired the ICT skills necessary for today’s digital 
landscape 

To better measure SDG 4.4.1, UNESCO should ensure that future assessments not only 
capture the frequency of ICT tool usage but also assess the proficiency levels of youth and 
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adults across a broader range of ICT skills, including more advanced tasks like programming 
and digital security. This can be achieved by incorporating more direct measures of skill 
mastery, as well as expanding the scope of the questions to include more complex tasks. 
Additionally, existing questionnaires should include questions on how often and how 
proficiently students use these skills within the last three months, as specified by the 
operationalization of the indicator. 

Recommendation: 
Of the ILSAs discussed, ICILS would be the most suitable choice for measuring SDG indicator 
4.4.1 However, even ICILS has limitations that need to be addressed for a comprehensive 
measurement of SDG 4.4.1. These include: 

• Lack of Proficiency Measurement: ICILS currently focuses on the frequency of ICT 
use rather than directly assessing proficiency levels. To improve the 
measurement, ICILS would need to incorporate more objective ways to evaluate 
skill mastery. This could involve: 

o Performance-based tasks where students demonstrate their ability to 
complete specific ICT-related activities 

o Standardized assessments that measure proficiency levels according to a 
defined scale 

• Limited Scope of Skills: While ICILS covers some essential ICT skills, it could be 
expanded to include a wider range of activities, especially those related to more 
advanced skills. This would ensure a more comprehensive assessment of digital 
literacy. Examples of skills that could be added include: 

o Coding and programming 
o Configuring software 
o Ensuring digital security (e.g., understanding privacy settings, recognizing 

phishing attempts) 
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4.4.2 Percentage of youth/adults who have achieved at least a minimum level of 
proficiency in digital literacy skills 

Classification: Searchable 

 

Test name 
ICT Questionnaire PISA 2022 

Analysis This questionnaire captures a broad range of digital skills, from basic to 
advanced tasks like programming. It effectively gauges students’ 
familiarity with essential digital tools and operations, which align well 
with the digital literacy skills required by SDG 4.4.2. 

Item Question IC183 
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Considerations The main limitation is that it relies on self-reported data, which may not 
accurately reflect actual skill levels. It also does not assess students’ 
problem-solving in technology-rich environments, which is a core focus 
of SDG 4.4.2 proficiency measurements. 

 

Test name ICT Questionnaire PISA 2022 

Analysis This questionnaire is effective in evaluating how teachers integrate ICT in 
their teaching, indirectly helping students develop digital literacy skills. It 
captures the use of ICT for instructional purposes, which is essential for 
exposing students to ICT tools and fostering digital literacy. 

Item IC172 

 

Considerations It focuses on teachers’ usage of ICT rather than directly measuring 
students’ ICT proficiency. It assumes that ICT integration in teaching leads 
to skill development, but it does not provide a direct assessment of 
students' competence in performing specific ICT tasks. 
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Test name ICILS 2018 Student Questionnaire 

Analysis This questionnaire effectively captures a range of digital literacy skills, 
including content creation and database management, which are aligned 
with the key competencies outlined for SDG 4.4.2. It provides insights into 
students' self-assessed ICT capabilities across various areas of digital literacy. 

Item Question 26-29 
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Considerations It is self-reported and lacks a formalized proficiency scale to measure the 
actual skill level of students. It does not assess problem-solving in 
technology-rich environments, which is crucial for fully meeting SDG 4.4.2 
proficiency standards. 

 

Test name PIAAC 

Analysis h 

Item  

h 

 

 

Considerations  
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Conclusions: 
The PISA 2022, ICILS 2018, and PIAAC questionnaires provide valuable insights into 
students' digital literacy skills by covering a range of basic to advanced tasks, such as 
programming, content creation, and database management. However, both rely on self-
reported data, which may not accurately reflect actual proficiency levels. While the 
questionnaires capture the frequency of ICT use and exposure, they lack direct 
assessments of problem-solving in technology-rich environments, which is a critical 
component of SDG 4.4.2. The absence of a formalized proficiency scale further limits their 
effectiveness in measuring minimum levels of digital literacy skills. 

To better measure SDG 4.4.2, UNESCO should introduce objective assessments that 
evaluate actual proficiency levels in digital literacy, rather than relying on self-reported 
data. These assessments should include tasks that test problem-solving in technology-rich 
environments, which are central to digital literacy. Expanding the scope to include a formal 
proficiency scale would provide a more accurate and comprehensive measurement of 
whether youth and adults meet the minimum required skills. Additionally, integrating real-
world digital tasks into the assessment can further ensure that the skills being measured 
align with the evolving demands of the digital world. 

Recommendation: 
None of the existing ILSA tests like the PISA 2022 or ICILS 2018 questionnaires fully capture 
the required digital literacy proficiency. The main limitation is that they rely on self-
reported data and lack direct assessments of problem-solving in technology-rich 
environments, which are crucial for measuring proficiency in digital literacy. None provide 
an objective digital skills assessment that directly evaluates proficiency levels in essential 
areas such as programming, content creation, and problem-solving in technology-rich 
environments. To measure this indicator the assessments should be integrated with 
national surveys or household surveys to ensure it captures the full scope of digital literacy 
skills required by the indicator. 
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4.4.3 Youth/adult educational attainment rates by age group and level of education 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name PIRLS 2021 P21 Home Questionnaire 

Analysis This question is directly relevant to SDG 4.4.3, as it captures data on the 
highest level of education attained by individuals. Since it follows the 
ISCED framework, it provides standardized data that can be used for 
cross-national comparisons. 

Item Q15 

 

Considerations This question is limited to parents/guardians and does not extend to the 
full population of adults aged 25+ or youth aged 15-24. While it helps in 
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understanding family education background, it doesn't cover the broader 
population needed for SDG 4.4.3 calculations. 

 

Test name PISA 2022 Student Questionnaire 

Analysis These questions capture family educational background, providing data 
on educational attainment at ISCED levels. They are useful for tracking 
educational trends across generations, indirectly informing analysis on 
attainment rates. 

Item Q11 

 

Q13 

 

Considerations The focus on parents limits the data to family structures and doesn't 
provide a complete picture of the overall population's educational 
attainment. For full SDG 4.4.3 analysis, broader data on youth and adult 
education levels are required. 
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Conclusions: 
The PIRLS 2021 and PISA 2022 questionnaires capture data on family educational 
background, providing insights into the highest level of education attained, which aligns 
with SDG 4.4.3. These questions are valuable for tracking educational trends across 
generations using the ISCED framework. However, their focus on parents and family 
structures limits their scope, as they do not provide comprehensive data on the broader 
population of youth (aged 15-24) or adults (aged 25+), which is essential for calculating 
educational attainment rates as required by SDG 4.4.3. 

To better measure SDG 4.4.3, UNESCO should ensure that assessments include questions 
targeting the youth and adult populations, rather than limiting the scope to family 
educational background. Expanding the questionnaire to gather direct data on educational 
attainment for individuals within the relevant age groups (15-24 and 25+ years) will provide 
a more complete and accurate analysis of attainment rates by education level. This will 
enable better cross-national comparisons and help track progress toward SDG 4.4.3 more 
effectively. 

Recommendation: 
While national censuses and household surveys are ideal for measuring indicator 4.4.3, 
certain ILSAs can provide valuable, complementary information about educational 
backgrounds, particularly for younger age groups. Of the ILSAs analyzed, the PISA 2022 
questionnaire offers the most relevant questions for this purpose. 
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4.5.2 Percentage of students in a) early grades, b) at the end of primary, and c) at the end 
of lower secondary education who have their first or home language as language of 
instruction 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name PISA 2022 Computer-Based Student Questionnaire 

Analysis This question is effective in determining the language spoken at home, 
which can be compared to the language of instruction to calculate the 
percentage of students whose first language is used in the classroom. This 
is a central requirement for SDG 4.5.2, as it allows direct analysis of 
linguistic alignment in education. 

Item Q21 (ST022) 

 

Considerations While the question captures the home language, it does not directly ask 
about the language of instruction, requiring a separate data source to 
make the comparison. Additionally, it doesn’t specify whether the 
question targets early grades, the end of primary, or lower secondary 
education, which are necessary breakdowns for SDG 4.5.2. 
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Test name T19_HQ_4 (Early Learning Survey) 

Analysis This question is effective in gathering data on the first language of 
children before entering school. It helps measure whether the language 
spoken at home is continued in school, which is relevant for analyzing 
early-grade language alignment for SDG 4.5.2. 

Item Q3 

 

Considerations It doesn’t capture the language of instruction, and additional data is 
needed to make the comparison necessary for calculating the indicator. 
Furthermore, it focuses on early childhood and doesn't explicitly cover 
students at the end of primary or lower secondary levels. 
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Test name ERCE 2019 QD6 and QD3 Questionnaires (Director's Questionnaire) 

Analysis This question is directly relevant for SDG 4.5.2 as it helps to identify the 
proportion of students whose home language might differ from the 
language of instruction. 

Item Question 22 

 

Considerations While this question helps identify the students' home languages, it 
doesn't directly ask about the language of instruction. To fully align with 
SDG 4.5.2, additional data on whether these students are taught in their 
home language would be needed. 

 

Test name ERCE 2019 QP6 (Teacher’s Questionnaire) 

Analysis This question helps determine the teacher’s language, which may 
indirectly reflect whether the language of instruction matches the 
teacher’s and the students’ languages. 

Item Question 03 

 

Considerations This question only addresses the teacher’s language and does not provide 
direct information on whether the students are being taught in their first 
language, which is central to SDG 4.5.2. 
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Test name P21 School Questionnaire 

Analysis It directly asks about the percentage of students whose home language 
is the same as the language of instruction (in this case, the language of 
the test). This is critical for measuring the percentage of students learning 
in their first language 

Item Question 4 

 

Considerations The question does not specify the grade levels (early grades, end of 
primary, or lower secondary), which is necessary for fully meeting the 
SDG criteria. 

 

Test name T19_TQ_4 (TIMSS Teacher Questionnaire) 

Analysis This question is highly relevant for SDG 4.5.2, as it directly asks about 
students' understanding of the language of instruction, which is a proxy 
for determining whether students are being taught in their first or home 
language. 

Item Question G11 
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Considerations While the question is useful for identifying students who have difficulties 
with the language of instruction, it does not specifically ask whether the 
language of instruction is their first or home language. It also focuses on 
students struggling with language, rather than providing a complete 
percentage breakdown of all students by language alignment. 

 

Test name PILNA 2021 Student Questionnaire Y4 & Y6 

Analysis PILNA 2021 does not directly ask about the language of instruction used 
in the classroom. However, it does ask about the main language spoken 
at home, which can provide insights into the linguistic background of 
students. 

Item Question 18 – Language spoken at home 

 

Question 19 – Language used in other activities 

 

Considerations Using both questions, PILNA is perfect to analyze language of instruction 
and language used in home. 
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Conclusions: 
The various questionnaires reviewed provide partial insight into measuring SDG 4.5.2, 
which requires identifying the percentage of students whose first or home language is also 
the language of instruction. Several questions, such as Q21 (ST022) from the PISA 2022 
Computer-Based Student Questionnaire, effectively capture the language spoken at home. 
However, most of these questions fail to directly assess the language of instruction, which 
is necessary to make a direct comparison and fulfill the indicator's requirements. 
Moreover, while some items like TIMSS’s Teacher Questionnaire (T19_TQ_4) ask about 
students’ struggles with the language of instruction, they do not offer a comprehensive 
view across all students or across the required educational levels (early grades, primary, 
and lower secondary). PILNA design does a solid job to identify language used in home and 
with teachers (instruction). 

To accurately measure SDG 4.5.2, future questionnaires should explicitly ask about both 
the language of instruction and the students' first/home language to allow a direct 
comparison. Additionally, the questions should be designed to cover specific grade levels 
(early grades, end of primary, and lower secondary) to ensure alignment with the SDG's 
required breakdowns. Implementing this would provide a clearer, more complete picture 
of linguistic alignment in education, especially in multilingual contexts. Collaborating with 
schools to gather information on both languages would allow for more accurate data 
collection and ensure effective measurement of this indicator. 

Recommendation: 
We recommend using PILNA 2021 to measure the indicator because its design effectively 
identifies both the language used at home and the language used by teachers (for 
instruction). This allows for a direct comparison to determine whether students are being 
taught in their first language. 
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4.5.4 Expenditure on education per student by level of education and source of funding 

Classification: National Survey 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusions: 

None of the documents provided contain specific questions or data on expenditure per 
student by education level or source of funding, which are essential for measuring SDG 
4.5.4. This indicator requires detailed financial information, such as government and 
private expenditures, which is typically collected through government budgets, household 
surveys, or reports from ministries of education or finance. Without these types of data, 
the tests and questionnaires in the current analysis do not directly contribute to measuring 
SDG 4.5.4. 

Recommendation: 

To effectively measure SDG 4.5.4, UNESCO should collaborate with ministries of education, 
finance, and other relevant stakeholders to collect detailed financial data on education 
expenditure. Future assessments should include questions or mechanisms for gathering 
data on per-student spending by level of education and source of funding (e.g., 
government, private, or household contributions). Integrating these financial metrics into 
broader education surveys or aligning with national budget reports would ensure more 
accurate tracking of education investment and resource allocation. 
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4.6.1. Proportion of population in a given age group achieving at least a fixed level of 
proficiency in functional (a) literacy and (b) numeracy skills, by sex 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSA focus on academic skills for school-aged children and do not measure the literacy and 
numeracy skills of youth and adults aged 15 and above, as required by SDG 4.6.1. These 
assessments miss out on capturing functional literacy and numeracy skills applicable in 
real-life settings, and they do not assess out-of-school adults who may have gained skills 
through non-formal education or self-learning. Therefore, ILSAs are not suitable for 
measuring this indicator. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure Indicator 4.6.1, countries should prioritize the use of skills 
assessment surveys like PIAAC or STEP, which are designed to assess the functional literacy 
and numeracy skills of youth and adults aged 15+. These surveys provide data that aligns 
with the global proficiency standards needed for SDG reporting and focus on real-life 
applications of literacy and numeracy. If such surveys are not available, countries should 
develop national assessments using the PIAAC framework to ensure data comparability and 
rigor. Regular implementation of these assessments is essential for tracking progress and 
informing policies that aim to improve literacy and numeracy skills among adults, 
particularly in underserved populations.  
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4.6.2. Youth/adult literacy rate 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSAs focus on academic skills in school-based populations and target specific age groups, 
which makes them unsuitable for measuring SDG 4.6.2, which aims to capture basic literacy 
rates across the entire population aged 15 years and above. ILSAs do not measure 
functional literacy in daily life or include non-school populations, leaving significant gaps in 
coverage. 

Recommendation: 

To measure Indicator 4.6.2 accurately, countries should rely on national population 
censuses and household surveys such as DHS and MICS, which cover all age groups and 
include both school and non-school populations. These surveys should incorporate simple 
literacy assessments, where respondents are asked to read or write a sentence, to provide 
more accurate data on basic literacy levels. Expanding the use of standardized literacy 
assessments will help ensure that literacy rates are measured comprehensively across all 
relevant age groups, supporting national and global tracking of progress toward SDG 4.6.2. 
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4.7.1 Extent to which (i) global citizenship education and (ii) education for sustainable 
development are mainstreamed in (a) national education policies, (b) curricula, (c) teacher 
education and (d) student assessment 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) 
due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusions: 

This indicator is currently measured using data from Country reports on the 
implementation of the UNESCO 1974 Recommendation concerning Education for 
International Understanding, Co-operation and Peace and Education relating to Human 
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

ILSAs are not suitable for measuring Indicator 4.7.1 because they focus on assessing 
student academic performance, primarily in subjects like literacy and numeracy, and do 
not comprehensively examine broader systemic factors like national policies, curricula, and 
teacher education.  

Recommendation: 

None of the current ILSA instruments fully capture the depth of global citizenship 
education (GCED) and education for sustainable development (ESD) integration in policies, 
curricula, teacher education, and student assessments. The current method of measuring 
Indicator 4.7.1 through country reports on the UNESCO 1974 Recommendation should be 
continued. However, efforts should be made to improve the coverage, which currently 
includes only 62 countries (according to the UIS SDG Indicator Dashboard). Expanding 
participation would provide a more comprehensive understanding of how Global 
Citizenship Education and Education for Sustainable Development are being mainstreamed 
globally. 
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4.7.2. Percentage of schools that provide life skills-based HIV and sexuality education 

Classification: National Surveys 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 
Indicator 4.7.2 measures the percentage of schools providing life skills-based HIV and 
sexuality education within the formal curriculum or through extracurricular activities. The 
assessment of this indicator requires data on the number of schools offering these 
programs relative to the total number of schools at a given education level. While 
International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) focus on learning outcomes, they do not 
provide insights into the presence of specific educational programs like HIV and sexuality 
education. As such, they cannot track this critical health-related educational component. 

Recommendation: 
To accurately measure Indicator 4.7.2, countries should rely on administrative data from 
schools and national surveys focused on educational content. Ministries of education 
should ensure that all schools report on the implementation of life skills-based HIV and 
sexuality education programs. Additionally, school-level surveys that capture detailed 
information on curriculum and extracurricular activities should be regularly conducted to 
provide comprehensive and reliable data for this indicator. 
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4.7.4. Percentage of students in lower secondary education showing adequate 
understanding of issues relating to global citizenship and sustainability 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator is currently being measured using data from ICCS and PISA. The calculation method 
can be consulted here. 

Conclusion: 
International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs), specifically ICCS 2016 and PISA 2018, are 
currently being used by UIS to estimate SDG 4.7.4, providing valuable data on students' 
understanding of global citizenship and sustainability issues. These assessments serve as 
established tools for measuring relevant aspects of global citizenship education (GCED) and 
education for sustainable development (ESD). While they may not capture every dimension 
of these complex topics, they offer standardized, comparable data that allows for tracking 
progress on this indicator across participating countries. 

Recommendation: 
To strengthen the measurement of SDG 4.7.4, efforts should focus on expanding the 
coverage (currently 23 countries according to the UIS SDG Indicator Dashboard) of existing 
ILSAs by encouraging more countries to participate in ICCS and PISA. This would provide 
more comprehensive global data on students' understanding of global citizenship and 
sustainability. 

Additionally, the international education community could work towards developing an 
assessment to measure a clearly defined minimum proficiency level for this indicator. This 
could include supplementing existing ILSA frameworks with additional components 
specifically designed to capture any critical aspects of GCED and ESD that may not be fully 
covered in current assessments. Regular participation in these assessments is crucial for 
tracking progress and informing policies aimed at improving students' understanding of 
global citizenship and sustainability issues. 

 

 

  

https://gaml.uis.unesco.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2019/08/GAML6-REF-9-measurement-strategy-for-4.7.1-4.7.4-4.7.5.pdf
https://gaml.uis.unesco.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2019/08/GAML6-REF-9-measurement-strategy-for-4.7.1-4.7.4-4.7.5.pdf
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4.7.5. Percentage of students in lower secondary showing proficiency in knowledge of 
environmental science and geoscience 

Classification: Achievement tests 

This indicator is currently being measured using data from TIMSS. The calculation method can be 
consulted here. 
Conclusion: 
International Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs), particularly TIMSS, are currently being used 
by UIS to estimate SDG 4.7.5, providing standardized data on students' proficiency in 
environmental science and geoscience at the lower secondary level. These assessments 
offer valuable insights into students' understanding of environmental and geological 
concepts through their science frameworks, enabling cross-national comparisons and 
progress tracking on this indicator. 

Recommendation: 
To strengthen the measurement of SDG 4.7.5, priority should be given to expanding the 
coverage of existing ILSAs (currently 29 countries according to the UIS SDG Indicator 
Dashboard) by encouraging greater country participation in assessments that measure 
environmental science and geoscience proficiency. 

Additionally, the international education community could work towards developing an 
assessment to measure a clearly defined minimum proficiency level for this indicator. This 
could include supplementing existing ILSA frameworks with additional components 
specifically designed to capture any critical aspects of environmental science and 
geoscience knowledge at the lower secondary level that may not be fully covered in current 
assessments. Regular participation in these assessments is crucial for tracking progress and 
informing policies aimed at improving students' understanding of global citizenship and 
sustainability issues. 

 

  

https://gaml.uis.unesco.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2019/08/GAML6-REF-9-measurement-strategy-for-4.7.1-4.7.4-4.7.5.pdf
https://gaml.uis.unesco.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2019/08/GAML6-REF-9-measurement-strategy-for-4.7.1-4.7.4-4.7.5.pdf
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4.a.1 Proportion of schools offering basic services, by type of service 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name ERCE 2019 QD3 & QD6 

Analysis ERCE 2019 Director Questionnaire assesses dichotomically (yes / no) the 
presence of a list of services in a given assessed school 

Item Question 33 

 

In English: 

33.1 Electricity 

33.2 Drinkable water 

33.3 Drain or sewer 

33.4 Phone 

33.5 Computer lab 

33.6 Bathrooms in good condition 

33.7 Connection to internet 

33.8 Garbage collection 

33.9 Student transportation services (free for families) 

Considerations This item does not cover all services listed in 4.a.1. official metadata 
document. The services missing are: adapted infrastructure, adapted 
materials, and accessible learning materials. 

 

Test name PISA 2022 School Questionnaire 

Analysis The goal of the SC004 set of questions is to gather information about the 
student-<digital device> ratio for students in the <national modal grade 
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for 15-year-olds> at an assessed school. It comprises seven questions, of 
which only two apply for the 4.a.1. Indicator objective. 

Item SC004Q02TA 

SC004Q03TA 

 

Considerations This item does not cover all services listed in 4.a.1. official metadata 
document. The services missing are: electricity, adapted infrastructure, 
adapted materials, accessible learning materials, basic sanitation, and 
basic hand-washing 

 

Test name PASEC 2019 Director Questionnaire 

Analysis PASEC 2019 Director Questionnaire assesses dichotomically (yes / no) the 
presence of a list of services in a given assessed school 

Item QD_78 
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Considerations This item does not cover all services listed in 4.a.1. official metadata 
document. For concepts like "adapted infrastructure" and "adapted 
materials," further analysis and interpretation may be needed based on 
their definitions and the available data within the questionnaires, and for 
"basic hand-washing facilities," consideration is required of potential 
proxy measures or external data sources. 

 

Test name SEO-PLM 2019 School Questionnaire 

Analysis The school questionnaire extensively covers school facilities and 
resources, allowing for a direct analysis of the proportion of schools 
offering various basic services. 

Item SC13 - Asks about the availability of permanent classrooms, temporary 
classrooms, and open-air teaching areas. 

 

SC15 - Inquires about the availability of basic services like electricity, safe 
drinking water, hand washing stations, first aid kits, and facilities for 
students with disabilities. 
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SC17 - Gathers information about the existence and functionality of a 
school library. 
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SC18 - Further explores the types of resources available in the school 
library. 

 

SC19 - Asks about the number of books available in the school library. 



  

 

 

 

 

93 

 

Considerations SEA-PLM's school questionnaire primarily captures the availability of 
facilities and resources. It doesn't necessarily indicate the quality or 
functionality of those services. For example, having a library doesn't 
guarantee its effective use or that it meets students' needs. Further 
investigation beyond the questionnaire is needed for a complete 
understanding. 

 

 

Conclusions: 
The ERCE 2019 Director Questionnaire, the PISA 2022 School Questionnaire, PASEC 2019 
and SEA-PLM School Questionnaire provide valuable data for assessing the availability of 
basic services in schools, such as electricity, drinkable water, and access to computer labs, 
which are essential for evaluating SDG 4.a.1. However, the instruments are limited in scope 
and do not fully capture all the services required by the official SDG 4.a.1 metadata, such 
as adapted infrastructure for students with disabilities, accessible learning materials, and 
basic sanitation facilities like hand-washing stations. 

To improve the measurement of SDG 4.a.1, it is recommended that future surveys and 
questionnaires be expanded to include questions that address the full range of services 
listed in the official SDG 4.a.1 metadata, particularly regarding accessible infrastructure and 
sanitation. Incorporating questions that specifically target adapted materials and facilities 
for students with disabilities will provide a more comprehensive assessment of school 
readiness in offering inclusive and equitable education. 

Recommendation: 
The ERCE 2019 Director Questionnaire (Question 33) is the most effective ILSA instrument 
for measuring this indicator. The missing services are: adapted infrastructure, adapted 
materials, accessible learning materials. 
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4.a.2 Percentage of students experiencing bullying in the last 12 months in a) primary, and 
b) lower secondary education 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name PISA 2022 Student Questionnaire 

Analysis Q31 is highly effective in directly measuring SDG 4.a.2, as it captures the 
frequency and types of bullying incidents, including physical, verbal, and 
relational abuse. Q30 and Q32 offer indirect insights into the emotional 
and safety impacts of bullying. While Q30 helps identify feelings of 
exclusion and loneliness, and Q32 measures students' perceptions of 
safety at school, neither directly addresses specific bullying behaviors but 
complements the overall understanding of school climate. 

Item Q30 

 

Q31 
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Q32 

 

Considerations Q31’s reliance on self-reported data may introduce bias or 
underreporting, and it does not differentiate between primary and lower 
secondary education, as required by the indicator. Q30 and Q32, while 
relevant to understanding the effects of bullying on emotional well-being 
and feelings of safety, lack the specificity to identify actual bullying 
incidents, making them less precise for measuring SDG 4.a.2. 
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Test name TIMSS 4th-grade student questionnaire 

TIMSS 8th-grade student questionnaire 

Analysis These questions effectively capture a range of bullying behaviors, 
including physical, verbal, relational, and cyberbullying. The 
comprehensive nature of the questions allows for a detailed assessment 
of students' experiences with bullying across various mediums, including 
in-person interactions and online platforms.  

Item G11 

 

Q14 
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Considerations While these questions provide valuable data on students' experiences 
with bullying, they focus on self-reported data, which may be influenced 
by personal perceptions and willingness to disclose. Additionally, 
although the questions cover a wide variety of bullying behaviors, they do 
not specifically differentiate between types of educational settings (e.g., 
primary or lower secondary), which could complicate efforts to 
disaggregate data by school level as required by SDG 4.a.2. Finally, the 
questionnaires focus on the frequency of incidents but may not capture 
the severity or impact of the bullying, which could be critical for 
understanding the full scope of the problem. 
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Test name SEA-PLM 2019 School Quetionnaire 

Analysis The school questionnaire addresses the frequency of bullying in schools, 
but it doesn't specifically ask about the percentage of students affected 
within a 12-month timeframe. 

Item SC22 – Inquires about the frequency of bullying among students. 

 

Considerations The school questionnaire doesn't specifically ask about the percentage of 
students experiencing bullying within a 12-month period, limiting direct 
comparison to the indicator. While the frequency of bullying can provide 
some indication, it doesn't offer a precise measurement for this SDG 
indicator. 
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Test name PILNA 2021 Student Questionnaire Y4 & Y6 

Analysis PILNA 2021 includes questions in its student questionnaires that 
specifically address bullying, aligning with SDG 4.a.2. These questions ask 
students about different forms of bullying they may have experienced, 
making it possible to measure the prevalence of bullying in line with the 
indicator's definition. 

Item SC22 – Inquires about the frequency of bullying among students. 

 

Considerations The questions rely on students' self-reporting of bullying experiences. 
While self-reporting is a common method for measuring bullying, it is 
important to acknowledge that some students might be reluctant to 
disclose their experiences due to fear, shame, or a desire to protect 
others. 

 

Conclusions: 
The questions from the PISA 2022 Student Questionnaire (Q30, Q31, Q32), TIMSS 4th and 
8th-grade student questionnaires, SEA-PLM 2019 School Questionnaire and PINA 2021 
effectively capture various aspects of bullying behaviors, aligning with the requirements of 
SDG 4.a.2. Q31 from PISA directly addresses bullying incidents by type (physical, verbal, 
relational), while Q30 and Q32 offer complementary insights into students' emotional well-
being and perceived safety. The TIMSS questionnaires provide a thorough look at bullying 
behaviors, including both in-person and cyberbullying, across different settings. However, 
none of these questionnaires explicitly differentiate between primary and lower secondary 
education, as required by the indicator. Same thing with SEA-PLM 2019 School 
Questionnaire: it has limiting factors for precise measurement but covers essential 
information to comprehend bullying dynamics. 
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Recommendation: 
PISA 2022 Student Questionnaire offers the most comprehensive and direct assessment of bullying 
experiences. This is primarily due to Question 31, which directly asks students about the frequency 
and types of bullying they have encountered, encompassing physical, verbal, and relational forms 
of abuse. 

In addition to Question 31, the PISA 2022 Student Questionnaire includes other relevant items: 

o Question 30 asks students about their feelings of belonging and inclusion at school, 
providing insights into the potential social and emotional impacts of bullying. 

o Question 32 gauges students' perceptions of safety at school, offering another 
perspective on the overall environment and the potential presence of bullying. 

While other ILSAs like TIMSS, PILNA, and LLECE also assess bullying, their approaches are less direct 
or comprehensive than PISA's. 
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4.c.1 Proportion of teachers with the minimum required qualifications, by education level 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name ERCE 2019 Director Questionnaire (ERCE_2019_QD3 and 
ERCE_2019_QD6) 

Analysis These questions effectively assess both the director’s qualifications and 
the training needs of teachers, giving insights into the qualifications of key 
educational personnel relevant to SDG 4.c.1. 

Item Q9 

 

Q10: 
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Q18.1 - Q18. 

 

Considerations The questions do not specify the education level to which qualifications 
apply and focus more on identifying needs rather than confirming existing 
qualifications. 

 

 

  



  

 

 

 

 

103 

Test name ERCE 2019 Teacher Questionnaire (ERCE_2019_QP3) 

Analysis These questions directly address the presence of formal teaching 
qualifications, the duration of training, and the quality of initial training 
experiences. This provides useful data for evaluating the proportion of 
teachers who meet the minimum qualification standards and the 
thoroughness of their training, both key elements in measuring SDG 4.c.1. 
The focus on specific training experiences also allows for insights into how 
well-prepared teachers are when they enter the profession. 

Item Q13 

 

Q14 

 

Q16 
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Q18.1 - Q18.9: 

 

Considerations These questions do not capture whether the qualifications align with the 
specific level of education the teacher is currently teaching. Furthermore, 
the questions primarily focus on initial teacher education, leaving gaps in 
understanding the extent and impact of ongoing in-service training, 
which is also a critical part of SDG 4.c.1. 

 

  



  

 

 

 

 

105 

Test name TIMSS 2019 Grade 8 Science Teacher Questionnaire (T19_TQS_8) 

Analysis These questions are effective in determining whether teachers possess 
the required academic qualifications and have engaged in ongoing 
professional development, which are crucial for evaluating their 
readiness to teach at relevant educational levels as required by SDG 4.c.1. 

Item Q5 
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Q6 
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Q22 

 

Considerations These questions do not specify whether the qualifications or professional 
development directly align with the minimum requirements for the 
specific education levels they are teaching. Additionally, they focus more 
on participation in professional development than on its impact on 
teaching effectiveness. 
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Test name TIMSS 2019 Grade 4 Teacher Questionnaire (T19_TQ_4) 

Analysis These questions help assess whether Grade 4 teachers possess the 
necessary qualifications and whether they engage in continuous 
professional development, directly contributing to measuring the 
proportion of qualified teachers as required by SDG 4.c.1. 

Item Q4 
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Q5 
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Q6 
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Q9 

 

Considerations The questions provide general data on participation in professional 
development but lack depth regarding the specific competencies gained 
or whether these align with the official qualification standards for primary 
education. 
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Test name PISA 2022 School Questionnaire 

Analysis These questions are directly relevant to SDG 4.c.1 as they assess the 
formal qualifications of teachers and their engagement in professional 
development. They provide clear data on whether teachers meet the 
minimum qualification requirements and are receiving ongoing training, 
which helps evaluate both initial qualifications and continuous education. 

Item Q8 

 

Q21 

 

Considerations The questions do not specify whether the qualifications or professional 
development directly match the teaching levels (e.g., pre-primary, 
primary, secondary) for SDG 4.c.1. Additionally, participation in 
professional development is measured in terms of attendance rather 
than the effectiveness or impact of the training. 
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Test name PASEC 2019 Teacher Questionnaire 

Analysis PASEC 2019 teacher Questionnaire gathers data on teacher qualifications 
such as teacher’s highest level of academic education, teaching certificate 
type, duration of initial teacher training, and length of practical classroom 
experience during training.  

Item QM_3 - "What is your highest level of academic education?" This question 
captures the teacher's academic qualifications, but it doesn't directly 
address whether these qualifications meet the minimum requirements 
for teaching at their specific level. 

 

QM_4 - "What is your professional teaching qualification?" This question 
directly addresses teaching qualifications. It provides options ranging 
from no professional diploma to specific diplomas and certificates (CEAP, 
DFENEP, CAP, CSAP). By comparing these responses to national standards 
for teacher qualifications, researchers can determine the proportion of 
teachers with the minimum required qualifications. 

 

QM_5 & QM_6 -  "What is the duration of your initial teacher training?" 
and "During this initial training, what was the total duration of practical 
training in a classroom setting?" These questions provide insights into the 
length and structure of initial teacher training programs, offering 
additional context for evaluating teacher qualifications. They can be used 
to assess if teachers have completed sufficient pedagogical training, a key 
component of the minimum required qualifications. 

 

Considerations To operationalize Indicator 4.c.1 using PASEC data, it's crucial to have 
information on the minimum required qualifications for teachers at 
different education levels. This external data is necessary to categorize 
teachers based on whether their reported qualifications meet the 
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national standards.  

Additionally, while PASEC doesn't directly address in-service training 
requirements, QM_7 & QM_8 ask about the frequency of in-service 
training received in the past two years. This data can provide 
supplementary information about ongoing professional development, 
which might be considered a component of maintaining minimum 
qualifications in some contexts. 

Test name SEA-PLM 2019 School Questionnaire 

Analysis The school questionnaire provides data on teacher qualifications, but it 
doesn't explicitly link these qualifications to the minimum requirements 
for teaching at different education levels. 

Item SC25 – Asks about the percentage of teachers who have completed 
specific qualification types, such as an ISCED level 6 degree or higher, or 
a formal pre-teaching qualification. 

 

Considerations SEA-PLM gathers information on teacher qualifications but lacks a direct 
link to the minimum requirements set by each participating country for 
teaching at different levels. Therefore, while it provides data on 
qualifications, it doesn't allow for a definitive analysis of whether teachers 
meet the nationally mandated minimum standards. 
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Test name PILNA 2021 Teacher Questionnaire 

Analysis The PILNA 2021 Teacher Questionnaire includes several questions that 
can be used to assess certain aspects of teacher qualifications, aligning 
partially with the requirements of SDG 4.c.1. 

Item Question 4 – assessing teacher’s highest academic qualification 

 

Question 5 – teacher training qualification completion 

 

Question 13 – professional development programme attendance 
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Conclusions: 

The ERCE 2019, TIMSS 2019, PISA 2022, PASEC 2019, SEA-PLM 2019, and PILNA 2021 
questionnaires provide relevant data for measuring the proportion of teachers with the 
minimum required qualifications as required by SDG 4.c.1. These questions capture critical 
information about formal qualifications and professional development but tend to focus 
on either initial qualifications or participation in training without directly assessing whether 
these qualifications align with specific education levels (e.g., pre-primary, primary, or 
secondary). Additionally, many questions assess participation in ongoing professional 
development but lack insight into the effectiveness or impact of this training on teaching 
quality. 

To better measure SDG 4.c.1, UNESCO should ensure that questions in future assessments 
directly link teacher qualifications to the specific education levels they teach. Moreover, 
the assessments should move beyond measuring participation in professional 
development by evaluating the competencies gained and their impact on teaching 
effectiveness. Including questions that ask about alignment with national qualification 
standards would help ensure that data collected is more comprehensive and reflective of 
actual teacher readiness across all education levels. 

Recommendation: 

We recommend using PASEC 2019 Teacher Questionnaire which includes the following 
questions that can be used to estimate this indicator: 

o QM_3: "What is your highest level of academic education?" This question 
captures data on teachers' academic qualifications. 

o QM_4: "What is your professional teaching qualification?" This question captures 
data on teachers' specific teaching qualifications. 

It should be noted that to use PASEC data to measure this indicator, you must also have 
information on the minimum required qualifications for teachers at different education 
levels in the country being assessed. This information is not included in the PASEC 
questionnaire and must be obtained from another source. 

 

 

Considerations Consider that PILNA 2021 does not explicitly ask whether teachers' 
qualifications meet the minimum requirements set by their respective 
countries. To fully assess SDG 4.c.1, it would be necessary to compare the 
reported qualifications with national standards. Also, consider that PILNA 
2021 does not collect data on the specific education levels (pre-primary, 
primary, lower secondary, upper secondary) where teachers are 
teaching. To meet the requirements of SDG 4.c.1, which calls for 
disaggregation by education level, additional data would be needed. 
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4.c.2 Pupil-trained teacher ratio by education level 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name ERCE 2019 Director Questionnaire (ERCE_2019_QD3 and 
ERCE_2019_QD6) 

Analysis Pregunta 21 is highly effective in providing the number of pupils, which is 
crucial for calculating the pupil-trained teacher ratio. This data, when 
combined with information about teacher qualifications, allows for 
accurate calculations of this indicator. 

Pregunta 18 helps identify the areas where teachers require further 
training. While it doesn't directly measure the number of trained 
teachers, it is effective in identifying potential gaps in training that affect 
the overall ratio of trained teachers to pupils. 

Item Pregunta 21 

 

Pregunta 18 
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Considerations Pregunta 21 provides only student numbers, without information on the 
qualifications of teachers, which is necessary to complete the ratio. 

Pregunta 18 focuses on training needs rather than the number of already 
qualified teachers, limiting its ability to directly measure the current 
proportion of trained teachers. 

 

Test name ERCE 2019 Teacher Questionnaire (ERCE_2019_QP3 & ERCE_2019_QP6) 

Analysis These questions are very effective in directly assessing whether teachers 
are trained, as they cover the presence of teaching qualifications 
(Pregunta 13, 14), the quality and scope of teacher training (Pregunta 18), 
and participation in professional development (Preguntas 19-24). 
Together, these data points help determine whether teachers meet the 
minimum training standards, essential for measuring the indicator. 

Item Pregunta 13 

 

Pregunta 14 

 

Pregunta 15 - 17 
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Pregunta 18 
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Preguntas 19 - 24 
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Considerations While the questions effectively assess whether a teacher is trained, they 
do not provide information about the number of pupils, which is the other 
half of the ratio required for the indicator. Also, some questions focus on 
the quality of training, which, although important, is not directly needed 
for the ratio itself. 

 

Test name SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE computer PISA 2022.pdf 

SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE paper PISA 2022.pdf 

Analysis This question mirrors the one in the computer version and is equally 
relevant. It provides critical data on teacher qualifications, which is 
necessary for determining how many teachers meet the minimum 
qualifications for their education level. 

Item SC018 

 

Considerations It does not provide pupil numbers, which are needed to calculate the 
actual ratio. 
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Test name TIMSS 2019 Teacher Questionnaire for 8th Grade (T19_TQS_8) 

Analysis Pregunta 5 helps assess whether teachers meet the minimum 
qualification requirements. 

Pregunta 22 is relevant as ongoing professional development can ensure 
that teachers remain qualified. 

Item Pregunta 5 

 

Pregunta 22 

 

Considerations These questions focus on teacher qualifications but lack information 
about the number of pupils. 
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Test name TIMSS 2019 Teacher Questionnaire for 4th Grade (T19_TQ_4.pdf) 

Analysis Pregunta G4 provides important data on teacher qualifications, essential 
for identifying trained teachers. 

Pregunta M10 addresses the continuous professional development of 
teachers, which helps maintain their status as trained. 

Item Pregunta G4 

 

Pregunta M10 

 

Considerations These questions focus on qualifications but don't cover the number of 
pupils, which is necessary for the ratio. 
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Test name Teacher Questionnaire PISA 2022 

Analysis These questions directly assess whether teachers have the necessary 
qualifications to be classified as trained. 

TC020 addresses continuous professional development, relevant for 
maintaining teacher qualifications. 

Item Preguntas TC004 to TC019 
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127 

 

 

Pregunta TC020 

 

Considerations These questions lack information on pupil numbers. 

 

 



  

 

 

 

 

128 

Conclusions: 

The ERCE 2019, TIMSS 2019, and PISA 2022 questionnaires effectively capture data on 
teacher qualifications and professional development, which are critical components of 
measuring the pupil-trained teacher ratio for SDG 4.c.2. However, while these assessments 
provide valuable information on whether teachers meet the minimum training standards, 
they often lack data on the number of pupils, which is essential for calculating the complete 
ratio. Furthermore, some questions focus on training needs and professional development, 
which, while important, do not directly contribute to measuring the current proportion of 
trained teachers. 

To accurately measure SDG 4.c.2, future assessments should integrate questions that 
gather data on both teacher qualifications and pupil numbers at the same time. This will 
allow for a direct calculation of the pupil-trained teacher ratio. Additionally, while 
professional development data is useful, more emphasis should be placed on measuring 
the number of currently qualified teachers rather than focusing on future training needs. 
Combining this data in a comprehensive manner will provide a more complete and 
accurate picture of the teacher-pupil ratio by education level. 

Recommendation: 

TIMSS is recommended for measuring indicator 4.c.1. Although it doesn't directly assess 
alignment with national standards, it provides the most comprehensive set of questions 
covering teacher education, training, and professional development, allowing for a broader 
understanding of teacher qualifications. However, it's crucial to address the limitations of 
TIMSS by incorporating supplementary data from national sources.  
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4.c.3. Percentage of teachers qualified according to national standards by education level 
and type of institution 

Classification: National Survey 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSAs provide valuable information on teacher characteristics, but they do not specifically 
address whether teachers meet the minimum academic qualifications required by national 
standards. These assessments are designed for cross-national comparisons, which often 
overlook country-specific qualification standards. Furthermore, ILSAs do not differentiate 
between public and private institutions, a critical aspect for calculating SDG 4.c.3. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure SDG 4.c.3, countries should rely on administrative data from 
national education ministries and schools. This data source provides direct insights into 
whether teachers meet the minimum required qualifications as per national standards and 
can differentiate between public and private institutions. Strengthening national 
administrative data systems will enable countries to capture detailed information on 
teacher qualifications, ensuring comprehensive and accurate tracking of this indicator 
across all education levels and institution types.  
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4.c.4 Pupil-qualified teacher ratio by education level 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name ERCE 2019 Cuestionario para Directores (QD6) 

Analysis This question is highly relevant because it provides the number of 
students enrolled at different educational levels, which is critical for 
calculating the pupil-to-teacher ratio. It allows data to be categorized by 
gender as well, providing more detailed insights. 

Item Pregunta 21 

 

Considerations It only addresses student enrollment and does not provide information 
about teacher qualifications, which is necessary for completing the ratio 
calculation. 

 
Test name ERCE 2019 Cuestionario para Docentes (QP3 & QP6) 

Analysis These questions help identify the level of teacher qualifications, which is 
crucial for determining whether they meet the minimum qualifications 
required for teaching at different education levels. The combination of 
questions regarding their teaching certification, highest education level, 
and the grades they teach directly contributes to understanding the 
qualification of teachers at various levels of education 

Item Question 13 

 

Question 14 
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Question 15 

 

Question 6 

 

Considerations Although the questions address the qualifications of teachers, they do not 
directly confirm whether the teachers are qualified for the specific grades 
or subjects they are teaching, which could affect the accuracy of the ratio 
calculation. 

 

Conclusions: 

The ERCE 2019 Director and Teacher Questionnaires provide valuable data for calculating 
the pupil-qualified teacher ratio by capturing both student enrollment and teacher 
qualifications, which are key components for SDG 4.c.4. The director questionnaire 
effectively gathers data on student numbers, while the teacher questionnaire assesses 
teachers' qualifications, such as certification and education level. However, these 
questionnaires do not fully integrate the two data points necessary for calculating the ratio, 
and there is no confirmation of whether teachers are qualified for the specific grades or 
subjects they are teaching. 

To improve the measurement of SDG 4.c.4, future assessments should directly link teacher 
qualifications to the specific subjects and grades they are teaching, ensuring a more 
accurate representation of the pupil-qualified teacher ratio. Additionally, data collection 
should integrate both student numbers and teacher qualifications within the same survey 
to facilitate easier calculation of the ratio. This will lead to a more precise and 
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comprehensive understanding of the availability of qualified teachers across different 
education levels. 

Recommendation: 

None of the ILSAs analyzed could independently measure this indicator due to the lack of 
questions on student enrollment. Combining ILSA data on teacher qualifications with 
national administrative data on student numbers was deemed necessary. Considering 
these findings, TIMSS appears to be the most suitable option for combining with national 
administrative data sources.  
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4.c.5. Average teacher salary relative to other professions requiring a comparable level of 
qualification 

Classification: National Surveys 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSAs do not collect data on teacher salaries or compare teacher salaries to other 
professions requiring similar qualifications. ILSAs focus on academic performance and 
educational contexts rather than economic data related to employment conditions. Data 
on teacher salaries and comparisons with other professions are administrative and 
financial in nature, and thus ILSAs are not suitable for measuring this indicator. Instead, 
national administrative data and surveys are needed to assess teacher salaries relative to 
similarly qualified workers. International bodies like the OECD and ILO also provide salary 
data, but these are usually aggregated and may not always offer granular comparisons for 
specific educational levels. 

Recommendation: 

To measure SDG 4.c.5 effectively, countries should rely on national administrative data on 
teacher salaries, collected by ministries of education or national statistical offices. This data 
should be compared with average salaries of individuals in other professions requiring 
comparable qualifications, ideally obtained from labor market surveys or data from 
national wage databases. Countries should also engage with international organizations 
such as the OECD, which already provide detailed salary comparisons, to align 
methodologies and ensure consistency in global reporting. Periodic reviews of teacher 
salaries relative to other professions will help track progress and highlight areas needing 
policy adjustments. 
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4.c.6. Teacher attrition rate by education level 

Classification: National Surveys 

This indicator cannot be accurately assessed using International Large-Scale Assessments 
(ILSAs) due to methodological limitations. 

Conclusion: 

ILSAs such as PISA and TIMSS do not gather data on teacher turnover or attrition rates, as 
their primary focus is on assessing student performance and educational contexts. Tracking 
the percentage of teachers leaving the profession requires administrative data from 
schools and human resources (HR) records, which provide comprehensive information on 
teacher retention and turnover. Such data is crucial for understanding trends in teacher 
attrition, identifying underlying causes, and addressing staffing shortages in the education 
sector. 

Recommendation: 

To accurately measure teacher turnover for SDG 4.c.6, countries should collect and 
maintain standardized administrative data from schools and HR departments. This data 
should track teacher employment statuses, including those leaving the profession each 
year, across all educational levels. Implementing digital record-keeping systems can 
improve the consistency and reliability of this data, enabling more effective monitoring of 
teacher attrition rates. National education systems should also ensure that data collection 
is consistent across regions to allow for year-over-year comparisons, helping policymakers 
to identify trends and address teacher retention challenges.  
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4.c.7 Percentage of teachers who received in-service training in the last 12 months by type 
of training 

Classification: Searchable 

Test name PISA 2022 Teacher Questionnaire 

Analysis This question is moderately effective because it captures whether teachers 
participated in professional development activities within the past 12 
months, which is aligned with the 4.c.7 indicator. It also asks about the 
perceived impact of these activities on teaching practice, which can 
provide valuable insights into the effectiveness of the training. 

Item Pregunta TC219: 

 

Considerations The main limitation is that TC219 doesn’t specify the type of training 
received, which limits its ability to fully meet the indicator’s criteria of 
classifying teachers by the type of in-service training. Additionally, it 
focuses on subjective impact rather than objective measures of 
participation. 

 

Test name ERCE 2019 Teacher Questionnaire (ERCE_2019_QP3 & ERCE_2019_QP6) 

Analysis These questions are effective in capturing teacher participation in 
professional development activities, including both formal programs and 
more informal types of professional development. They align well with the 
4.c.7 indicator, which measures the percentage of teachers receiving in-
service training in the last 12 months. Both questions provide detailed data 
that allows differentiation by type of training, which is critical for 
understanding the variety of in-service training activities teachers engage 
in. 

Item Pregunta 20 

Pregunta 21 
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Considerations While both questions are effective, Pregunta 20 covers a period of two 
years, which slightly exceeds the 12-month focus of the indicator. 
Additionally, the questions focus on teacher participation and don’t 
directly assess the impact or effectiveness of the training received. 

 

Test name PASEC 2019 Director Questionnaire 

Analysis The Teacher Questionnaire effectively addresses this indicator by asking 
about participation in in-service training over the past two years, training 
frequency, and specific areas covered. This information provides a good 
basis for examining teacher professional development. 

Item QM_7 & QM_8 - "Have you benefited from any additional and ongoing in-
service training during the last two years (pedagogical internship, training 
seminar, pedagogical animation unit)?" This is the key question to identify 
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teachers who have participated in in-service training. 

 

QM_9 - "If yes, in which area(s) did you receive this additional training?" 
This question provides details about the types of in-service training 
received. 

 

Considerations QM_7 asks about training received within the last two years, which is 
broader than the 12-month timeframe specified by the indicator. This 
might lead to an overestimation of the percentage if teachers who 
received training more than 12 months ago are included. Additionally, the 
training categories provided in QM_9 might not perfectly align with the 
specific training types being monitored for the indicator. Further analysis 
and categorization might be necessary. 

 

Test name SEA-PLM 2019 School Questionnaire 

SEA-PLM 2019 Teacher Questionnaire 

Analysis Both the school and teacher questionnaires collect detailed data on in-
service training received by teachers. 

Item SC26: Asks about the percentage of teaching staff who attended a 
professional development or in-service training program during the last 
year. 
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TC04: Gathers comprehensive information from teachers about their 
participation in teacher training on various topics, including mathematics, 
reading, writing, social studies, classroom management, student 
assessment, information and communications technology, general 
teaching methods/pedagogy, inclusive education, and differentiated 
instruction. The questionnaire specifies whether the training was received 
during pre-service training, in-service training, or both. 

 

Considerations Although the questionnaires comprehensively assess teacher training, a 
limitation arises if there's a discrepancy between reported training 
participation and the actual application of learned skills in the classroom. 
The data doesn't capture the effectiveness or impact of the training on 
teaching practices. Further observation and evaluation would be required 
to assess the true impact of training on teaching quality. 

Test name PILNA 2021 Teacher Questionnaire 

Analysis The PILNA 2021 Teacher Questionnaire includes questions that can be 
used to assess aspects of SDG 4.c.7. 

Item Question 13 – addresses assistance to professional development 
programmes 
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Considerations The key considerations it that the PILNA questionnaire asks about training 
received in the "past 3 years," which is broader than the 12-month 
timeframe specified by SDG 4.c.7. To align with the indicator, additional 
analysis would be needed to filter the data and include only those teachers 
who received training in the last 12 months. 

Another consideration would be that the list of professional development 
areas provided in the PILNA questionnaire may not fully align with the 
specific "types of training" categories being used to monitor SDG 4.c.7. 
Further analysis and categorization of the PILNA data might be necessary 
to ensure alignment with the indicator's requirements. 

 

Conclusions: 

The PISA 2022, ERCE 2019, PASEC 2019, SEA-PLM 2019, and PILNA 2021 Teacher 
Questionnaires provide relevant data for measuring the percentage of teachers who 
received in-service training over the last 12 months, aligning with SDG 4.c.7. The PISA 2022 
questionnaire effectively tracks teacher participation in professional development but 
lacks detail on the type of training received, which is crucial for a comprehensive analysis. 
ERCE 2019 and PASEC 2019 provides more specific data on the types of training teachers 
engage in but covers a two-year period, (applies for PILNA 2021, that covers a three-year 
period) exceeding the 12-month window required by the indicator. On the other hand, 
SEA-PLM 2019 provides specific information about teacher training in specific topic and 
the type of training. 

To improve measurement of SDG 4.c.7, future assessments should focus on capturing 
specific types of in-service training within the 12-month period to meet the indicator's 
requirements. Adding questions that assess the impact and effectiveness of the training 
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beyond subjective reporting would provide a fuller picture of how in-service training affects 
teaching quality. Integrating both participation data and the type of training will enhance 
the accuracy and depth of the information gathered for SDG 4.c.7. 

Recommendation: 

Based on this analysis, the SEA-PLM 2019 Teacher Questionnaire appears to be the most 
suitable ILSA for measuring indicator 4.c.7. 

Here's why: 

o Specificity: It gathers information about both participation in in-service training 
and the specific type of training, aligning with the indicator's requirements. 

o Relevant Timeframe: Unlike ERCE, PASEC, and PILNA, the SEA-PLM focuses on the 
past year, matching the indicator's timeframe. 

While PISA 2022 is useful for tracking overall participation, it lacks the detail about training 
types needed to fully measure 4.c.7. The other ILSAs (ERCE, PASEC, and PILNA) require 
additional data processing to align with the indicator's timeframe. 

Therefore, using the SEA-PLM 2019 Teacher Questionnaire would offer the most direct and 
accurate measurement of indicator 4.c.7, providing valuable insights into the types of 
professional development teachers are engaging in and their alignment with educational 
goals. 
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