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Abstract 
The achievement of measurable learning outcomes is now set to take the place of universal 
primary education as the main priority for education development internationally in the 
post-2015 era.  This paper explores the logic of accountability that lies behind the learning 
agenda. In so doing it looks at some of the candidates for indicators of learning post-2015 
and considers their implications for control of teaching and learning and the forms of 
accountability. Candidates considered include PISA-like large scale educational assessments 
and hybrid assessments such as EGRA and Uwezo, intended to call governments publically 
account for education quality. It will be argued that greater improvements to learning may 
be achieved through using national standards, as advocated by the Commonwealth 
Education Ministers, which would focus investment and development activities on 
education systems as whole, particularly the definition of standards and development of 
curriculum and the design and conduct of national examinations. This is likely to have more 
impact on education quality than investing in parallel ‘independent’ assessment systems. 

Introduction 

In the last ten years there has been a now much commented shift in discourse from 
education quality to learning. This shift became obvious in 2011 with the publication of the 
World Bank Group’s Education Strategy 2020 titled Learning for All:  Investing in people’s 
knowledge and skills to promote development (World Bank Group, 2011) and the influential 
report published by the Brookings Institution titled A Global Compact on Learning: Taking 
action on education in developing countries (Center for Universal Education at Brookings, 
2011). The Brookings Institution is a US-based independent think tank financed through 
donations from philanthropists, corporations and foundations (Brookings, 2012). In the year 
ending 30 June 2012 it received 129 million US dollars in support (Brookings, 2012: 38). The 
next EFA Global Monitoring Report is to be titled ‘Learning and Teaching for Development’ 
(or ‘Teaching and learning for development’, the title appears in both forms in different 
parts of the EFA GMR’s website). Although the GMR’s discourse on learning is consistent 
with the emphasis it has placed on equity over the last few years and is distinct in giving 
teachers and teaching at least as much attention as learning. 
 
At the same time, there has been some support for a learning goal post-2015. The High 
Level Panel proposed as a goal, “Provide quality education and lifelong learning”, with one 
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of the associated targets being “Ensure every child, regardless of circumstance, completes 
primary education able to read, write and count well enough to meet minimum learning 
standards” (High-Level Panel, 2013: 30). The EFA GMR have proposed that a post-2015 EFA 
goal on quality have an associated target set in terms of the percentage of children who 
reach a minimum benchmark in grades four to six (Education for All Global Monitoring 
Report, 2013: 5).  The synthesis of the consultation on post-2015 education goal noted the 
new emphasis on learning mentioning Save the Children (Save the Chidren, 2012) as 
advocates and the recommendations of Beatty and Pritchitt (Beatty & Pritchett, 2012), 
researchers associated with the World Bank, one of whom proposed a learning goal as early 
as 2006 (Filmer et al., 2006). Like the EFA GMR team, the Save the Children report (Save the 
Chidren, 2012) combines a focus on learning outcomes with a strong emphasis on equity. 
The Commonwealth Education Ministers recommended an access goal that requires every 
child complete 9 years of basic education and demonstrate learning achievement consistent 
with national standards (Commonwealth Secretariat, 2012a). 
 
The ambition behind proposals for a learning goal is to improve quality and ensure greater 
equity in terms of learning outcomes. Such a change to how progress in educating all the 
world’s children, and potentially youth, has implications for how learning, and hence 
teaching, is understood and controlled. The ambition behind the current MDG was equally 
well-meaning and yet, its consequences were not entirely as imagined. At this point of 
reviewing and re-visioning, it behoves us to keep our eyes wide open and alert to the ways 
in which a learning goal or target will not only increase the volume of learning but change 
the nature of that learning. One way to do this is to look at the ways in which indicators of 
learning can be used as tools to exercise control of learning. 

Indicators and the recontextualisation of knowledge 
The volume of talk, consultations, online blogs precipitated by 2015 target is suggestive of 
the power and influence associated with development goals, not least on the everyday 
working lives of development professionals and experts. Lawrence Haddad has commented 
on the way that development goals come to re-define development and has argued that the 
current MDGs strengthened the conflation between aid and development (Haddad, 2008). 
Hence, the activity we have been witnessing with respect to setting new goals may be 
understood as revising the formal global definition of development.   
 
Writing about sustainable development, Elgert and Krueger (2012) show how a turn to 
sustainable development goals has displaced an emphasis on local agendas, which called for 
local development of indicators to be set by local governments through participative 
processes, as the notion of globally standardised ‘portable’ indicators have gained traction. 
Development goals with their smart targets make the business of measuring progress an 
administrative, technical one. Over the last 15 years, the MDGs have presented 
development as apolitical, objective and measurable. However, as Elgert and Krueger point 
out, what is called ‘global’ often has some form of local specificity: 

The global does not represent the universal human interest but it represents a particular 
local and parochial interest which has been globalised through the scope of its reach. 
(Shiva, 1993: 149 in Elgert and Krueger (2012: 566)) 

The prevalent discourse on local and global implies hierarchical levels of scale rising from 
‘grassroots’ local up to the ‘supra-national’ global level. However, global actors are 



associated with geographically specific locations that lie within the boundaries of a specific 
country and nearly always within an urban centre. International discourse on education can 
be linked to discourses within specific nations. The whole notion of goals and targets has 
been linked to discourses of public accountability in Northern democracies (Unterhalter, 
2005).  
 
Talk about the post-2015 goals has been hosted by major cities around the world. The 
consultation meeting on the EFA goals was held in Dakar, Senegal. The High-Level Panel 
(2013) chart their meetings in New York, London, Monrovia and Bali.  The Brookings 
Institution invited feedback on their ‘learning compact’ report (Center for Universal 
Education at Brookings, 2011) from individuals associated with organisations around the 
world, albeit with a concentration in US. In a similar move invited individuals from around 
the globe participated in the Learning Measurements Task Force they set up jointly with the 
UNESCO Institute of Statistics . However, the influential and readily available publications 
proposing learning targets and discussing the form that they take have been published by 
UN or research organisations or NGOs with head offices in the US or Northern Europe 
(London, Paris).  In other words, the ideas and information gathered through consultations 
around the world are then re-packaged, through the process of synthesis and publication, in 
a very small number of specific northern processes.  
 
The next step post-2015 will be implementation of whatever education goal with its 
associated targets and indicators is set in place. This too is a process in which ‘experts’ in 
education and development are implicated and within which, we have to varying degrees a 
vested interest. Elgert and Krueger’s analysis goes on to critique the role of experts, like 
ourselves, casting them as policy entrepreneurs, who redeploy global indicators for local 
governments, becoming part of the mechanism by which a ‘particular local’ gains global 
control by “by mobilising the principles of standardisation and evidence-based indicators to 
local levels” (Elgert & Krueger, 2012: 568).  
 
Elgert & Krueger’s analysis opens up questions of who gains control of how learning is 
measured and ‘objectively’ understood. Within education, Susan Robertson has posed a 
similar set of questions with respect to control over teachers work (Robertson, 2012). She 
argues that symbolic control of discourse in education has shifted away from professionals 
and the state to global actors, with commercial actors, who can regulate “what is thinkable 
knowledge” (Robertson, 2012: 589) in education. Measurements of learning outcomes are 
potentially the most powerful tools for recontextualizing the thinkable in education and 
redistributing control over pedagogy. Would then a learning goal be a new mechanism 
through which control over pedagogy is moved to the global level?  One way to answer this 
is to look at measures of learning currently available and how they are tied to notions of 
accountability and their global/local associations.  

Candidate indicators for a learning  

A few proposals have been made for the form of a learning goal. A group of Washington-
based researchers have recommended cohort learning goals for age cohorts, which would 
capture data for children and young people, who are not in school  or who are over-aged for 
their grade (Filmer et al., 2006, Beatty & Pritchett, 2012). Through illustrative analysis of the 
PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment), TIMSS (Trends in International 



Mathematics and Science Study) and SACMEQ (Southern and East African Consortium for 
Monitoring Education Quality) data they have sought to demonstrate that a learning goal is 
feasible. However, they recommend that countries or regional groupings of countries design 
their own assessments consistent with their curricula. The EFA GMR team in a discussion 
paper (Education for All Global Monitoring Report, 2013) suggest using existing international 
surveys naming PASEC (Program for the Analysis of Educational Systems of the CONFEMEN 
(francophone Africa)) and LLECE (Latin American Laboratory for Assessment of Quality in 
Education) in addition to TIMSS, PIRLS (Progress in International Reading Literacy Study) and 
SACMEQ.  These large international studies are often used for cross-national comparison 
and are bracketed together by Wagner (2010) as Large-scale educational assessments 
(LSEAs). 
 
An alternative model for measuring reading and mathematics ability at the primary level lies 
in what Wagner (2010) refers to as hybrid assessments that draw on some of the 
methodologies of large scale international assessments whilst being adapted to local 
contexts. Examples include EGRA, the assessments developed by Pratham in India that 
inform the Annual State of Education Report and Uwezo tools in East Africa. Wagner also 
describes these as “smaller, quicker, cheaper (SQC) methods of literacy assessment” that 
are “just big enough, faster at capturing and analysing data, and cheaper in terms of time 
and effort"(Wagner, 2010: 747).  
 
Finally, the Commonwealth Education Ministers pronounced an aspiration for universal 
post-2015 goals “with contextualised targets and deadlines,  where appropriate, that reflect 
national realities and that meet the needs of  marginalised groups” (Commonwealth 
Secretariat, 2012b: 3). Their Working Group on the Post-2015 Development Framework 
realised this ambition through recommending the use of national learning assessment 
standards within basic education and achievement of accredited qualifications at post-basic 
levels. 

Large-Scale educational assessments 

PISA and the OECD 
PISA is perhaps the most well-known and politically influential of the LSEAs. It started in 
1997 as a study of OECD countries conducted by the OECD but in the last 2012 survey 
included another 30 countries in addition to 34 OECD countries. Explicitly linked to a post-
2015 development goal, PISA  has a programme called PISA for Development,  which “aims 
to increase developing countries’ use of PISA assessments for monitoring progress towards 
nationally-set targets for improvement” by “enhancing” the relevance of its instruments for 
“the contexts found in developing countries” and through piloting a methodology for 
including out-of-school children in its surveys (www.oecd.org/pisa/pisafordevelopment/, 
last accessed 17 September 2013). Hence, PISA for Development is laying the ground work 
for implementing the recommendations of (Filmer et al., 2006) and (Beatty & Pritchett, 
2012) for assessing learning outcomes of age cohorts. The pilot project is described on the 
PISA website as a three-way partnership involving five to seven countries “from the 
developing world” and concerned development partners, namely members of the OECD’s 
Development Assistant Committee, the World Bank, UN bodies and regional organisations 
(www.oecd.org/pisa/pisafordevelopment/, last accessed 17 September 2013).  
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The political deployment of PISA results within various countries (Meyer & Benavot, 2013) 
and, in particular, the influence the OECD has gained through PISA, particularly within 
Europe, is instructive. Despite the carefully phrased provisios of researchers, the facility for 
comparing national averages proves to be seductive, supplying politicians and policy 
influencers with an arsenal of handy statistics to deploy in making the case for whichever 
reform agenda they happen to have an ideological commitment. Policy research has shown 
OECD has been able to use PISA to expand its influence on education governance 
internationally through the authority assumed to be invested in quantitative indicators 
(Grek, 2009, Sellar & Lingard, 2013). Grek (2009: 23) dubs this influence “governing by 
numbers” and cites Nóvoa’s succinct expression of the argument commonly made in 
comparative research, “‘comparing must not be seen as a method, but as a policy … the 
expert discourse builds its proposals through “comparative” strategies that tend to impose 
“naturally” similar answers in the different national settings” (Nóvoa, 2002: 144 in Grek, 
2009: 25).  Through engendering competitiveness, consistent with what terms “the audit 
culture of neo-liberal governance” (Lingard, 2011: 357), international comparisons generate 
a momentum to policy convergence. 
 

TIMSS, PIRLS, SACMEQ, PASEC and LLECE 

TIMSS and PIRLS are conducted by the include International Association for the Evaluation 
of Educational Achievement (IEA) has a longer history than PISA. It is a non-governmental, 
non-profit association of nearly 70 governmental and non-governmental organisations that 
aims to provide international benchmarks and high quality data that identify strengths and 
weaknesses in educational systems (IEA, c2012). Its Secretariat is located in Amsterdam and 
it has a Data Processing and Research Center in Hamburg.  However, each IEA study is 
coordinated by a study centre, which has overall international responsibility for that study. 
The TIMSS and PIRLS International Study Center is currently housed within Boston College, 
Massachusetts. IEA includes amongst its partners UNESCO’s Institute for Educational 
Planning (UNESCO IIEP), Partnership for Educational revitalization in the Americas (PREAL), 
PASEC and SACMEQ. TIMSS 2011 covered 63 countries with Botswana, Ghana, South Africa, 
Morocco and Tunisia representing Africa. PIRLS 2011 covered 48 countries with Botswana 
and Morocco as the only African countries. 
 
The fifteen African ministries of education within the SACMEQ consortium receive technical 
assistance from UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning (IIEP), which the 
SACMEQ website claims has since 1989 withdrawn from it position of initiator to being one 
of several “external friends”. Besides IEA, other external friends include the Aga Khan 
Foundation (Kenya Office), the National Centre for Educational Research and Training 
(NCERT) in Malawi (presumably the Centre for Educational Research and Training, University 
of Malawi), and the Australian Council for Educational Research, which in the past has 
coordinated IEA surveys.   It has a strong capacity building rationale embodied within its 
mission: 

To undertake integrated research and training activities that will expand 
opportunities for educational planners and researchers to: (a) receive training in the 
technical skills required to monitor, evaluate, and compare the general conditions of 
schooling and the quality of basic education; and (b) generate information that can 
be used by decision-makers to plan the quality of education. 
(http://www.sacmeq.org/about.htm#scc, last accessed 6 September 2013). 
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PASEC was instigated by CONFEMEN (Conference of Education Ministers of 44 francophone 
countries) ministers shortly after the World Conference on Education for All held in Jomtien, 
1990, at the suggestion of Alain Mingat and Jean-Pierre Jarousse, according to the 
CONFEMEN website (http://www.confemen.org/, last accessed 6 September 2013). It is 
headquartered in Dakar, Senegal and has made use of technical and financial assistance 
from a range or partners including AIF, the World Bank, the French Ministry of National 
Education, the UNESCO Regional Office for Education in Africa, Dakar Pole, ADEA, UNICEF, 
IREDU, Cornell University (USA) and the Laboratory of applied economics at the National 
Institute of Agronomic Research (INRA, France). 
 
 
LLECE is more closely linked with UNESCO, being coordinated UNESCO’s Regional Bureau for 
Education in Latin America and the Caribbean, which is headquartered in Santiago, Chile. It 
is described on the OREALC/UNESCO website 
(http://www.unesco.org/new/es/santiago/education/education-assessment/, last accessed 
6 September 2013) as network of quality assessment units in different countries. LLECE 
members under the coordination of OREALC have so far conducted two “regional and 
comparative explanatory studies” (PERCE, SERCE) and are currently implementing a third 
(TERCE).  TERCE  will assess student performance in third and sixth grade of primary school 
in the areas of math, reading and writing and for sixth only in the area of natural sciences. 
Like SACMEQ it also uses questionnaires to collect contextual information.  
 

LSEAs are designed to allow comparison of learning outcomes across countries taking into 
account curricular differences. They are technically complex. SACMEQ, PASEC and LLECE 
have a high degree of ownership by national governments in the countries in which they are 
conducted. IEA, SACMEQ and PASEC depend on technical expertise from a small number of 
research institutions, mainly in North America and Australia whilst at the same time seeking 
to develop capacity within Ministries for conducting surveys of educational quality. 

Hybrid assessments 
None of the proposals for a learning goal or target discussed above have suggested the use 
of a hybrid study but given their growth in recent years they should not be ruled out of the 
picture. The current popularity of hybrid assessments of literacy such as EGRA and Uwezo lie 
in their being designed to assess key skills – literacy and numeracy – at the primary years, 
including the early years of primary schools, that are most important for acquiring literacy 
that enabling progress through the education system . They focus attention on the opposite 
end of schooling to high stakes examinations, that so often grab the attention of national 
debate and lead to prioritization of resources, particularly at school level, in the upper year 
groups.  They have been credited with flagging issues with low levels of literacy and failing 
school systems (Trudell et al., 2012). 
 
The Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) tools, developed and promoted by Research 
Triangle Institute (RTI) with funding from USAID (Gove & Wetterberg, 2011). RTI is an 
independent research institute with its headquarters in North Carolina funded through the 
research contracts it wins. It is promoted as a tool for diagnosing the health of an education 
system that can inform policy makers and teachers. RTI have also developed Early Grade 
Mathematics Assessments. Adapted versions of EGRA and EGMA have been used in a range 
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of countries1, many within Africa, usually administered to pupils in Grades 1 to 3 of Primary 
school.  Here, I focus on EGRA because at this time it has a wider literature associated with it 
than EGMA.  EGRA was informed by tests formerly developed by for the US context, 
foremost of which is the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) and is 
informed by cognitive theories of learning. DIBELS itself has been controversial amongst 
practitioners and some research has questioned its validity and  utility (Kamii & Manning, 
2005, Shelton et al., 2009), whilst others has suggested validity for at least some of its 
indicators (Pedersen, 2009). Kamii & Manning (2005) point out that whilst it is based on a 
cognitive behaviourist view of learning as a collection of skills it does not draw on 
constructivist socio-cultural theories of learning.  
 
The EGRA test includes asking pupils to read out letter sounds, read nonsense words 
phonetically and answer questions on a short one paragraph story as a test of oral reading 
fluency. It is very much presented as a rigorous, comprehensive value neutral tool that can 
be adapted to purposes including sample-based “system diagnostic” measure by 
governments and donors that can also, with appropriate adaptation be used by teachers for 
screening students or monitoring pupil progress (RTI International, 2009).  
  
Hybrid tests have also been developed in India by Pratham, reported in the Annual State of 
Education Report (ASER), and by Uwezo in East Africa.  These are underpinned by an 
accountability agenda, aiming to ‘out’ the poor quality of primary education to parents and 
hence, generate public pressure on schools and governments to improve quality. Uwezo 
was modelled on the ASER initiative. Both collect data from households and communicate 
findings to parents and local leaders, hence contributing towards local networks of 
accountability. Uwezo, although an East African organisation, has support from donors 
including DFID and SIDA, whilst also being dependent on volunteers.  
 

Learning indicators and accountability 

Development goals are the manifestation at the global level of the need to measure 
progress. They represent an approach to international development that Unterhalter 
(2005:113) describes as seeking “a more rigorous definition of aims and clearer approaches 
to evaluating success.”‖ Targets are required to be specific, measurable, attainable, relevant 
and time-bound (SMART) (High-Level Panel, 2013) precisely so that they are auditable, so 
we can use them to evaluate how we are doing with development. Indicators may be used 
to harness finances and focus efforts of international and national actors on an 
internationally defined set of priorities and to re-prioritise between goals if progress 
towards some is unsatisfactory, as we have seen in recent years with the attention given to 
maternal health goal as it has become its targets will not be met. 
 
Within development literature, accountability is discussed in terms of placing constraints on 
the powerful, preventing abuses by political leaders (Newell & Bellour, 2002). When the 
current MDGs are described as a “framework of accountability” it is world leaders, who are 
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countries and around 70 languages. Gove, A. (2012) Think global, act local: how early grade reading 
assessments can improve learning for all. Compare: A Journal of Comparative and International Education, 
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supposed to be held to account for progress made towards goals. Incorporation of a 
learning target within an international development goal implies an expectation of some 
degree of comparability between countries. Comparability, albeit imperfect, is integral to 
auditing progress that can inform donor investments. A learning goal, therefore, 
presupposes comparability between learning outcomes at least in reading and mathematics 
and also, according to more ambitious post-2015 publications in skills for work (High-Level 
Panel, 2013), if technically viable2,  or problem-solving skills (Education for All Global 
Monitoring Report, 2013).  
 
In education, however, the discourses of accountability have a tendency to reverse polarity 
to from bottom-up to top-down as political leaders deflect the gaze from themselves to 
schools and teachers, often through deploying a “discourse of derision” in the popular 
media. Within research literature, teachers and education quality within low income 
countries becomes the subjects of a “deficit discourse”. An over-reliance on standardized 
measures of learning as an indicator of quality can generate “top-down discourse”, as 
Alexander (2008) points out, by concentrating attention on schools, classrooms and 
teachers whilst overlooking political, management and other actors. 
 

Political accountability is discussed as horizontal (state’s own mechanism holding state 
actors to account) or vertical (citizens holding state actors/institutions to account). The 
latest World Bank education strategy conceptualizes “an education system as a network of 
accountability relationships” (Ibid, p. 30). Within formal education, we see the ‘network of 
accountability’ looking more like parallel lines of horizontal accountability. So Uwezo share 
data they collect in a locality from parents and local leaders, so that they can hold teachers 
in their local schools to account for pupil learning. Uwezo as a civil society organisation 
(backed by international funding) then publishes the findings at the national level to take on 
debate with the government. (The government, however, is rather taken up with public 
uproar over abysmal end of secondary examinations). 
 
I have argued previously that a web of multidirectional accountability relationships, run 
vertically up and down the administrative hierarchies of an education system are essential 
to its functioning and to democracy within education systems (Barrett & Tikly, 2012). 
Accountability depends on information, how it is collected and communicated to whom. If 
you hold, as I have done (Barrett, 2011a) that maintaining the quality of education depends 
on open participative decision making then you have to be concerned with how decision-
making is informed. In other words issues of accountability and folded within democracy. 
However, experience with ‘school league tables’ or ‘rankings’ (Goldstein, 2004) and 
performance-related for teachers pay (Anagnostopoulos, 2007, Pittman, 2007) highlights 
the importance of inspecting how transparency is deployed within an education system. 
Measures of learning are arguably amongst the most widely recognised and politically 
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vocational, needed for work by x%” but indicate the vulnerability of this proposal by labelling it as one of the targets 
that “require further technical work to find appropriate indicators” (p. 30). High-Level Panel (2013) A New Global 
Partnership: Eradicate poverty and transform economies through sustainable development, The report of the High-
Level Panel of eminent personals on the post-2015 development agenda.(New York:  United Nations). 



incendiary of education quality and yet nonetheless partial (Goldstein, 2004, Alexander, 
2008) and vulnerable to political manipulation (Takayama, 2008, Lingard & Sellar, 2013).   
 
The Commonwealth Education Ministers’ proposal for using national learning assessments 
as indicators for an education goal brings into focus education systems and in particular, 
their systems of assessment, as the focus of development. Certainly it is understandable 
that Education Ministers should advocate a goal that recognizes the legitimacy of their own 
systems of assessment. On the other hand, their assessment systems and the curricula to 
which they are tied are likely to become the focus of international scrutiny with a resulting 
pressure for greater convergence and comparability across countries.  The focus on 
international monitoring of the kind we have seen in the EFA Global Monitoring Report 
would not be only be on learners’ performance in standardised tests but also the fitness-for-
purpose of learning benchmarks set within national curricula and national assessment 
systems. These indicators of the national-level business of running education systems are 
arguably more appropriate indicators of quality for monitoring at the international level 
(Alexander, 2008, Barrett, 2011b).  The Commonwealth Education Ministers proposed a two 
tiered structure of three principal education goals for access, quality and equity and six 
subsidiary goals. The subsidiary goal for learning outcomes in basic education sets out a 
holistic agenda for measuring learning outcomes in cognitive, affective and psychomotor 
domains at regular four points during students’ schooling career (Grade 3, 6, 9 and 12 
although the last is defined as post-basic), which may be beyond the capacity of a few 
governments, particularly of fragile or post-conflict states.  Introducing such a goal would 
place an onus on governments to develop their learning assessment systems whilst opening 
the door for donor investment and technical expertise to become involved in the process.  
The World Bank has been preparing the tools for benchmarking education systems through 
its Systems Approach for Better Education Results (SABER) project, within which student 
assessment is just one of thirteen aspects of education systems for which the Bank aims to 
establish ‘best practice’ (World Bank, 2013). In a similar move, the multinational commercial 
giant, Pearson plc, has commissioned the Economist’s Intelligence Unit to analyze school 
systems’ performance for a programme called ‘The Learning Curve’ to inform international 
benchmarking with a focus on education’s contribution to economic competitiveness 
(Economist Intelligence Unit, 2012).  

Conclusion 

Should a learning goal by ratified then which indicators are used for measuring learning will 
have implications for who defines what learning means and directions in which 
accountability acts. Should we pursue the LSEA option then political actors are more likely to 
gain control of teaching and learning as they deploy the objective findings of programmes to 
justify their own ideologically driven agenda. Given the degree of technical expertise 
designing these complex studies dependence on a small number of Western research 
institutions will increase, even as national-level capacity for collecting and analysing data 
expands.   
 
If on the other hand, if hybrid assessments are used then RTI can continue to expect some 
very lucrative contracts. Cognitive behaviourist theories of learning will gain influence whist 
socio-cultural theories will remain a luxury for institutions that take in children of wealthier 
families or in wealthier parts of the world. However there may also be an opportunity for 



more civil society organisations, such as Uwezo, to become involved and secure funding for 
household surveys of learning using locally adapted EGRA-type tools. If they can aggregate 
data at different levels they have the potential to insert themselves into debates at national 
and sub-national levels and increase their political influence. Given their local credentials, 
the fact that they have local champions, who can communicate and interpret findings for 
national media and local level actors, they have the potential to strengthen accountability in 
education systems. They can aggregate and disaggregate data in different ways to highlight 
inequalities between geographic regions and different groups of learners. On the other 
hand, as they only collect data on the individuals learning ability and not on system level 
indicators, they can be used to deflect attention away from national level actors onto the 
work of teachers and schools and offer very limited insight in the national level causes of 
poor quality education. 
 
Using national measures of learning, including national examinations may focus efforts on 
improving the quality of these with resulting system level improvements in at least some 
educational processes. This is likely to generate convergence in national curricula and 
assessment systems with international bodies, such as the World Bank, seeking to influence 
the process. 
 
Finally, an analysis at the possibilities for indicators of learning goals reveals the interests 
vested in post-2015 learning debate.  A more complex development goal in place, will 
almost certainly generate more work for experts, particularly those associated with a small 
number of recognized research institutions. We can also see actors such as the Brookings 
Institute, OECD through PISA, and Pearson plc positioning themselves alongside the more 
established multilateral organisations and UN organisations, including the World Bank, as 
part of global governance structure for education. 
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