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Preface

The primary goal of the ILO is to contribute, wittember States, to achieve full and
productive employment and decent work for all, inithg women and young people, a goal
embedded in the ILO Declaration 2008 ®Bacial Justice for a Fair Globalizatighand
which has now been widely adopted by the intermaticommunity.

In order to support member States and the socréhgra to reach the goal, the ILO
pursues a Decent Work Agenda which comprises faterrelated areas: Respect for
fundamental worker’s rights and international labstandards, employment promotion,
social protection and social dialogue. Explanatiohthis integrated approach and related
challenges are contained in a number of key doctsnanthose explaining and elaborating
the concept of decent wofkn the Employment Policy Convention, 1964 (No. Y12thd in
the Global Employment Agenda.

The Global Employment Agenda was developed by th® through tripartite
consensus of its Governing Body's Employment andigbd?olicy Committee. Since its
adoption in 2003 it has been further articulated amade more operational and today it
constitutes the basic framework through which th® pursues the objective of placing
employment at the centre of economic and sociatipst

The Employment Sector is fully engaged in the impatation of the Global
Employment Agenda, and is doing so through a lasg@e of technical support and
capacity building activities, advisory services gulicy research. As part of its research
and publications programme, the Employment Sectomptes knowledge-generation
around key policy issues and topics conforming e tore elements of the Global
Employment Agenda and the Decent Work Agenda. Téwtad8s publications consist of
books, monographs, working papers, employment tepmd policy briefé.

The Employment Working Papeseries is designed to disseminate the main firsding
of research initiatives undertaken by the varioepadtments and programmes of the
Sector. The working papers are intended to enceueaxghange of ideas and to stimulate
debate. The views expressed are the responsibflitie author(s) and do not necessarily
represent those of the ILO.

José Manuel Salazar-Xirinachs
Executive Director
Employment Sector

! See http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/dgmithload/dg_announce_en.pdf

2 See the successive Reports of the Director-Gemethk International Labour Conferen@ecent
work (1999);Reducing the decent work deficit: A global challe@001); Working out of poverty
(2003).

®See http://www.ilo.org/gea. And in particuldmplementing the Global Employment Agenda:
Employment strategies in support of decent worksitn” documentILO, 2006.

* See http://www.ilo.org/employment.






Foreword

According to an ILO survey, some 70 countries arghie process of developing or
implementing some kind of qualifications framewo#kframework is intended to improve
understanding of qualifications (degrees, certiisa or recognition of experiential-based
learning) in terms of the information they conveyan employer about prospective workers’
competencies. Frameworks are also intended to iexplaw qualifications relate to each
other and thus can be combined to build pathwaykinviand across occupations and
education and training sectors. Many countriestigiag to improve the relevance, quality
and flexibility of their education and training $sms, and many of them are looking to
gualification frameworks as a tool for bringing abohis reform. Development of national
qualification frameworks (NQFs) are also motivateg the emergence of regional
frameworks, such as in Europe or in the Caribbednch aim to help employers and
institutions of higher education recognize the wegl@incy of qualifications earned in
different countries. With these goals in mind, ttevelopment of NQFs has been widely
supported by multilateral and bilateral agencies.

However, very little has been documented abouteffectiveness of NQFs in bringing
about change in skills development systems or atheirt actual use by employers, workers,
and training providers. In 2009, the ILO’s SkillsdaEmployability Department launched its
Qualifications Framework Research Project to sthedyimpact and implementation of NQFs
in developing countries to help fill this knowledgap and to be able to provide more
evidence-based advice to member States.

The research programme, comprising some 17 cowatsg studies and a review of
academic literature on the NQFs, provides an iat@nal comparison of the design and
purpose of NQFs in developing countries and an eogpianalysis of their use and impact
based on the experience of those involved in thesign and use. The study aims to
understand to what extent establishing an NQF isffective strategy for achieving a
country’s desired policy objectives, what approacteequalifications frameworks and their
implementation are most appropriate in which catstexd for which purposes, what level of
resources (human and other) and what complimemtaligies might be required to achieve
the policy objectives associated with them, andtwhight be a realistic assessment of the
likely outcomes.

This working paper comprises two discussion documérat were prepared to guide the
development of the research. The first chapterwréisen by Michael Young and Stephanie
Allais, and the second by David Raffe. Togethee ttvo papers address some of the
fundamental conceptual issues involved in researchlQFs and broaden the debate about
their role in skills systems. The aim is to coniti to the development of a theoretical
framework for the rigorous analysis of this inciagly important policy area. A companion
working paper, ILO Employment Working Paper No. 4%arning from the first
gualifications frameworkgAllais et al. 2009), compares the experiencavef €arly pioneers
of qualifications frameworks (Australia; Englandyithern Ireland and Wales; New Zealand;
Scotland; and South Africa). A full analysis of thew case studies and the policy lessons
derived from them is forthcoming in 2010.

As a Research Associate in the Skills and EmpldgsatDepartment, Dr. Stephanie
Allais (now postdoctoral fellow at the University Bdinburgh) has led the development of
the research and overseen the country studiesed3mfMichael Young (Emeritus Professor
at the Institute of Education, University of Londdms served as senior research advisor
with assistance from Professor David Raffe (Prafes$ Sociology of Education, University
of Edinburgh). The research programme has beenedagut in cooperation with the
European Training Foundation. | would also likethank Jo-Ann Bakker for preparing the
manuscript for publication.

Christine Evans-Klock
Director
Skills and Employability Department






Abbreviations
APEL accreditation of experiential learning

CEDEFOP  European Centre for the Development of Waal Training

EQF European Qualifications Framework

ET Education and training

ETF European Training Foundation

FETAC Further Education and Training Awards Council
HE higher education

HETAC Higher Education and Training Awards Council

NFQ Irish National Framework of Qualifications
NQAI National Qualifications Authority of Ireland
NQF National Qualifications Frameworks

NVQ National Vocational Qualifications

RPL recognition of prior learning

SAQA South African Qualifications Authority

SCOTCAT Scottish Credit Accumulation and Transfdresne

SCQF Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework
SQA Scottish Qualifications Authority

SVQ Scottish Vocational Qualifications

VET vocational education and training
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Introduction - Michael Young, Stephanie Allais
and David Raffe

Many countries—over 70 at the last count—are in@dlin qualifications frameworks
in some ways. What is involved in changing a qigation system which is closely linked
to institution-based teaching and learning prograsito a qualification framework which
typically expresses qualifications in terms of téag outcomes that are not tied to any
specific learning processes or programmes? Cairifigadbns frameworks drive reform?
Can learning outcomes or competency statementseetisat education systems meet the
requirements of the economy? What is at stake frodncing an outcomes-based or
competency-based qualifications framework? Whathinife losses and gains be? Can
qualifications frameworks support changes in ecaesnand education systems, and
improve the linkages between the two?

There is little conceptual analysis of what thisckbf reform means for education and
training, and little empirical research about hawcessful it has been. The two chapters of
this working paper make a contribution to fillinget first gap. A partner working paper
(No. 45),“Learning from the first qualifications frameworkgAllais et al. 2009), makes a
contribution to filling the second gap. It examinbke evidence from the ‘early starter’
countries (Australia, England, New Zealand, Scatland South Africa), as much of what
is known about national qualification frameworksQRs) derives from these experiences.
Other publications of the ILO's international NQ&search will make a contribution to
addressing both sets of issues.

Both chapters of this working paper - albeit in sorhat different ways - emphasize
that qualifications are not separate factors diterindependently of the other ways in
which education systems and economies are linkets hot surprising therefore, that
introducing NQFs has had unintended (and often locomee) consequences as well as
leading to some of the changes that were intended.

Research on NQFs has proved a far from easy tagdketl we have not always been
clear about the questions that need to be askew. Wbrking paper, therefore, was
distributed by the ILO as a contribution to helpmgearchers think about such questions.
The Project as a whole aims to provide an improged more reliable empirical and
conceptual basis for future research and police tWo chapters of this working paper take
somewhat different perspectives on the concepgsles raised by research on NQFs.
However, they can be seen as complementary. Weretilirn to their differences and
similarities at the end of this introduction.

Chapter 1: Qualifications and the ‘shift to outcome s’

The first chapter takes a step back from qualificet frameworks, and looks at
qualifications — how they operate in society, htweyt are seen by policy reformers, and
how they are currently being reformed or rethoughhany countries. It focuses on a key
issue in the current reforms of qualifications, ame& central to the introduction of NQFs.
This issue is the shift from qualifications thaé arimarily identified with the institutions
which provide the programmes that lead to themgualifications that are expressed as
written statements of learning outcomes. (It iscadirse, the balance between ‘inputs’ and
‘outcomes’ that is at stake - not whether one pagng the other. As ‘proxies’ for what
someone knows and/or ‘can do’, all qualificatiomgalve outcomes, at least implicitly.)

The ‘shift to outcomes’ (CEDEFOP 2008) is widelkkaowledged and represents a
real change in how qualifications are thought abliis nowhere more clearly expressed
than in many of the new NQFs. The idea of a fram&wb qualification ‘outcomes’ that is



not tied to any specific learning and teaching prognes is new. It can be traced back
about 25 years, as ILO Employment Working Paper4%o(Allais et al., 2009) indicates.
Chapter 1 suggests that one useful way of thinkibgut this change is in terms of two
models or 'ideal types' of qualification systems wefer to the two ideal types as
‘institution-based’ and ‘outcome-based’. It is vamyportant to stress that these models are
not descriptions of actual qualification systemsgr are they ‘ideals’ of what all
gualification systems should aim to be like. Thegnitify tendenciegleveloping over time
and to a different extent in different parts of therld. They are tools which enable us to
examine the possible implications of current chareyed to compare and contrast different
systems. The chapter goes on to locate the emexrgentsupport for the ‘outcomes-based’
model in certain broad economic and political clentihat have taken place over the same
period. In particular, it links the emphasis onttmmes’ with the increasing concern of
governments to gain more control over public exjgenel and, more specifically, the
direction of education and training policy, at eme time as increasing ‘efficiency’ and
the role of the market in educational provision.

The rest of the chapter considers the possibleecpesices of this ‘shift to outcomes’
by focusing on several of the issues that this gbajives rise to. These are:

0] the extent to which qualifications can be drivereducational reform;

(ii) the role of institutions in acquiring the skills calknowledge which lead to
qualifications, and the relationship of institutsoi® qualifications;

(i) the interpretation of learning outcomes; and

(iv) the basis on which qualifications are trusted, Hmthkey stakeholders such as
employers and learners, and in society generally.

In terms of the first issue, Chapter 1 exploresféut that qualifications, expressed in
the form of outcomes-based frameworks, are inanghsused by governments as drivers
of reform. The chapter argues that this can leadnkrs (and providing institutions) to
focus on qualifications themselves rather than skils and knowledge which they
represent and that, in contradiction to the expiects of policy-makers, this is likely to
weaken the role of qualifications in promoting eayability. Qualifications, the chapter
argues, and necessarily NQFs as well, are proriew/iat people ‘know and can do’ and
therefore are better seen as mediators of diffepamts of the education system and
between education and employment than as drivezdwtational reform.

On the second issue, Chapter 1 argues that thaatich made between institution-
based and outcomes-based qualifications raisesiguesbout the nature of learning, the
relationship between inputs to learning and outcnaed how knowledge and skills are
acquired. In emphasizing outcomes and looseninglittke between qualifications and
institutions, policy-makers claim to be ‘giving difiaations back to users’, whether
employers or learners. The chapter suggests thsiep too far, this policy can weaken the
role of institutions and work against the statedilgoof qualification frameworks by
reducing the kinds of knowledge and skills to whibk majority of learners have access.
The chapter argues for a re-assertion of the eiduedtrole of institutions (not only
schools, colleges, and universities, but workplaassinstitutions where teaching and
learning take place), especially in countries whieiitutions are historically weak or
available to only a few.

A further theme of the chapter is the role of weritt‘learning outcomes’ (or
competency statements) in defining qualificationd ¢he extent to which they provide a
basis on which qualifications can be trusted. Thapter points to two problems with the
concept of ‘learning outcomes’. One is that thent@self is interpreted in widely different
ways and therefore gives rise to problems of guaeamg quality (this is particularly true in



the case of regional frameworks that include coesitvith very different educational

histories). The second is that when the attempiagle to achieve precision in the
specification of learning outcomes (or competencs)n the case of National Vocational
Qualifications (NVQs) in England, definitions oftoames become narrow and ultimately
trivial.

This leads to the fourth and final theme of theptlie—trust. Trust is a crucial issue
for any qualification system. Trust in traditiorplalifications was located in institutions—
initially in craft guilds and professional assomat and later in schools and colleges
(sometimes supported by separate Qualification Aimgr Bodies), and universities.
Outcomes-based approaches to qualifications segisptace this trust in ‘institutions’ and
to assume that either it is no longer necessauffomes can be defined precisely enough
to be self evident) or that people will come tostrioutcomes’. The chapter argues that as
outcomes themselves are a form of ‘proxy’ for wimestople know or can do, the
institutional basis of trust is inescapable and #tdeast implicitly people will continue to
rely on institutions.

Chapter 2: Understanding NQFs as dynamic entities

One of the hazards of a ‘pure’ learning-outcomgw@gch is that it may lead policy-
makers to see the introduction of an NQF as a ypueslhnical exercise. The critique in
Chapter 1 draws attention to the social and palitdtimensions of the process and its
epistemological assumptions. The second chapthisofvorking paper develops this theme
by focusing on the issue of implementation. Intmidg an NQF is not a simple matter of
designing and installing a piece of policy machynéris a much more organic process of
continuing interaction between the framework, tHacation and training system in which
it is introduced, and their economic and socialteri The chapter asks how we can make
sense of this essentially dynamic character of NQFslraws more explicitly on the
experience of the ‘early starter’ countries (disagsin more detail in ILO Employment
Working Paper No. 45 (Allais et al. 2009) and suwggesome of the lessons that can be
learned from their experience.

Policy borrowing and policy learning

It starts by making a crucial point often neglect®d policy-makers who design
NQFs: NQFs vary and change over time and there isne ‘best’ model for all countries
and for all circumstances. All countries have tgibavith an analysis of the strengths and
weaknesses of their existing systems of educatiandltraining and the role of existing
qualifications, and make a realistic assessmemthait they hope different types of NQFs
might achieve. In suggesting how ‘new starter’ ¢aes could take advantage of the
experience of early starters, the chapter drawstaction between ‘policy borrowing’ and
‘policy learning’. ‘Policy borrowing’ refers to theendency to take other countries’ NQFs
as ‘off-the-peg models’ and apply them. It is thei¢al approach of most countries lacking
their own expertise and is all too frequently aédpby consultants from the ‘early starter’
countries. The problems that ‘policy borrowing’ hed to in the ‘early starter’ frameworks
are explored in more detail in several of the chegpof ILO Employment Working Paper
No. 45 (Allais et al. 2009), and is also consideretthe final project report.

‘Policy learning’ refers to an approach to implenagion that begins not with an
‘ideal’ model of an NQF, but with an analysis ofetlsituation facing the country in
question, prior to deciding what type of NQF andawvapproach to implementation might
be appropriate. It is important to stress how muobre difficult a ‘policy learning’
approach is likely to be, both politically (it takdar longer and is unlikely to produce
immediate results) and intellectually, it requireach more thought and research. On the
other hand as the experience of a country like ISéditica illustrates (see the chapter on



South Africa in Allais et al. 2009, ‘new starterountries which start with ‘policy
borrowing’ tend to be forced back to some formpdlicy learning’ in the end, only after
many delays and reviews and much wasted efforhaomky.

A typology of NQFs

The second theme of the chapter is to develop@dgp of different forms of NQF in
terms of their purposes, structures and implemientatrategies. The idea of a typology of
NQFs is important conceptually as it enables rebesis to explore the links between a
general model of NQF structure and developmentthadase of their particular country.
The typology is also important because it enabtégymakers to move beyond what the
American sociologist C. Wright Mills, described §gersonal troubles’ (“why is my
country having so many difficulties in implementiitg NQF?”) and see such problems as
‘public issues’ that are common to all NQFs, anerdfore explicable even if not
immediately soluble. A good example is how pold#tits often expect policy-makers to
introduce an NQF as an immediate change when alirtternational experience suggests
that the reform of qualifications can only be danerementally and when many other
policies are also in place.

A normative model for implementing an NQF

The last sections of the chapter shift from a caapae analysis of different NQFs’
orientations to change to an exploration of theammon features. Drawing on the
experience of Ireland, Scotland, South Africa, atlier early frameworks, it proposes a
general model of change. It tentatively calls thiormative model’ because it appears to
describe conditions for the successful implememtagind impact of an NQF. However its
value is not so much that it claims to be a genéedry of NQF development, but that it is
‘testable’ in countries in quite different situat®than those from which it originated. We
hope to later produce an improved version of thdeh (or, if necessary, a range of
alternative models).

Common goals, different perspectives

The two chapters share the aims of the Projectrealyze reliable evidence and
analysis as a basis for advising countries involtesbme stage of introducing an NQF and
supporting them in realizing their wider educatioaad economic goals. However, they
approach this goal differently. It may thereforeuseful to readers of this working paper if
we conclude this introduction by summarizing th&fedénces between the perspectives
adopted in the two chapters.

Both chapters are critical of ‘technicist’ approastexemplified by a pure learning-
outcomes approach. Both argue strongly that tledattion of an NQF has to be seen as a
political and social process which is inseparabtenf education and training institutions
and from the wider social and economic context.yTdiéer in how they see this process.
Chapter 1 emphasizes the epistemological assunsptiale by an emphasis on the role of
learning outcomes; Chapter 2 emphasizes intersslutéon and the institutional and social
processes of change. These are differences of eispbat they both are important.

Thus, Chapter 1 argues that the shift from a doatibn system embedded in
educational institutions to a framework in whichalijications are expressed in terms of
written outcomes raises issues concerning eduetmmrposes and how they are achieved.
It suggests that the current shift to outcomes-ddsmneworks indicates a change in the
primary purpose or emphasis of qualifications—from pravigdguarantees of educational
standards to facilitating the comparability of dfiedtions and stimulating a market for



learning. It thus raises a question of priorities:what contexts do comparability and
flexibility need greater emphasis than guaranteéang improving) standards?

In contrast, Chapter 2 sees the role of learnirtgarnes in NQFs as less constraining
(or at least potentially so if countries adopt agonatic approach which recognizes their
limitations). Like Chapter 1, it acknowledges thestitutional, social and political
preconditions for the trust, shared understandiagd other features of a successful
qualifications system. It asks what kinds of chamgecess are likely to maintain or
develop such preconditions, and suggests that dup point) an incremental, organic,
iterative and reasonably consensual approach tegehia necessary.

We shall continue to debate these different appwesmdo qualification frameworks.
We offer them and the analyses that follow as driturtion not only to the ILO Project but
to the wider global debate about NQFs and the& imkducation and training reform.

Chapter 1: Conceptualizing the role of
qualifications in education reform
- Michael Young and Stephanie Allais

Introduction

This paper tries to take a step back from the diEons and debates about
qualifications frameworksper se¢ and to think more broadly about the role of
“qualifications” in educational reform. It was written to contriéuo the development of a
conceptual framework for analyzing the reform oflifications internationally. This is
important if researchers want to go beyond much ltha been written about qualification
frameworks up to now, which consists largely ofalggions and rhetorical claims about
what gqualification frameworks can achieve. We aimtévelop insights into qualifications
frameworks as policy mechanisms—the different typlest have been designed and
implemented in different countries, the likelihootl their achieving their goals, and the
experiences of those involved in their design amglémentation. This paper tries to
provide a starting point for developing an analyaisl interpretation of the case studies
which will be conducted as part of the ILO research

A growing number of countries are introducing dfilditions frameworkswith:
= a common definition of qualifications in terms aftoomes that are treated as independent

of the ways of achieving them;

»= aset of common level descriptors (usually 8-1Zf@meworks which include all levels of
qualification) which apply across occupational &ndwledge fields; and

= an inclusive set of (usually 12-15) occupational/anknowledge fields.

A number of educational and wider social and praitigoals are associated with the
introduction of qualifications frameworks. Howevéne possible consequences of moving
from the qualification systems that have emergetiohically and often in largelgd hoc

®> The term “qualifications framework” here includgmartial” qualification frameworks designed to
include only vocational or higher education quadfions, as well as international and “meta”
frameworks such as the EQF.



ways, to qualification frameworks and the outcornased (or competency-based)
approaches that usually are part of qualificativameworks, have been assumed rather
than proven or made explicit. Furthermore, in B# growing literature on qualification
frameworks and their implementation, little attentihas been given to the underlying
nature of the change for the different groups imedi—the state, employers, educational
providers, and learners. Since the 1970s and ttheemial studies by Dore (1976) and
Collins (1979) there has been little systematieaesh into the role of qualifications in
education systems, and how it may be changingh€&urtore, little is known about the
possible consequences of basing the design of figagibns on ‘written outcome
statements’ that are independent of the learnitigways leading to them.

The aims of this paper therefore are to:

= Jlocate the reform ajualificationsin its broader social and institutional context;

= propose a way of conceptualizing the change froatifization systems as they have
emerged historically to qualifications framework&lautcomes-based qualifications; and

= explore the tensions involved in the different gaakt the introduction of an (N)QF wiill
achieve.

Qualifications reform in context

The global spread of qualification frameworks id aa isolated phenomenon. It is
closely linked to changes associated with globtimain which national economies are
becoming more interdependent than ever before lamadnigration of labour is increasing,
at the same time as national governments are isiaglg attempting to control and
regulate migration of labour. ‘Globalization’ istarm used to describe economic and
political trends over the past thirty years, therigut during which qualifications
frameworks have emerged. The term refers to theetay for national economies to be
increasingly interconnected, and for national gowegnts to have less control over them. It
has been associated with another concept muchhysedcial scientists: ‘neo-liberalism’.
Neo-liberalism is the idea that the market is thstipossible way of distributing goods and
services internationally, and that the market sthabérefore be intensified and expanded
for the distribution of all goods and services ¢2002).

Over the past 30 years, governments have incréggingmoted policies that increase
the role of the market (Harvey 2000; Bond 2005; Baoihand Lévy 2005). The role of the
state has been seen as best confined to reguéattbimproving information flows, as well
as to contracting the private sector to providemsal services where markets fail to do so
(Palley 2005). An emphasis in public sector refonas been the disaggregation of
government agencies into smaller units that arstdated as cost centres and expected to
compete with one another or with private institniocontracted by the state in similar
arrangements (Phillips 1998). Performance statesramet posited as a mechanism that will
stimulate the growth of new service providers, &l &s enabling the state to evaluate the
quality of provision (Phillips 1998; Pollitt 1998).

These global trends have given rise to a whole approach to educational policy.
Specific policy initiatives range from Quality Asamce systems and the use of targets and
League Tables (as in England), to the growing paniyl of competency-based training
(CBT) among policy-makers reforming vocational eatign and training systems, to what



CEDEFOP has referred to in a recent report as ‘the shifearning outcomes’ (CEDEFOP
2008) that is expressed in, among other ways, itiexgence of NQFs. These developments
had different origins and purposes in differentrtaes. Sometimes, as in England under
Margaret Thatcher's Government, they were exphlitiempts to open up public sector
institutions ‘to the market’ as well as making themre accountable to the government. In
other cases, they were more concerned with codrdmand coherence or in trying to
force institutions to widen participation. Despitediversity of original motivations, it is
important to bear in mind what these reforms haveadmmon. A common thread through
all of them, which will be explored later, is thiey all seek to limit the autonomy of
providing institutions such as colleges and unitiess and make them more efficient and
effective by having to compete with each other. rhzey outcomes or competency
statements have come to prominence as a policyirtdbis context. They have been seen
by policy formulators as a way of driving the regui change by playing the role of
performance statements in contractual arrangenfi@nesiucational provision. It is claimed
by advocates that once qualification outcomes amed’ from the institutions through
which the outcomes are achieved, education systesis become more flexible,
qualifications will become more portable and traarept, and recognition and accreditation
can be given to informal- and work-based learnifyg.a consequence, institution-based
learning comes to be seen as merely one of mang wfdyecoming qualified.

Thus, governments have increasingly attempted ¢oquslifications as instruments
for the reform of education and training, believihgt a qualification framework will raise
the number and quality of qualifying learners, tiglo, among other things, encouraging
and facilitating ‘lifelong learning’, recognizing&rning gained through experience, and
improving linkages between education institutiond &bour markets. The introduction of
qualifications frameworks can be seen as a respmna€crisis of legitimacy’ of existing
qualification systems. It is a reform strategy caned to increase the flexibility and
portability of qualifications and, indirectly, targgmote economic competitiveness, social
inclusion, and educational opportunities.

We argue that what is at stake is the role of etituta institutions in the education
and training of the next generation, the balandevéen education institution-based and
informal (in some cases work-based) learning, &edatays in which trust in qualifications
is established and maintained. In developing caemiwvith limited resources and few and
often weak education institutions, the idea of attomes-based framework for accrediting
all learning appears especially attractive and ¢heices are particularly acute. Under
pressure from donors and international organizatitimese countries are easily persuaded
to develop outcomes-based frameworks, and by iedic to focus less on developing
educational institutions and providing professiamh@elopment for educators. However, in
so far as there is any evidence to support thenslanade for such frameworks, they rest on
the experience of countries with well-developedtiinBon-based pathways. It is this
dilemma that the ILO NQF research project seelketp developing countries to face. This
paper has a more limited focus. It seeks not ta@rites the emerging pattern of NQFs
across the world but to get behind the debate aHddterent types of NQF and ask
guestions about: (i) what role qualifications playeducational reform; and (ii) how far
qualification outcomes, at least if they are torpote learning, are inescapably tied to the
educational institution-based processes througlelwpéeople acquire skills and knowledge
and become qualified. In questioning the ‘shifiotdcomes’ described by CEDEFOP and
the benefits it is claimed to offer to developirmuntries, it seeks to re-instate the crucial
and legitimate role of educational institutionschgols (and the government departments
which run them), colleges, and universities. Equathportant are the professional
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associations, trade unions and Chambers of Comiantkindustry—in the process of
gualification or ‘formation’ as the French expréss

Conceptualizing the shift from traditional qualific ation
systems to outcomes-based frameworks

We can identify two models (ddeal typed of how qualifications operate at the
user/provider interface. One is the traditionalilstitutional’ (Young 2007, Ch. 8) model
in which the professions and educational provithenge considerable autonomy and control
over qualifications. This was not the result of axplicit government intervention, but
rather, it was a consequence of changing econcanigéghe need for employees with new
skills and knowledge emerging over tifh&s qualifications expanded in Western Europe
in the 19th century, they tended to be rooted @nitistitutions which provided them, and
trust in them was very much linked to the confidetitat was placed in those educational
institutions. (At a secondary level, educationalstitutions' refers here not only to
individual institutions but also national departrtgenf education which organize or set
curricula and examinations.)

Dissatisfaction with the ‘institutional’ model ime& new economic circumstances of
the 1980s led to what we identify as the new ‘ootes’ model. From the perspective of
governments at the time, institution-based qualifans appeared to limit:

= the opportunity for employers to make qualificaioelate more closely to their needs;

= the opportunities for governments to intervene lamagy qualifications more in line with
their priorities;

= the range of occupational fields for which quadifions were available; and

= the range of choices open to learners in relatidhe pathways they had to follow to
become qualified, and what qualifications are a#d to them.

These criticisms of institution-based qualificagocan be summarized in the term
‘provider capture’ which became popular in the 198Raggatt and Williams 1999). The
idea was that because educational providers rétherusers controlled qualifications and
the routes to achieving them, providers had ‘caututhe market, thereby, it was argued,
creating inefficiencies, and preventing the enteapicnew players.

The ‘outcomes’ (and ‘competency’) model refers tospecific set of policy
interventions designed to take these criticisms @tcount which first appeared in the
1980s in New Zealand and the United Kingdom. Byirdied) qualifications in terms of
written outcomes alone, an attempt was made ta #éf balance of power away from
provider-defined qualifications and curricula (whigdn many instances incorporated
professional associations in various ways) towartisoader group of users—government,
employers, and learners. It is this shift that nsbedied in the introduction of outcome-
based qualification frameworks. Although qualifioas frameworks differ considerably in

" We use the term “model” or “ideal type” in the senintroduced by the German sociologist
Max Weber to capture the distinctiveness of rechiainges in the approach to qualifications. Ideal
types identify tendencies; they are not descrigtiohspecific systems or prescriptions stating how
qualifications should be.

8 In some cases, as in Germany, the State took @mcesmsingly powerful role from the beginning
in coordinating qualifications.



the ways in which outcomes or competency statenmaetsised (discussed further below),
most commentators suggest that it is almost implesso have a qualifications framework
that is not based on outcomes (although there@mater examples, such as the Australian
Framework as it was initially introduced). The iropaf this change can be particularly
acute for the educational providers, as was thentian of the reformer$instead of being
the dominant definers of qualifications, educatlomaoviders are required to see
themselves as ‘sellers’ of programmes leading talifigations. They are expected to
respond to, on the one hand, new government psliaied on the other hand, the expressed
needs of employers and learners. The logic of thésd is the emergence of a
‘qualifications market’ in which qualifications ingasingly take the form of commodities,
divorced from any direct relationship with eithbéetlearning programmes which lead to
them or the skills and knowledge for which they astproxies’. It should be noted that a
reform approach which is designed to challenge &titutal institutions and providers is
likely to have a dramatically different effect iountries where these institutions are weak
or non-existent.

The shift from an ‘institutional’ to an ‘outcomesiodel of qualifications represents a
change in the way in which qualifications make rolgifor a society’s trust. In the
‘institutional’ model, qualifications are knowledgdomain-based and embedded in
institutions. Trust is located in those with spésiaknowledge, the professional
associations, in the links between teachers andgtbeucers of specialist knowledge in
different domains, and in the institutions in whittte programmes of study leading to
qualifications are located. The model emerged & 1Bth century in what are now the
developed countries when occupations and knowlé&dlgks were either relatively static or
changing in only incremental ways. Qualificationsan ‘institutional’ model set limits on
the range of decisions open to learners once theyld which qualifications they want to
obtain. Furthermore, they assume that it is thestieg organization of knowledge as
expressed in the curricula of institutions and e txaminations set by professional
associations that define the distribution of accdbe requirements for entering a
programme, and the criteria for being recognizeduadified. In a relatively static society,
these constraints were taken as given and hardilyeio Trust in qualifications was able to
rely on tradition and experience - both made edsjerirtue of the fact that qualifications
were only obtained by a minority and hence were idingtly elitist phenomenon.
Challenges to this model arose in different coestiin different ways and for different
reasons. For example, in South Africa change wsscited with the end of apartheid; in
the United Kingdom, with responding to the riseyoluth unemployment; and in New
Zealand, with the loss of markets for their farnogquce and the crisis in the economic
competitiveness of their industries. More recenthese challenges have spread to
developing countries with relatively limited proidga of education and training, but facing
the common demands of global economic competi#oglobal consensus among policy-
makers, which Grubb and Lazerson (2006) refer th@sVocational Gospel’, has not only
stressed perceived failures of schools and uniiessiand emphasized the need for
reforming them with economic goals in mind, but bagphasized the economic importance
of non-formal, informal, and experiential learningnd accreditation of these with
outcomes-based qualifications as the key policyunsent.

° The rationales behind this shift vary widely. Eaxample, in the United Kingdom, it arose from the
neo-liberal policies of the Thatcher (and later Nesbour) Governments who hoped to promote
economic competitiveness by shifting power overlifjogations towards employers (Wolf 2002). In
contrast, in South Africa, the primary concern washift power to users (learners, trade uniond, an
so forth) from institutions seen as locked in dpeidt-based exclusion (Allais 2007).



This has led to a challenge to the traditional trigh the professions based in
educational institutions and other specialists éfingé what it is to be ‘qualified’. It also
arose in response to the inherent conservitimh educational institutions and their
tendency to limit access to new learners and tstrédse development of qualifications
across domain boundaries. The alternative which dmsrged is the ‘outcomes-based’
model in which qualifications are specified in terof ‘outcomes’ or ‘competencies’ that
impose no constraints on how or where learnersrbeaualified and lay down no rules for
appropriate content, and only the criteria spetiffrough the outcomes must be met. The
outcomes-model approach is designed to shift pawexry from educational institutions
and domain specialists by relying on generic outegtatements or criteria to define what a
gualification is (usually in terms of various types competence or capability) and the
levels at which a qualification may be achievede Tdtter criteria, known in qualifications
framework documentation as ‘level descriptors’ kraognitive and social abilities across
knowledge disciplines and occupational fields. Thhe outcomes-based (or competency-
based) approach subordinates specialized knowledigent and the differences between
domains to generic criteria. It ‘dis-embeds’ quaedifions from institutions, which are then
expected to ‘market’ their learning programmes ¢arhers as competing routes to
achieving qualifications. It also claims to provid@portunities for learners to obtain
qualifications by submitting their experience fogsassment (APEL) without having
participated in any formal course of study.

However, as mentioned above, although many cousntdee shifting towards
outcomes-based qualifications frameworks (CEDEFO®8}, the concept of a ‘learning
outcome’ is extremely genetaland can be interpreted in many different ways.s€he
differences in the use of the idea of outcomesnaait illustrated by the contrast between
Germany and the United Kingdom. In the former, ootes are defined in relation to
‘occupational competence’ and qualifications neaelgsinvolve ‘inputs’. In contrast, in
the United Kingdom (in the case of NVQs) and in tleeintries influenced by the United
Kingdom, outcomes or competencies are understoaih mmore narrowly in terms of work
tasks. This difference not only raises problemstd#rnational comparability but has very
different implications for the organization of edtional programmes and the role of off-
the-job learning. The broader notion of occupati@menpetence that is found in countries
following the German tradition retains the impodarof trust in specialist occupational
communities, and because progression is integr#hgoidea of an occupation, gives an
explicit role to educational institutions in thestgn of off-the-job learning (Brockmann,
Clarke, and Winch 2008a).

It is not surprising, therefore, that not all NQFse the concept of ‘outcomes’ in the
same way. In some countries, a ‘pure’ outcomes hnwodg be adopted and qualifications
are defined quite independently of their links toy apecific inputs or institutions. The
South African NQF was originally designed in thiay(Allais 2007). Others, such as the
Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework (SC@#y use the idea of outcomes but
adopt an approach to qualifications that has momimmon with the ‘institutional’ model,
albeit with more flexibility of choice available learners. In other words, the fact that a

191t is important to be clear that conservatism bawe two very different meanings with reference
to educational institutions. It can refer to an edininherent feature of all educational institusion
that ‘transmit knowledge’ from one generation tmther. It can also refer to the tendency for
institutions like schools and colleges to presdhe advantages and privileges of particular social
groups. (Young 2009)

! CEDEFOP (2008) define learning outcomes as ‘“testants of what a learner knows,
understands, and is able to do after completidaarhing”.
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country states that it is using learning outcomasschot necessarily mean it is completely
dis-embedding qualifications from institutions, completely subordinating differences
between knowledge domains to generic outcome sgatismA qualifications framework
may use outcomes as one feature of its desigmdiwts the driving mechanism.

So, on the one hand, there seems to be a glolfat®kards learning outcomes as an
approach for changing the ways in which qualifimasi operate, and on the other, there are
important differences in the ways in which outcorard competencies are understood and
used in different countries. What seems to be comtheyond the use of the same term) is
attempts to shift power away from educational tostns. What differs is the extent and
nature of this shift, the strength and nature sfitations in different countries, and how far
outcomes are treated as literally not dependerangnspecific learning programme, or as
merely a way of expressing the goals of such progres.

Implications of the shift to outcomes-based
gualifications frameworks

The introduction of qualifications frameworks ca@ tonceptualized in terms of the
shift from a model relying on domain-specific knedfje and programmes offered by
specific institutions to a criterion- or outcomesbd model. This raises a number of issues
that countries introducing qualifications framews#dee likely to face. Here we will discuss
the following:

= establishing the necessary trust in qualificatiopslifferent users;

= resolving the tensions between governments seeiinge qualifications as ‘drivers of
reform’; employers wanting to use them as ‘proxiag'ecruitment; learners using them to
progress in employment and education; and provigirgg them as guides to developing
their course programmes;

= the implications of the shift from basing qualificems on domain-specific to generic
criteria,;

= the extent to which outcomes-based qualificati@rslze used to promote both skill
development and equity and access; and

= the possibility that, for countries with weak edtimaal institutions, a policy designed in
wealthier countries to shift power away from thastitutions which are perceived as too
dominant may in fact further weaken education syste

All these issues will be expressed differently iffedent national contexts, and in
different models of qualifications frameworks. & one of the aims of this Project to
explore the extent to which countries adopt quaifons frameworks with different
combinations of the two approaches to qualificagjoand the implications of the
differences.

Qualifications and trust

Qualifications emerged in most countries with atstea tacit consensus concerning
what they were for. Defining qualifications throudéarning outcomes and creating
qualifications frameworks are explicit attemptshallenge this consensus and in particular
to challenge the powerful role of established tosbns—especially the educational
providers and professional associations. Howevke process of shifting trust to
qualifications and away from institutions may remadkiebasisfor the trust placed by users
in qualifications.

11



A qualification is always, in some sense, a praxywfhat a learner knows and can do.
By virtue of being a ‘currency’ which the holderanctake beyond the educational
institution where they acquired it and where teasla@d trainers have a good sense of what
it is that learners know and can do, a qualificgatis a token which mediates between
educational institutions, and between educatiamstltutions and the labour market. One of
the reasons why governments want to introduce owgdoased qualifications frameworks
is to overcome the lack of trust that they (and/thssume, employers and some learners)
have in the institutions providing the programmeading to qualifications. This lack of
trust is likely to be a particular problem in thase of those moving between countries,
when the institution in which the qualification abtained may not be known outside the
country. Another possibility is that trust in inations providing qualifications has broken
down within the country, as was the case in apartBeuth Africa.

In general, the more mobile people become bothinvdhd between nation states and
the more complex the society, the less people elgron face-to-face contacts and on their
familiarity with particular institutions as a badir trust. It follows that establishing an
alternative basis for trust becomes a crucial faictadhe credibility of new qualifications;
there is no substitute. Qualifications that are tnasted by key users will not be used or
will be bypassed, as we see from examples suchhasUnited Kingdom’'s NVQs.
Qualification frameworks present precisely-exprdsstatements of outcomes as an
alternative basis for trust—the claim is that beeathe qualification is outcomes-based, it
will provide a good description of what it is thhe bearer is qualified to do. This raises
two questions. The first is the extent to whichcoante statements that do not relate to
learning programmes can be trusted (or actuallynnaegthing on their own). The second
guestion is what will be the new basis of trusthi traditional sources of trust are seen by
governments as too powerful and distorting qualtfans away from the real needs of
modern economies. The literature refers, somewhapecifically, to ‘communities of
trust’ (Coles 2007) and ‘communities of practic€EEDEFOP 2008). However, with the
weakening of content requirements relating to dpekhnowledge fields and occupations
that is a consequence of the emphasis given tdewrdgutcomes, it is difficult to see on
what the new ‘communities of trust’ will be basé&diwrthermore, outcomes, in order to be
specific, are often become narrow and thereforetibaialize the learning that is assessed.
The experience of higher education systems thas hdwopted outcome-based frameworks,
such as Scotland (Gallagher 2006) suggests thar dtdms of institution-based trust
associated with leading universities persist. Itynim, therefore, that introducing a
gualification framework, while opening access tansowho were previously excluded,
could lead to a more divided system. Where qualitcms have an established basis of
trust—usually in the universities and selectiveosts, this is sustained and little attention
is given to outcomes. On the other hand, outcorassd qualifications that have no
established basis of trust will not be valued amat this could lead to new inequalities.
And, because outcome specifications are always tpérterpretation and do not provide
the transparency that is hoped for, new institjonsually government institutions,
become the new definers of what learners know, dmnand so on, after obtaining a
gualification, and new bureaucracies of qualityuassce emerge.

Qualifications as drivers of reform and as mediators

Qualifications emerged in society as mediatorst ihavhy they exist, as proxies or
short hands for what someone knows and can do. tHawm introducing outcome-based
gualification frameworks, governments invariably @et to use them to achieve a wider set
of social and political goals, such as improvedbelity (and relevance) as well as quantity
of education supplied in their country, to offerspibilities for certification based on non-
formal learning, and so on. Separating ‘outcomesp(ured in qualifications) from
‘inputs’, such as content, teaching, and variodgeiofispects of education institutions, is
supposed to be a mechanism for this. But, oncefmadibns have been separated from
educational institutions, the question must arisee—they then still able to mediate
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between educational institutions and the labourket®rHow can they do so, if they are
neither embedded in institutions nor originate frbram? If qualifications are to mediate
between educational institutions and the labouiketathey must have a relationship with
educational institutions. Most policy documents wbhautcomes-based qualifications
frameworks claim that they will improve the waysahich qualifications are understood in
the labour market, especially by employers. Iti$® &laimed that if employers are directly
involved in defining outcomes and therefore, wisateiarnt in the process of obtaining a
qualification, the qualifications will be more uskto them and more people will become
qualified. It is for these reasons that introducamgoutcomes-based framework, especially
for vocational qualifications, is seen by many goweents as an opportunity to increase the
role of employers and reduce the role of providdreducation and training. But, once the
role of providers of education and training hasnbeeduced, it is questionable whether
qualifications will then in fact mediate betweerrhand the labour market effectively. In
other words, trying to use outcomes-based quadtiifica as drivers of other educational and
economic goals may reduce the effectiveness ofifmagions in playing their necessary
role of mediating between education and the lalmarket—even though improving the
communication between education and employment rie of the stated goals of
qualifications frameworks.

Because outcomes-based qualifications do not tefehe activities of educational
institutions, it is more difficult for qualificatits to be mediators between institutions and
the world of work. In an outcomes-based framewthk, trust in qualifications is assumed
to reside in the specificity of the outcomes whitdim to define what learners know and
can do. But if outcomes are not linked to the @iy the holders have engaged in during a
course of study, they need to be extremely préaniskefining what they know and can do.
However, the pressure for greater specificity itebly leads to a narrowing of outcomes
and a trivialization of assessment—this is sometimeferred to as ‘ticking boxes’.
Furthermore, however explicitly learning outcomes ammpetencies are specified, a
qualification can only ever be a proxy; it can restemmarize all that the holder knows, all
that is required to undertake a task or to be dedeps a ‘qualified member of an
occupation; the issue of trust discussed earliethen paper and its basis remains. If a
qualification refers to the learning that has tagétein an institution the qualification is
more likely to act as a proxy for that learning drehce to mediate between the learning
that has taken place in that institution and thevkedge and skills needed in the world of
work. If the qualification is not embedded in thestitution, then the only evidence
available to employers or other users is the writearning outcomes in the qualification
document, which leads again to the problem of epeeification, and hence narrowing.

If outcomes or competencies are assumed to bedlittkéhe activities the holder has
engaged in during a course of study, what is theeddyain by providing descriptions of
outcomes independent of the learning programme#®#édgh much documentation about
qualifications frameworks claims that learning ames can provide a language of
‘translation’, across national borders, or betwedtie workplace and educational
institutions, what this means in practice is necl Universities in many countries are now
expected to state the outcomes that those awaneeddegrees have achieved. It is likely,
however, that it is not the outcome statementsdhbatantee the quality of the degree, but
the trust placed by the user in the university théihked to its wider status and reputation.

When qualifications are associated with instituiorstudents and trainees on
vocational and professional programmes are asseystn institution and make their own
links between what they are learning and what thaye to do at work. This may be
supplemented or strengthened by trade test sysitemshich professionals are more
involved, or compulsory work experience followed dy examination set by professional
bodies. Employers judge the holders of qualifiaation the basis of their past experience
of students, and teachers draw on their profeskierpertise and their knowledge of
employer needs in designing, teaching, and asgepsogrammes, as well as the strength
of their relationships with professional bodiesisltthese sets of processes to which we
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refer, with the idea that qualifications have a ratdg role. In the case of outcome-based
gualifications, it is far from clear how the outcesndo in practice mediate the activities of
employers, teachers and students and what actieath® outcomes themselves play. We
hope that in the course of the Project we willgghe evidence about these processes.

In institution-based approaches, qualifications iaied access to knowledge in
specialist domains via specialist teachers. Caemtand levels of education systems vary
according to which body (the providing institutions separate awarding bodies) has
responsibility for setting and marking the exaniiorag which lead to the qualifications. In
an outcomes-based framework where there are naccetilks between qualifications and
educational institutions, outcomes are supposdittassessed by an assessor in terms of
‘performance tasks’. However, such an approachnassuthat knowledge in specialist
domains can be inferred from the evidence of peréorce. Much of the criticism of
outcomes or competence-based models both by aceslemd employers has focused on
just this assumption. One possible consequenceidf approaches is that the ‘powerful
knowledge' that takes learners beyond their experience agdridespecific workplaces
and which therefore provides them with a basispfogression, will become less and less
important in obtaining a qualification. Unless tesue of ‘powerful knowledge’ and access
to it is addressed, it is likely that qualificatidrameworks will follow the path of the
United Kingdom NVQs and will not escape the crigqgthat they do little more than
provide low-level qualifications for those in jolagth minimum demands and at the same
time provide minimum opportunities for progressiofhis Project will attempt to
understand the extent to which this is happenindoaks likely to happen, in the various
countries introducing qualifications frameworks.

As discussed above, in using qualifications asruns¢nts of educational reform,
governments aim to improve their role as mediatyrsmaking more explicit what the
holder of a qualification knows and can do, anthatsame time to give more emphasis to
users rather than providers in defining what iduded in a qualification. In the particular
case of vocational qualifications, governments htpd by specifying qualifications in
terms of outcomes that express work tasks, empoyér find it easier to influence these
gualifications, develop a sense of ownership ofrtteess contributing to profitability, and
therefore raise the qualification levels of theitpdoyees.

The idea of using learning outcomes or competensidbat instead of employers
choosing from people who have qualifications fronramge of different educational
institutions and programmes, employers are expdotepecify to educational institutions
what outcomes their programmes should achieve. Menyé is one thing to make sure that
learning programmes take into account employerdsideis quite another to imagine that
these demands can be adequately expressed byhgpaticomes. Firstly, employers in any
industrial or service sector vary widely, in teraissize, of how their services or production
are organized, and in their demands for knowledgk skills. There is no one ‘employer
view’ of qualifications, even in a specific sect&econdly, while employers may be clear
about their immediate needs, it is unlikely thatytkwill have the knowledge to predict their
future needs, as the ILO 2008 has pointed out.dbesy and developing qualifications and
curricula cannot be based solely on the evidenaaioent employer needs; the latter will
inevitably be based on today’s workplaces. Qualifan design will involve specialists
making judgements that take account of a rangaatbfs including the likely development
of industries and services and the current needengployers as well as how the

12powerful knowledge’ (Young 2009) refers to knoudge that is the basis for reliable explanations
and exploring alternatives. It is expressed in eptwal rather than practical form and is frequently
but not necessarily, associated with science asfthtdogy.
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qualification provides the basis for learner praegien. Thirdly, when employers are asked
to express needs, they will necessarily have lorgiists, which in many instances are

beyond the capacity of educational institutionglétiver, and which take no consideration

of (and have no knowledge of) what it actually &ake get people to master the skills and
knowledge required in a particular occupation. Tdoes not imply that there should be no

engagement between industry and workplaces ontédand, and educational institutions

on the other. It does imply, though, that the farstgould not be seen as the sole drivers of
vocational education systems.

In addition, the strategy of getting employersdad the reform of education systems
through their involvement in setting learning outes raises other problems. Not all
employers want to be more involved. They eithereekpghe education system to provide
them with qualified people or in some cases they amtent to employ people without
qualifications. To increase employer involvementte level that is found, for example, in
the German dual system, is likely to require awiter set of changes than merely shifting
to qualifications expressed as ‘written outcomes’.

Governments also hope that by expressing qualificat as outcomes or
competencies, they will encourage more employeak those seeking employment to
obtain qualifications, especially because it idnaéd that using learning outcomes opens
up possibilities for credit accumulation and tramnséind the accreditation of experiential
learning. But there is little evidence that thesmds will be realized—particularly in
relation to the accreditation of prior learningt blso to transfer of learning credits between
qualifications. There are situations when accreditinformal learning for qualifications
may be important. It seems extremely unlikely, hesveespecially in poor countries, that
there will be the resources available to createais@ssment infrastructure that is necessary
if this is to become a reality. It is also questible whether such resources would not be
better spent in assisting people to access quaditication. What is more realistic is that
institutions are encouraged and assisted to devalopess’ courses which enable those
without prior accredited attainments to gain emtrigher-level programmes.

Of no less significance is that the more learnéentify with the possibility of
obtaining qualifications by credit accumulation arahsfer, the less they are likely to be
convinced of the value of sustained learning inagtigular domain. So if credit transfer
schemes did in fact work, it is possible that theuld lead to unforeseen and undesirable
consequences. For example, one possible conseqoiepleeing less emphasis on what are
sometimes referred to as ‘linear’ learning pathwiaythat alternative routes to qualification
via ‘credit transfer mayseemeasier and fewer learners will opt for the pathsvasich
provide the most likely basis for them to progreshigher levels. This could mean that in
the longer term, employers find themselves word$ethafn before with regard to finding
appropriately-qualified job applicants.

From knowledge domain-based to criteria-based
qualifications

Qualifications frameworks reflect a shift in theldrae from differences—between
domains, between vocational and academic qualificat and between types of learning (at
home, in the workplace, or in the school or coljetge similarities. This trend towards
generic criteria for all qualifications is oftenggented as fairer and supporting widening
participation and lifelong learning. Important tlyputhese goals are, it is important to raise
questions about how far the quality of learning banguaranteed without the stipulating
content that is specific to different occupatioeattors and without recognizing that the
learning opportunities in college are differentnfreand cannot be equated with those
offered by workplaces and vice versa. A crucialtdaanay be how, in a particular
education and training system, qualifications andicula are related. The experience of
some ‘early starter’ qualification frameworks sueh the NVQs in the United Kingdom
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(West 2004) suggests that outcomes-based quabifisatierived from a functional analysis
of workplace performance cannot be the basis ferivehg’ or ‘designing down’ curricula.

If this is recognized, then qualification outcon@m take on a more appropriate role as
broad guides to curricula which draw on specidimties of knowledge and how they are
best paced, selected and sequenced for studehtgliffiérent prior levels of attainment. If
on the other hand qualification outcomes are usedha primary basis for designing
curricula, the likelihood is that the qualificatewmwill deny students access to the ‘powerful
knowledge’ (Young 2009) that they need to progiegiucation or employment.

Even if outcome or competence statements are wiitidependently of any learning
programme that might lead to them, employers am@rotisers will still treat them as
‘proxies’ for the activities that they assume thelders will have undertaken in an
educational institution; that is the only objectbhasis they have for their confidence in the
gualifications. The logic of this argument is thitas better to make the role of institutions
in qualifications explicit rather than leaving inplicit as is done if qualifications are
defined independently of institutional inputs. F@rtmore, in giving institutions a bigger
role, users are accepting that the specializatideachers is real and that it gives them a
basis for making judgements that others are na position to make, in the design of
curricula and qualifications. Educational institus are not just sellers of their goods—in
their case, qualifications—in a market place.

Tensions in the goals of qualification reform

Most government statements about qualificationsnéwaorks identify two very
different types of goals as important—their role dapporting skill development and
economic competitiveness on the one hand and th&brin promoting equity, social
justice, and social inclusion on the other. A ldygenexamined assumption is that these
two goals are straightforwardly compatible. Thexers to be two possible reasons why this
assumption has been taken for granted and sodittenined. One is that as because both
sets of goals are widely supported, they must tagnable by similar means—in this case,
introducing a qualification framework. The othertigat, while there may be a tension
between the two sets of goals, they represent &lyvatcepted political compromise
between ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ under the banner of amell modernizing approach to
educational reform. To put it another way, while theft' are being ‘realistic’ about
accepting the importance of economic competitivenethe ‘Right’ are being
‘compassionate’ about the importance of sociaigastNevertheless, despite this apparent
compromise, if this Project is to help countries niake better decisions about their
-education and training reforms, it is worth prapthe possible tension between these two
sets of goals more deeply. Furthermore, even if ttepresent aspects of a common
political agenda that is widely accepted, they espnt very different interpretations of this
agenda with very different implications for theawh of education and training. Without
making these differences explicit, developing caest in particular, will not have the best
basis for avoiding the mistakes made by the ‘estidyters'such as the English NVQs and
New Zealand when they introduced qualification feavorks.

The issue, as the sociologist Johan Muller (20Qfintp out, is that qualifications
frameworks represent a kind of hybrid mix of twawelifferent ideas about how human
beings learn and how the idea of competence ispirgeed. One idea that emerged in the
child-centred educational policies of the 1960sdaurt be traced back to Rousseau, is that
all human beings are born with a common, univespaties competence that is realized in
highly-diverse performances which depend on theiljaend society into which we are
born. This idea is expressed in the learner-ceraisslimptions on which qualifications
frameworks are based and the equalizing of oppitiearand widening of participation that
some argue they will lead to. By being open toraljardless of previous educational
achievements and by including all levels of leagnfnom the lowest to the highest,
gualification frameworks assume that, at least rimgiple, anyone can reach any level
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unless constrained otherwise by circumstances. Boiounts for the popularity of
qualifications frameworks among adult educators thett endorsement of their role in the
accreditation of experiential learning (APEL), ahd recognition of prior learning (RPL).

However, gualifications frameworks became poputaa apecific time in history and
for specific reasons and therefore, not surprigitigeir origins and the opportunities they
claim to offer are less than universal. The goalsportability and flexibility of
qualifications, linked to the need for employeed #rose unemployed to be always open to
retraining (the economic aspect of lifelong leag)irare best seen not as universal
entittements, but as associated with post-Fordieas about the economic changes that
have been taking place in industrial societies.

These two sets of goals for qualification frameveot&nd to be based on different
pedagogic and curricular assumptions. The ‘psydiosd idea of competence implies that
all learners can reach their potential if they faeed from the constraints that inhibit their
‘natural’ capacity to learf? In this scenario, teachers are expected to playhdle but
emancipatory role as ‘facilitators’ and assessorthe® progress of learners up and across
the levels of the framework. A qualification framank therefore provides support for this
ideal of lifelong learners freed from the restrieticonstraints of institutions. In contrast, the
notion of competence associated with ‘post-Fordistbnomic developments calls for a
flexible learner always willing to take up new himg opportunities. Whereas the ‘learner-
centred’ goals emphasize participation and thekoi@an of barriers between teachers and
learners, the post-Fordist interpretation of outesthased frameworks point to the need for
elaborate and sophisticated ‘training packagesuport learners in acquiring skills and
progressing ‘from sweeper to engineer—a populagah in South Africa in the early
1990s. Both sets of assumptions make heavy, bt glifferent, pedagogic demands on
teachers and assume very different models of teamhecation. In poor countries where
resources are limited, these different demandsobngive rise to confusion. Furthermore,
in their respective priorities of freeing learnéosrealize their innate capabilities and in
encouraging them to acquire skills via ‘trainingkages’, both visions of competence play
down the extent to which progress to higher leeelshe framework presupposes access to
knowledge which is not made explicit in the framekibself.

One of the problems with frameworks based on ouésothat cuts across the claims
that they can promote social justice and highdieskiworkforces is that they present
themselves as ‘ladders of opportunity’ for learrter&limb’. However the very idea of an
‘outcome’ is retrospective. It points to the eviderof past achievements, not to whether
these achievements provide the basis for learrerpragress to a higher level. The
conditions for ‘climbing the ladder’ take us beyoodtcomes to the knowledge that a
learner can acquire in a programme of study. Beramgcomes-based qualifications
frameworks are presented as ‘ladders of opportutiitgre is a danger that they will lead to
neglect of the wider reforms needed to promote dppidies that the levels of a
qualifications framework can do no more than poemtExamples are the likelihood that
governments will provide funding for learners ta@ess education (a barrier to vocational
education in many countries), that employers wirg time-off for employed learners, and
that resources will be focused on building or siteaning institutions, to increase the
likelihood that they can enable learners to pragres

3 There is, of course, a long tradition of reseayoing back to the pioneering work of the Russian
cultural psychologist, Lev Vygotsky, which challesgthis ‘psychological’ approach to learning
which is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss.
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Conclusions

This paper sets out to offer a way of thinking &ltbe reform of qualifications and in
particular to provide a basis for analyzing theddtiction of outcomes-based qualification
frameworks. We have suggested that this changess deen in terms of the shift from
“institution-based” to “outcomes-based” models ofalfications and that this change is
likely to be of distinctly different significancen ideveloped and developing countries. In
this paper we have not explored this differencarig detail. It is, however, likely that the
problem of outcomes-based qualifications estaligshthe kind of trust that is needed if
they are to act as mediators between educatiowankdwill be more acute in developing
countries without an extensive tradition of indiiin-based programmes. The first
examples of the ‘outcomes’ model arose, initially Anglophone countries, as an
expression of neo-liberal educational policies amddissatisfaction with traditional
‘institution-based’ approaches to qualificationsheT governments concerned felt that
gualifications were too closely tied to the intése®f provider institutions and not
responsive enough to changing economic demandsmessed by employers or to the
needs of the wider constituency of learners; mahwltom were excluded. Developing
countries, however, are adopting outcomes-basedrapetency-based frameworks less in
dissatisfaction with existing systems, which in sooases are not well established, and
more in the hope that qualifications can drive ¢éx@ansion of their government-funded
education and training systems and open opporésrtiti the private sector. This means that
in developingcountries, governments are relying on a reforrtrimsent that the experience
of developectountries suggests it cannot carry.

Our two models highlight the emphasis in qualifimatframeworks that is placed on
‘written outcomes’ and that qualifications shouldt lbe dependent on any specific
institutions or learning pathways that may leadhtm. At the same time, we have argued
that our two models should be seen as ideal typlesti$, as tendencies in the recent
development of qualifications—not, as so often liwe titerature, as ‘one size fits all’
prescriptions for how qualifications should be deped based on the largely unquestioned
assumption that they will lead to particular godsr should they be seen as descriptions
of existing qualifications systems or frameworksligies or practices in different countries
are likely to emphasize aspects of each modelftereint degrees.

There are two themes of this paper which it is irfgd to make explicit. The first is
the emphasis that we have given to the role of epep (and by implication, although we
have not dealt with them here, trade unions whiely mell have very different interests to
employers and governments). This reflects the theat many NQFs have begun as
frameworks forvocational qualifications and also that economic rather thacial goals
have been paramount for most countries introdubi@gs, and furthermore many of the
rationales for expressing qualifications in ternfs“ritten outcomes’ stem from the
assumption that this will facilitate greater emmoyinvolvement. Indications from the
Project report are not positive in this regard. $beond feature of the paper is that we have
been more explicitly critical of the ‘outcomes’ neddnot because we do not recognize the
weaknesses of the ‘institution-based’ model thae#ks to replace. We are critical of it for
a number of other reasons. Almost all the litetueats the outcomes model as the almost
inevitable next step for all countries and as acgdhat will guarantee the goals which so
many countries endorse. We think this is unhelpf@lput it mildly, especially to poor
countries which have to make difficult decision®atbwhat educational reforms to invest
in. It is primarily unhelpful because the eviderfcem the countries that have already
introduced frameworks hardly warrants the consideralaims made for them, let alone
that they are any sort of panacea for improvingcatian and training systems. No less
important is that the literature almost systemédltigaeglects the very real difficulties that
have been faced by the ‘early starter’ countriemiroducing their NQFs. The very fact
that it is the loosest frameworks (such as thabthiced in Scotland (Raffe 2009), in which
the least has been expected of written outcomasthe faced the least opposition and in
some sense can be called ‘successes’ is indicattitiee lessons that new starter countries
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need to learn. Furthermore, the experience of ldte starters’ in Europe such as France
and Germany is also important; they make outcomphcd in their new frameworks, but
they do not follow through the logic of a ‘pure’toames model and assume that outcomes
can be wholly separate from institutional ‘inputs’.

This paper has therefore raised questions aboutléimas that are so often made for
the outcomes model. Unless it is possible to iferdi space between the claims for
qualification frameworks and what they might or htignot realistically achieve, starter
countries will have no reliable basis for makingidimns about implementing an NQF and
for realizing not only that there is no ‘one’ NQfodel that can be applied in all cases, but
that just having written outcomes in a frameworers no panacea. The starting point must
always be an analysis of the particular circumstanof a country, and the existing
qualifications and what they offer and how new apjaties might be opened by a more
explicit reference to outcomes and common levefdy @hen will it be possible to see what
role the writing of outcomes in a framework mighayp together with the no less important
complementary policies of strengthening of insitias and the professional development
of teachers and trainers, and the building of eggaleducation partnerships.

Our two-model analysis explores the balance betwaesmphasis omstitutions and
outcomes. The emphasis oimstitutions can, we argue, provide the basis for high quality
learning and progression, but builds in a tenddncypflexibility and forms of exclusion.
The emphasis oautcomes claims to offer the possibility of portability,amsparency, and
flexibility in how qualifications are achieved, bist essentially about the goals of learning
programmes, not the processes involved, and threreftay undermine the ability of
qualifications to mediate between education andvibdd of work, the possibilities for
learners to acquire powerful knowledge, and thelillood of governments expanding
access to educational opportunities.

These can only be provisional conclusions, whiah iatended to contribute to the
development of a conceptual framework for the aialgf qualifications frameworks.

Final comments

This paper started by recognizing that introdu@ngualifications framework is a far
more ambitious and radical project than most pati@kers and designers have realized. It
is also by no means clear that a fully fledged outes-based qualifications framework of
the kind envisaged by Jessup (1991) is eitherzaale or even desirable. In some ways,
qualifications frameworks are best seen as utogiad, like all utopias, they are more
attractive in theory than in reality. This is notday that qualification frameworks are not
addressing real issues; they are, as we havettrieang out in the paper. Furthermore, and
unlike most utopias, qualification frameworks aaking real forms in an ever growing
number of countries, and it is those real formst the utopian visions, that make
qualification frameworks an important policy devyatwent that is shaping people’s lives in
significant, but still largely unknown, ways andathimplies significant financial
commitments on the part of governments.

The ILO has developed this research becausentéseisted in understanding not only
the policy models that are working, but also, unghich conditions they work, and what
countries facing very different conditions can fedmom them. It is equally interested in
learning about policy failures, and the explanaidar them—whether at the level of
design or implementation. This paper representditsicoutput of the research, and it was
written to provoke debate, and help all of us imedl in researching qualifications
frameworks to think more clearly about the issd®e.also hope it will suggest some of the
kinds of questions that researchers might ask atpmaitfications frameworks. Some of the
concepts introduced in the paper will turn out ® unhelpful and will no doubt be
discarded. Others will be clarified in the courdedebate and discussion and hopefully
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become analytically more useful. New concepts ddlbtless emerge in the process of
enquiry and comparison.

The development of qualifications frameworks is aofixed object to study, but a
phenomenon that is changing all the time in unptatlle ways. The assumption here is
that we do not start from scratch. There are soatieqms that have emerged and are likely
to emerge again, and we have some concepts, badéd experience of the ‘early starter’
gualifications frameworks which allow us to ask sfimns that do not have just descriptive
answers. At the same time, descriptions of new scagdd be our main resource in
developing a better understanding of the scopdianiighitions of introducing qualifications
frameworks.

Qualifications frameworks and their internationauoterparts like the European
Qualifications Framework (EQF) are not going aw#yey undoubtedly represent real
changes in the world. The world is getting smaltext, bigger, in terms of our dependence
on each other, and more, not less, mobility of leibe likely as businesses search for new
locations for making profits, and as migration gats constantly change in response to
increasingly unstable economies. National and redidrameworks, despite all their
problems, are attempts to take account of thesegelsa We need to know more about how
superficially similar frameworks work out differéytin practice. In particular, we are
interested in one key difference between countiteis. between those countries that are
using a qualifications framework primarily to cowrate and rationalize relatively well-
developed education and training systems, and tkosatries who are introducing a
gualifications framework as a way of stimulating ttlevelopment of their education and
training system and of compensating for the sigaiit sections of the population who do
not have access to institutionally-based provisfon.
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Chapter 2: Towards a dynamic model of
National Qualifications Frameworks
- David Raffe

Introduction

NQFs are inherently dynamic entities. They are dyinan the way they have spread
globally, through various mechanisms of policy uethce and diffusion. They are dynamic
because they are used as agents or instrumentshfarge in education and training
systems. And they are dynamic because the intrmofuof an NQF is not an event, but a
lengthy process which involves complex interactiomsh the education and training
system, with its learners and stakeholders and ‘tithsocio-economic and political
environment.

Yet the literature too often portrays NQFs in staérms, as matrices of levels and
sectors or fields of learning, backed up by orgatianal charts to show how functions such
as standard-setting, qualifications design andityuassurance are delivered. This way of
looking at NQFs not only ignores their dynamic éeas, but also implies that introducing
them successfully is largely a technical matterthis view the task is primarily one of
appropriate specification, careful design and coetibn and correct installation: provided
these instructions are followed, the NQF can bgged in and switched on and it will
immediately start to work.

This paper asks how we can conceptualize NQFs i mignamic terms. It suggests
two complementary ways of doing so, which togeth@ey contribute to a dynamic
conceptual model of NQFs. The first focuses oned#itces among NQFs and proposes a
typology of NQFs based on their ambitions to transf their education and training
systems and their strategies for doing so. Themskepproach focuses on the common
features of NQFs and proposes a model of changehwdi‘'successful’ framework may
need to follow. The paper focuses primarily on coghpnsive frameworks, although much
of the conceptual model applies also to partiahfraorks which cover a single sector of
learning such as higher education (HE) or vocatiedacation and training (VET).

However, the insight that NQFs are dynamic entitrdsose introduction is a lengthy
process and whose impacts will only emerge ovee ticarries a further implication: that it
will take a long time to assemble an adequate ecieldase on their implementation and
impact. Much of the empirical evidence is still ®@dn the five NQFs identified by Tuck
(2007) as first-generation frameworks (Australimgland-Wales-Northern Ireland, New
Zealand, Scotland, and South Africa) together witk or two advanced second-generation
frameworks such as Ireland and older qualificatistingctures recently re-defined as NQFs,
such as France (Bouder and Kirsch 2007). This papeo exception: it uses the NQFs of
Ireland, Scotland and South Africa to illustrate tigpology and as source material for its
model of change. Even these older frameworks aréda being fully implemented, let
alone realizing their full impacts. And they arelikely to be representative of later-
generation NQFs, which have been introduced inehfit national contexts and in a
different international climate that is itself infinced by the experience and perceived
lessons from the early frameworks. On the othedh#me empirical evidence on later-
generation frameworks is even more limited; therditure on these frameworks consists
mainly of descriptions and advocacy material, andaiys more about the objectives of
NQFs than about whether they achieve these obgsciiv practice (for example, OECD
2007).

Consequently the dynamic model outlined in thisgpap provisional, to be further
developed, re-formulated or abandoned in the lijtiater experience. The final section of
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this paper discusses possible directions in whiehnhodel might be taken. The model is
proposed as a working tool for the Internationalbduzr Office project onThe
implementation and impact of NQRshich aims to update our understanding and ealarg
the evidence base on NQF developments around tHd.wo

The ILO’s broader aim - together with that of thar&pean Training Foundation
(ETF), a partner organization in the Project oisnpve from a model gdolicy borrowing-
a feature of NQF development hitherto (Philips 19®Rikora 2006) - towardgolicy
learning (ETF 2008). Policy borrowing assumes that ‘bescfice’ can be identified and
transferred between countries. Policy learning lwa@ader concept which recognizes that
cross-national comparison may serve a variety dicypoelated purposes including
understanding one’s own education and training (&Bfem better by contrasting it with
other systems, identifying common trends and pressuclarifying alternative policy
strategies and identifying practical issues likelyoe raised by each strategy (Raffe 2007a).
Policy learning is associated with constructivigidels of learning by policy-makers and
aims to help policy-makers devise their own cowstgcific solutions rather than import
solutions from elsewhere (Grootings 2007). In pple; its broader purposes are implied
by such concepts as ‘peer learning’ and the ‘opethad of coordination’. Underlying this
analysis, therefore, is the question: what kindpalfcy learning are likely to be achieved
through the comparative analysis of NQFs?

A typology of NQFs

This section introduces a typology of NQFs, basetheir ambitions to transform ET
systems and their strategies for doing so. Your@ {2 notes that the similarity of the
written models of NQFs masks their underlying déitgt Nevertheless, the literature on
NQFs contains several classifications of NQFs andlyaes of their differences (for
example, Young 2005, Coles 2006), including guittegolicy-makers of the issues to
consider and the choices required in the processtiafducing an NQF (Grootings 2007,
Tuck 2007). Drawing on this literature, we may itilignthree aspects of the diversity of
NQFs. In addition to differences ptirposeand differences adesign well-recognized and
discussed in the literature, there are differeneebe processes of implementatiarhich,
while not ignored, have received rather less dsouns

Possible purposes of NQFs include to:
= increase transparency and improve understandittgecgducation and training system and

of its parts;

= promote access, transfer and progression intojréid between programmes of
learning;

= provide an instrument of accountability or contvbthe education and training system;
= enhance the quality of provision, or make it maragistent;

= update, improve or extend standards;

= promote the mobility of labour or of learners;

= make the education and training system more derfangsed, increasing the influence of
learners and employers and reducing the influehpeaviders;

= promote lifelong learning; and
= support wider social and economic transformation.
Most NQFs pursue more than one of these goalsowth it may be useful to

distinguish those which pursue the more modestqaa® at the top of this list and those
which pursue the more radical purposes lower doMe above list focuses primarily on
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national goals, although ‘promoting the mobility lebour or of learners’ may refer to
international mobility. Many countries introduce R§to help their citizens to market their
skills in other countries, to recognize the queadifions of immigrants, or to help market
their own education and training internationallywd®many countries are introducing NQFs
in order to fulfil international obligations.

The second aspect of the diversity of NQFs is ttesign. Frameworks may be tight
or loose, depending on the stringency of the camditwhich a qualification must meet to
be included in the framework. Frameworks may béiglaand cover a single sector or type
of learning, or they may be comprehensive. Many meMmensive frameworks have a
nested structure, with sectoral sub-frameworks ainoatl within a (typically looser)
national framework. NQFs may be based on wholeifigatlons, on smaller units or
standards or on a combination of these. They melyde a credit or ‘volume’ measure, or
they may not. They may vary with respect to the Ipeinof levels, the domains (such as
knowledge, skills and competence) for which levetaiptors are defined, and the nature
of these descriptors (Hart 2009). They may vanhwéspect to the types of qualifications
or fields of learning, if any, which they formalljistinguish. And they may vary with
respect to the extent to which they are based amileg outcomes and the concept of
learning outcome on which they are based; an isgplred in Chapter 1 of this working
paper; in which this variation is partly captureg the contrast between tight and loose
frameworks.

NQFs also vary with respect to the process of tingdementation. The process may
be bottom-up or top-down. It may be driven by nagiogovernments or their agencies, by
stakeholders external to the education systemgdogagion/training providers themselves,
and by combinations of these. An NQF may be congpyland based in legislation, or
voluntary. Some countries have tried to introduce NMQF in a single step; other
frameworks have developed incrementally over asenf reforms. And NQFs vary in their
policy breadth, that is, in the extent to whichytlage introduced as part of a coherent suite
of measures or are expected to have a ‘stand-ailopelct.

These differences of purpose, design and processttebe related. Drawing on her
study of the South African NQF, Allais (2007) hasgnsed a typology of NQFs based on
their transformational ambitions and the extenvtoch they take the existing ET system,
or a proposed future system, as the starting pdh#. typology presented below draws on
Allais’ analysis but with differences of labellirand emphasis. It starts by distinguishing
three types of framework:

A communications framework takes the existing education and training systglitsa
starting point and aims to make it more transpaaeadteasier to understand, typically in
order to rationalize it, to improve its coherertoeencourage access and to highlight
opportunities for transfer and progression betwaegrammes.

A reforming framework takes the existing system as its starting poihebus to
improve it in specific ways, for example, by enhagauality, increasing consistency,
filling gaps in provision or increasing accountéhillt is typically statutory and has a
regulatory role.

A transformational framework takes a proposed future system as its starting poid
defines the qualifications it would like to seeaaitransformed system, without explicit
reference to existing provision. It typically ugearning outcomes for this purpose
because they allow qualifications to be specifietependently of existing standards,
institutions and programmes.

The three types can be represented as a continsummarized in Figure 1. A
communications framework tends to have a loosegdesd be voluntary, to be developed
from the ‘bottom-up’ and possibly led by ET institms, and to pursue incremental change
for which the NQF provides a tool but other fact@emplementary policies or demands
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arising from social and economic trends) actualiiyedthe change. A transformational
framework, on the other hand, tends to have a tigtgn, to be statutory, to be imposed
through more top-down processes in which ET in#tiis are one set of stakeholders
among many, and to be conceived as the direct drfetransformational change.
Reforming frameworks, the intermediate categorymimine features of each. Like
communications frameworks, they take the existiggtesn and its institutions as their
starting point. But whereas a communications fraorewprovides a tool to facilitate
change driven from elsewhere, a reforming framewark more specific reform objectives
of its own - for example, to fill gaps in provisiar to make quality standards more
consistent. It therefore tends to be statutorjpeaee tighter requirements and to try to drive
change directly as well as to facilitate other geaagents.

Figure 1. A continuum of NQFs

COMMUNICATIONS — TRANSFORMATIONAL

starts from present system - starts from future system

incremental change > radical transformation

tool for change - driver of change

‘bottom-up’ > ‘top-down’

voluntary > statutory

providers have central role > providers included among stakeholders
loose > tight

Allais (2007) argues that communications framewaekel to be institution-led and to
treat knowledge, and boundaries between types olvladge, as given; transformational
frameworks tend to be outcomes-led and to treatwledge as undifferentiated and
knowledge boundaries as socially constructed. Tietimuum in Figure 1 shifts the
emphasis from the epistemological assumptions ydgreach type of framework to their
social and policy processes, and specifically &irttmplementation strategy and model of
change. The more transformational the ambitiona fsthmework, the less evolutionary or
incremental the process by which it attempts toeaghthem.

Of the early comprehensive NQFs, those in Austr&liance, Scotland and Wales are
examples of communications frameworks; those in Mealand and South Africa started
out as transformational frameworks; and that idahd is an intermediate or reforming
framework. Brief case studies of the Irish, Schttend South African frameworks are
presented below. Of the various frameworks covefitgyland, Northern Ireland and
Wales, National Vocational Qualifications (NVQs) reetransformational whereas the
Qualifications and Credit Framework currently beimgveloped may have more
characteristics of a reforming framework. Howeverapplying the continuum we should
remember that NQFs’ purposes and features may ehawer time and vary across sub-
frameworks, as we see in the case studies below.

A model of this kind may serve at least three pseso First, it can encourage greater
national self-awareness among policy analysts aidypmakers by helping them to see
their own system in comparative context; it can keahe familiar strange’ (Broadfoot
2000, p. 357) by drawing attention to featuresred’s own system that would otherwise be
taken for granted. Second, it can encourage raftecin how the purposes of NQFs, their
design and the strategies for implementing themcaramected. Third, the model can be
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used to compare the implementation and impact oF8N@nd it can provide the starting
point for an exploration of why some frameworks egapto be more successful than others.

Attempts to draw policy lessons from the experieaotearly NQFs suggest that the
most transformational frameworks have faced theatgst problems of implementation
(Raffe 2005, Young 2005). If we define ‘successfuimeworks as those which include
most of their target qualifications, retain broab&d stakeholder support, avoid major
changes in strategy and achieve at least theitesierm objectives, then none of the three
transformational frameworks listed above - New Zad|l South Africa and NVQs - was
clearly successful, at least when first introdu¢Bdbinson 1996, Raggatt and Williams
1999, Mikuta 2002, RSA 2002, Allais 2007, FrencB20

However, this conclusion is based on a small nurabeountries and on a narrow and
short-term criterion of success. It is perhaps Igastirprising that the NQFs with the
greatest ambitions are the least likely to achtbeen all. Moreover, it does not explaimy
transformational frameworks might face greater fmoils of implementation. To do this, |
shift the focus of the paper from a cross-sectiaoahparison to an analysis of how NQFs
develop and evolve over time. | first do this orsiagle-country basis, taking a single
example of each type of NQF in the typology; | tharstract from their experience to
develop a general model of change. Like the typolalgove, this model is intended to
apply to all countries, but it is based largelytba experience of early NQFs.

Three case studies — Scotland, South Africa and Ire  land

The Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework (SCQF) is an example of a
communications framework. It is a comprehensiveditfbased framework with 12 levels.
Formally launched in 2001, it followed a seriesreforms which created what were to
become sub-frameworks of the SCQF, such as theti$tdfredit Accumulation and
Transfer scheme (SCOTCAT) which subsequently dgeslas the higher education sub-
framework and the Scottish Vocational QualificaioisVQ) framework of occupational
qualifications. Some of these earlier reforms betharprocess of bringing sub-frameworks
together into an integrated system: for exampleQBCAT linked university degrees to
colleges’ short-cycle HE awards, and another ref@dngher Still) introduced a ‘unified
system’ linking school and college qualificatiorihe earlier reforms also introduced,
across much of education and training, what wegetmme design features of the SCQF:
learning outcomes, unitization, credit and a cdenisset of levels. Consequently, the
SCQF itself could start from the existing systend amogress through a series of small,
incremental steps (Raffe 2007b).

Its aims, compared with other NQFs, are relativelgdest and consistent with a
‘communications’ role: to support access to leagrand to make the education and training
system more transparent (SCQF 2003). It aspirde tthe ‘national language’ of learning
in Scotland. It is voluntary, an instrument of charrather than a driver of change. For
example, although the SCQF provides a basis fostearing credit from colleges’ short-
cycle HE awards to degrees, universities can chat@ther or not to recognize this credit
and for which programmes. Some college stakeholebepgct that credit should transfer
more automatically: the management of expectatimsbeen a continuing challenge for
the SCQF (Gallacher et al. 2005). The frameworkviples a tool - in this example, for
credit transfer - but does not mandate its useerdhvers, such as funding incentives and
measures to encourage articulation, are neededxomize use of the framework.

The SCQF is led by a partnership of the main gealions-awarding bodies (the
universities and the Scottish Qualifications Auttyo(SQA), which awards most school
qualifications and many college qualifications) étdger with the government and the
colleges (which, with the universities, are the mpublic providers of vocational and
general post-school learning). Other stakeholdech sis employers, professional bodies,
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the voluntary sector and learners are represeigdin an advisory role. It is a loose
framework, designed to build on earlier reforms chhhad developed an increasingly
coherent and unified qualifications system. It ¢fiere accommodated existing SQA and
university qualifications relatively easily; manftbe modifications needed to fit these into
the framework could be made as part of ongoing ge®ses of programme review,

qualification re-design or the development of newaldications. The SCQF provides a
natural reference point for such processes. Uttlikelrish and South African frameworks

described below, it does not formally distinguisketvieeen ‘legacy’ qualifications and

gualifications that have been developed or moditiedit the framework. The task of

placing other qualifications in the framework, inding employer-based and professional
gualifications and community learning, has progedsslowly. An evaluation in 2005

revealed wide concern over slow progress, whichttiibuted in part to the partnership
model (Gallacher et al. 2005), but the pace of ghaaccelerated following changes to the
SCQF management in 2006. In 2007, the Scottish Bowent’s skills strategy asked the
new management structure to ‘move quickly to endbe¢ the SCQF embraces more
learning opportunities by increasing the numberciEdit rating bodies; facilitating the

inclusion of work-based learning programmes anderaging the recognition of informal

learning’ (SG 2007, p.49). ‘Credit rating’ is th@rocess by which qualifications are
approved for inclusion in the framework, and newamizations are now being authorized
to credit-rate. Awareness and understanding ofrireework are also increasing, if slowly;

people tend to become familiar with the SCQF onhew they have a practical need to
know about it.

The evaluation mentioned above reported generatlgitige perceptions of the
framework and support for its aims (Gallacher et24l05). The SCQF has increased
transparency and provided a tool for increasingcthteesion of the education and training
system, for rationalizing and enhancing provisiang for promoting access, transfer and
progression, even if it has relied on other driviersachieve these ends. The evaluation
concluded that the SCQF was a valuable tool fonghabut doubted its efficacy as an
agent of change. And its status as a tool, to leel @sr not) by other drivers of change,
makes it difficult to determine its independent anp Nevertheless, by the criteria of short-
term ‘success’ listed earlier, the SCQF has beasorgably successful: it has included - or
is in the process of including - most of its targedlifications; it retains broad-based
stakeholder support; it has avoid major changesrategy; and it has achieved most of its
shorter-term objectives.

This relative success has been attributed to th@FxCloose design, its voluntary
character, its incremental approach and the invobré and ownership by stakeholders,
especially HE (Young 2005, Raffe et al. 2007-08).cbntrast to many NQFs elsewhere
which have aimed to address a lack of confidencexisting qualifications (Grootings
2007), the SCQF has been led by the bodies whidrdathe qualifications. As such, it
exemplifies the strengths and weaknesses of a caoioations framework; its introduction
has been relatively smooth and uncontested, asitmodest aims and limited capacity to
change education and training except in ways sutp@oby education and training
institutions themselves. However, the fact thas¢éheeaknesses are seen to be outweighed
by the strengths reflects the success of earlitlarms which established a relatively
coherent, unified and largely outcomes-based sysfeaducation and training in Scotland.

One implication of a dynamic perspective on NQFghigt it becomes harder to
distinguish a framework from the sequence of polibpnges of which it is a part. The
changes which many countries hope to accompligiugfir a single NQF were achieved in
Scotland over three decades through a seriesaimsf many of which did not fit the ideal
type of a communications framework. Although the@Cis loose and voluntary it
embraces sub-frameworks (such as Scottish VocatiQuoalifications and some Scottish
Qualifications Authority qualifications) with a tiger specification, which were established
in earlier reforms through more ‘top-down’ processgtakeholder ownership of some of
these earlier reforms was variable, and often caim&td by the goal of creating a unified or
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integrated framework, which requires a system-widespective on education and training
that disenfranchises stakeholders whose interestestricted to a specific sector (Raffe et
al. 2007). In other words, the coherence of thererir system presided over by the
communications SCQF may partly reflect the sucoéseforming frameworks introduced
earlier.

The South African NQF, an example of a transformational framework, was
established in 1998 under the terms of a 1995 Awt, first education and training
legislation of the post-apartheid democracy. Itsatmdevelop an integrated framework, to
facilitate access, transfer and progression, t@mcd quality of provision, to redress past
discrimination and to promote personal, social andnomic development. The existing
education and training system was seen as an inatkegtarting point because of its
association with the apartheid past and the radiatire of the transformation required.
The NQF defined the blueprint for a new systemegdace it, using learning outcomes as a
means of defining the system independently of exjsirrangements. It is a comprehensive
framework, initially with eight levels covering difecations across 12 organizing fields
and across higher, further and general educatichirtustrial training. To begin with,
integration across these sectors was a strongatispinf the NQF, to be achieved through
a single, tight model based on unit standards.N®QE is led by a central agency, the South
African Qualifications Authority (SAQA), with extaive input from external stakeholders.
Education and training providers shared in thiscess along with other stakeholders, but
they did so as part of a centralized, ‘design-dopngicess that gave them relatively little
discretion to interpret or adapt the decisions ledcthrough consultation. A range of
standards-setting and quality-assurance bodies wastablished to implement the
framework.

The impact of the South African NQF must be seerthm light of the enormous
educational, social and economic challenges tltaféthe new democracy after the end of
apartheid. It must also be seen in the light offthenework’s transformational ambitions.
The particular circumstances of South Africa attitree, and the lack of alternative policy
strategies, put it under a burden of expectatitias, in the eyes of some observers, it
should never have been given. In 2002, a Study Tappointed by the government to
review the implementation of the framework foundrigral dissatisfaction with the pace of
implementation, especially in respect to accesggrpssion and redress. The architecture of
the NQF, embracing policies, regulations, proceslurstructures and language, is
experienced as unduly complex, confusing, time aomsg and unsustainable.” (RSA
2002, p.i). The first wave of SAQA’s impact studyased on the perceptions of a sample
of stakeholders, reported substantial impact onndeire of learning programmes and
building a lifelong learning culture, moderate imfga on other aspects of learning
programmes and minimal impact on quality assuramceaddressing the learning needs of
individuals and society (SAQA 2005). French (2068¥cribes positive impacts including
near-universal buy-in to core principles and valube institutionalization of many new
(and arguably good) practices across the educationtraining system and an impact on
industry. However, he also notes that many unitddeds had been generated but remained
unused, improvements in assessment were limited, tha level descriptors and the
recognition of prior achievement had still to prakiemselves.

In terms of the criteria of short-term success whsed earlier, the NQF has had a
mixed record. Many qualifications have remainedsiol® the framework, or have been
registered only as ‘provider’ qualifications and as qualifications designed according to
the NQF's own unit-standards-based approach. Cealygr many new unit standards
remained unused. The NQF lost the support of ayenmof stakeholders, particularly in the
school and HE sectors, but also some businesesat$eopposed to regulation, complexity
and cost. And it underwent a change in strateg®0@8-09, following a period of review
and policy indecision which began within a yeatwno of the framework being established
(Allais 2007).
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The South African NQF is probably the most inteabivstudied, debated and
contested of any comprehensive framework. Thesesmgularly rich critical literature on
the NQF, much of it devoted to analyses of whergeiht wrong. This offers a variety of
explanations, some of which focus on the NQF's dxitey strategy and others on the way
it was implemented.

One set of explanations attributes the problentheédNQF's tight design, based on a
narrow concept of learning outcomes expressed ghramit standards, and the insistence
on applying this model universally. One argumertiros that this version of a ‘pure’
outcomes model was unworkable because it made Bifgp@sassumptions about the
transparency and specificity of learning outcomasempts to make this model work
merely resulted in increased bureaucracy and codtpl@Allais 2007). Another argument
suggests that although the NQF curriculum and assms model might have been
appropriate for some qualifications, it was ungluite many types of learning, and
especially to discipline-based learning in uppemselary and higher education (Ensor
2003); this argument was reflected in the goverritmgoroposals, following the Study
Team report, for a more differentiated ‘interdepamd\NQF system’ (RSA 2003). Another
variant focuses on political issues: the tight oates-based approach was resisted because
it entailed central control over the content anskasment of learning. The perception that
the NQF was too tight led to the recent decisiometadesign it as three sub-frameworks
within a much looser over-arching framework.

Another set of explanations point out that the N@dked policy breadth. Too much
was expected of the NQF alone. As the Study Teamtgmbout, successful qualifications
reforms elsewhere have been linked to institutiaedbrms, improved resources and a
focus on capacity building, features largely abser@outh Africa (RSA 2002). Indeed, far
from complementing the NQF, many subsequent poligcisions undermined its
implementation, for example, by creating a confudedribution of responsibilities and
denying SAQA the powers it needed to enforce ita decisions (Allais 2007). Above all,
policy breadth was denied by the division - andydient opposition - between the two
responsible government Departments, Education amblr. Several commentators have
attributed the problems of the NQF primarily tosthdivision, and to the consequent
weaknesses of central decision-making (Mukora 2006)

Other explanations refer to problems of implementatincluding the proliferation of
organizations set up to manage the different fonetiof the NQF, the lack of skilled staff
to run these organizations, the inadequate ressuacel dependence on donors, the
involvement of some stakeholders in the detailextiigation of the NQF and the failure to
make proper use of expertise, to problems of |ledniigrand so on.

The NQF was effectively re-launched by an Act 00&Q@vhich established it as a
looser, more differentiated, more ‘bottom-up’ framaek, with more input from educational
institutions. It is based on three relatively amimous sub-frameworks covering higher
education, general and further education and trgirand occupations. It retains its
transformational aims, at least formally, but ihestrespects it now more closely resembles
a reforming framework.

The Irish National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ) is an example of a
reforming framework, intermediate between the $&tothnd (early) South African NQFs,
but closer to the former. Launched in 2003, unterterms of an Act of 1999, it has broad
aims which include supporting lifelong learning acdltural change, promoting access,
transfer and progression, promoting quality andddads, rationalizing existing provision
and extending this provision where necessary (NQB08). It is a comprehensive,
outcomes-based, qualifications-based frameworkh wén levels, a number of ‘award
types’, but a relatively loose structure which,elithe SCQF, embraces tighter sub-
frameworks. Its central leadership resembles theéhSafrican NQF more than the SCQF.
There is wide participation from stakeholders, bt Framework is led by a central
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agency, the National Qualifications Authority oélaind (NQAI), together with two Awards
Councils (the Further Education and Training Awa@isuncil and the Higher Education
and Training Awards Council: FETAC and HETAC) whitdad developments in their
respective sectors. It has wider transformatioirakahan the SCQF: it has more specific
objectives with respect to extending the qualityl aange of provision, and it is itself
expected to drive changes, for example, througlbreinfy guidelines on access, transfer
and progression (NQAI 2003), rather than simplyvjitimg a tool whose use depends on
other drivers. On the other hand it is less tramséional than the South African NQF; it
starts from the existing system, it builds on poesi reforms (although these cover a
shorter time period than the reforms which precaledSCQF), and education and training
providers have been key stakeholders (Granvill&8R00

This continuity with previous practice meant thaiseng awards could be placed in
the framework on a best-fit basis before they wellg re-designed in terms of framework
standards and criteria. As a result, and similadd¢gelopments in Scotland, there is an
incremental, iterative and sometimes lengthy proedsereby existing practice is brought
into line with the framework and vice versa. Thimqess takes place at a national level
within each sector of education and training (seéow), but it also occurred at an
institutional or programme level as the framewaaikne to be used as a reference point for
periodic processes of programme review, qualificetire-design and the development of
new awards. Continuity with past practice, and tieed to retain the support of
stakeholders, has resulted in some apparently doomeor arbitrary decisions, for
example, the placement of all craft awards at #meesframework level despite differences
in their level of demand. It has also resultednioonsistencies in nhomenclature, and in a
classification of ‘award types’ which some usergtaf framework have found difficult to
understand. Such decisions reflect political arabpratic realities, but are seen to threaten
confidence in the NFQ); the NQAI is initiating a pess to iron them out.

Some of these inconsistencies reflect the diffepgproaches pursued with sectors.
Even more than the SCQF, the Irish NFQ varies acitss sub-frameworks. It has a
stronger transformational role in respect of the tsub-frameworks led respectively by
FETAC and HETAC, than in universities and espegistihools where its impact has been
small. HETAC and FETAC themselves pursue contrgsstrategies. HETAC moved
quickly to re-cast existing qualifications in lingith the framework, and delegated
responsibilities to the larger providers in itsteecThis enabled awards quickly to become
formally compatible with the framework, but at thast of ‘compliance’ rather than deeper
implementation of the new approach (HETAC 2008)TAE maintained the existing
standards and procedures pending a more root-amtioreform to be achieved through a
new Common Awards System, which sets standardsritedia for all qualifications in its
sector, although this is taking longer to introdu€he NFQ has no regulatory role with
respect to schools or universities. However theualiyt-reinforcing impacts of the NFQ
and the Bologna process have stimulated paralldl @mplementary change in the
university sector. This illustrates how a reformifrg@mework also relies upon other
‘drivers’ of change, in this case international gaures. However, with respect to other
framework objectives, such as access, transfepasgtession, there is concern to ensure
that other measures and national policies, for @@npublic-sector employment practices,
are consistent in their support of the NFQ.

The early emphasis on development within sectory e been partly at the
expense of integration across sectors. Qualityragsa arrangements, award titles and
communications strategies vary across sectors-HIAC brand tends to be better known
than the framework brand among some users in @®SEETAC 2008). As in Scotland,
the balance between development within sub-framkesvand integration into a national
framework may change over successive stages akfbhan. The imminent amalgamation
of the NQAI, HETAC and FETAC may signal a shift @mphasis towards system-wide
integration, in contrast to the change of emphasiSouth Africa developments, but
parallel to that in Scotland.
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The Irish NFQ demonstrates the benefits of stakiftdhvolvement and a consensual
approach. The depth of implementation and impatt@iNFQ are variable, consistent with
its reforming role and ambitions varying across-Bameworks. Public awareness and
understanding are increasing slowly and (as in I&ued} tend to grow in line with the
practical use of the framework. Within educatiostitutions, awareness and understanding
of the learning-outcomes approach are also inargasiowly but appear to fall short of
total cultural change. There is some frustratiothwhie time taken for impacts to appear,
and (again as in Scotland) the management of eafp@s is a continuous challenge.
Nevertheless, despite having somewhat greater mmbithan the SCQF, the Irish NFQ, as
a reforming framework, is also widely perceived&successful. Some European countries
see it as a more useful model than the SCQF bedadses not assume a quarter-century
of preceding reform.

The process of introducing an NQF

These three examples, together with the experiehogher early frameworks, show
that the process of introducing an NQF has techrsoaial and political dimensions.

The technical dimension probably receives the natntion in the development
process and in ‘how-to’ guides for policy-makersraducing NQFs. It embraces such
aspects of NQF development and implementation asifgmg learning outcomes and
descriptors based on them, establishing critertapracedures for placing qualifications in
the framework, introducing systems for definingnsk@ards and assuring quality, defining
principles of credit transfer and progression arat@dures for enforcing these principles,
and so on. The experience of the first-generatiaméworks confirms that technical
features are important. If, for example, qualificas are placed at inconsistent or arbitrary
levels in the framework, or if there are no mechars for ensuring that credit transfer or
progression conform to framework principles, themfcdence in the framework will be
undermined. The first-generation frameworks alsoaestrate that frameworks that are too
tight may face difficulties. The ‘failures’ of NQHa England, New Zealand and South
Africa are attributed to the imposition of a tigirtd uniform model across diverse types of
learning and/or to the limitations of a learningemmes approach which makes impossible
assumptions about transparency and specificity {\1/@95, Smithers 1997, Ensor 2003,
Allais 2007). Tight frameworks have typically beanooser over time, as in the case of
South Africa and the Higher Still sub-frameworkSgotland, or they have narrowed their
scope and become sub-frameworks of a larger framkewroregister, as in the case of the
New Zealand NQF and English NVQs. The tension betwée tightness of a framework
and its comprehensive coverage is one of the mmssistent generalizations from the
experience of early NQFs.

The social (cultural and institutional) dimensiohimtroducing an NQF reflects the
wide-ranging nature of the changes involved. An Nfpévides a new ‘national language’
of learning, to be spoken by users and stakeholtemsell as providers. It takes time for
this language to become widely spoken and undatstooall three case-study countries,
awareness and understanding of the framework aread only as people engaged directly
with it. There is a similarly long process of cuéil change as programme designs,
pedagogies and assessment are aligned with frarkewtaria and with their underpinning
principles. Introducing an NQF involves buildingst in qualifications and confidence that
they match their descriptions in the framework ~dwample, that qualifications placed at
the same level are indeed comparable (Young 2002s@nd Oates 2004). And it involves
bringing the ‘institutional logics’ of education @rraining into line with the ‘intrinsic
logic’ expressed in NQF criteria and principleseTihtrinsic logic of successive Scottish
reforms was to broaden access, provide flexibleodppities for credit transfer and
progression, establish parity of esteem for alirlgsy at a given level and provide a
progression ladder based on the capacity to Iékwever this conflicted with institutional
logics which imposed barriers to access and pregmesoffered whole programmes rather
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than transfer credit, sustained informal hierarch@f knowledge, discriminated on
ascriptive grounds and used qualifications to matieducational and labour-market
opportunities rather than to support progressiomXford et al. 1991, Raffe et al. 2007).
The introduction of an NQF involves aligning ingtibnal logics of this kind with the
intrinsic logic of a framework.

Institutional logics have ‘macro’ as well as ‘mitespects (Young 2002). The process
of introducing an NQF will depend on how closelyistsupported by wider social and
economic factors as changes in the workplace aedchployers’ demand for qualifications,
the changing patterns of social and occupationabiliyp and the extension of market
principles and of neo-liberal ideas (Allais 2008jlips 2003). ‘Macro’ factors may hamper
the introduction of NQFs. For example, the intrinkigic of NQFs tends to assume that
educational selectors use qualifications as indisatf the capacity to learn at higher levels
and that employers use them as indicators of hurapital (for example, EC 2005). But in
practice qualifications may more often be usedation scarce places in education and
employment and to determine a hierarchy of attamnfer social selection and screening
rather than to indicate learning potential or huntapital. In Ireland this contrast is
reflected in the tension between the frameworkgipie that progression should be based
on the capacity to succeed, and the use of a papstem’ based on school Leaving
Certificate grades to allocate higher educatiortgda CEDEFOP (2008, p. 33) attributes
the relatively small influence of learning outconms European upper-secondary general
education to the fact that this sector’s ‘educafivection ... can be overshadowed by the
selective function’.

Introducing an NQF also has a political dimensiah:involves struggle and
contestation. This is true of any educational mefobut it is particularly true of NQFs
because of their systemic nature, and becauseftexyaim to regulate the system or to re-
distribute power, for example, in favour of leasy@&r employers. And even when they
offer little threat to the established order, asSgotland, this may reflect the pre-emptive
influence of powerful interests such as higher atlon which assume leadership of the
reform and thereby control its direction. In otheords, the political character of the
introduction of an NQF may be concealed. It maycbacealed in other ways: political
opposition may be expressed in purely technicatger

The role of stakeholders is therefore critical. ¥hstakeholders are engaged, and
their respective roles and influence, will vary aas countries, but the three case studies
suggest two general points. First, the social matfrthe process and its dependence on
institutional logics means that the engagement sumgport of education and training
providers, especially universities, are criticalr fthe successful introduction of a
comprehensive NQF. Higher education interestshedScottish framework, supported the
Irish one but at times felt marginalized from thmSouth Africa. Universities’ support for
the Irish framework, which was led by a strong cantgency, partly reflected the
consultative style of its introduction, but alsdleeted their perceived self-interest in
engaging with the Bologna process which was closetydinated with the NQF.

Second, stakeholder engagement is not sufficientN®F is a unifying instrument,
designed to enhance the transparency and coheséeceeication and training; it therefore
requires mechanisms for coordination and for adhiggoherence across a diverse system.
This can be in tension with the need for stakelroldeyagement. It typically privileges
stakeholders with a system-wide frame of refergsoeh as higher education), and those
which are best organized nationally. It also peigés sectoral and institutional leaderships,
who tend to be much more actively engaged with ¢laely stages of framework
development than, say, teachers and lecturerse\But where (as in Scotland) leadership is
shared by well-organized stakeholder groups, cazatdn can become too weak; a new
SCQF management structure was needed to retain mbome
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These three dimensions - technical, social andigalli are interrelated. In particular,
the technical aspects of introducing an NQF carbetseparated from the social and
political aspects. Technical instruments such aalityu assurance and the ‘correct’
application of a learning-outcomes approach arentblostruments of change, whose
effective use depends on their social and politoaitext. Quality assurance systems have
to be socially and culturally rooted if they ard tmbecome mere exercises in box-ticking
and compliance; and they are unlikely to generat#ip confidence in qualifications if this
is not also supported by experience, usage andstdrading of providers or awarding
bodies. Learning outcomes similarly depend on th&ext in which they are used (Oates
2004). Their application requires professional prignts and ‘external references and
benchmarks’ (SCQF 2007, Hart 2009), and they ati&eaip on their own to challenge
deep-rooted public judgements of the standing well®f education. As the Irish and
Scottish frameworks showed, the placement of doatibns depends upon pragmatic as
well as technical judgements. Far from being a nagutechnical instrument, learning
outcomes and level descriptors are built on commerand pragmatism, as illustrated by
the development of the European Qualifications Fmaark (EQF) (Markowitsch and
Luomi-Messerer 2007) and by the way the Bolognanéaork evolved from an input-
based framework of higher education cycles to amset) on learning outcomes. And the
problems experienced by tight NQFs similarly havpadtitical aspect: tight frameworks
restrict the types of knowledge acquired throughcation and training, and they curb the
freedom of educational institutions to shape cutagcpedagogies and assessment. They
therefore meet resistance.

Once we recognize that the introduction of an N@F $ocial and political as well as
technical dimensions, it becomes clear why it ngedse seen as a dynamic process and
not as a simple matter of correct specificatiorsigie and installation. The social and
political issues discussed above involve dynammc@sses of institutional and cultural
change, the development of trust, of the resolutibtensions, and so on. A ‘successful’
framework needs to be introduced in a way that eetsp their social and political
dimensions and their dynamic character. In the segtion, | propose a normative model
of change: a model which NQF implementers needltovi if they are to be successful.

A normative model of change

On the basis of the early frameworks, we can iflemti least eight conditions for
success in the process of introducing an NQF.

Long time scales

Developing framework standards and procedures ala@ytime, but the social processes
involved in their application typically take muatmiger. The framework will only enter the
language of learning and promote cultural changs tine, and with use. Similarly,
confidence and trust can only develop over time\aitia experience of using
qualifications in the framework. In all three casedies, evaluations or reviews reported
dissatisfaction with the slow pace of change. rdhfieworks face a challenge to manage
expectations, to prevent implementation from beirghed and superficial, but also to
avoid inertia and obstruction.

Stakeholder involvement and partnership

Stakeholder involvement and partnership, if not esship, is critical for success. It is
necessary in order to populate the framework, smgh institutional logics and to ensure
that implementation of the framework goes beyondencempliance. If an NQF aims to
apply common principles across an education ammirigasystem, its introduction will be
helped by achieving relative consensus, whichrin toay depend upon engaging the most
powerful stakeholders. This in turn means that praic compromises are involved in
framework development — for example, in decisidmsua the level at which qualifications
are placed in the framework. The relative powetifierent stakeholders will vary
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according to framework goals, but the support afcagion and training interests, and
especially higher education, is critical for thesess of a comprehensive framework; the
support of employers is critical for a VET framewointroducing an NQF will be much
harder in countries where stakeholders are notavghinized, for example, where there is
a weak tradition of civil society or where most doyers are small or family enterprises.

Effective mechanismsfor coordination

A framework is an instrument for unifying an edugatand training system, or a sector of
one, and therefore needs mechanisms for coordmdtipaggregating the interests of
stakeholders, for maintaining the momentum for geafor managing the iterative
processes described below and, where necessargeosating for the weakness of
stakeholder organizations.

A loose but variable design

A framework needs to be loose enough to accommatifféeent types of learning, to fit
different institutional logics and to secure thgagement of stakeholders, especially
providers, who may feel threatened by a tight fraor&. The overall framework needs to
be loose but it may vary across sub-frameworks gsohwhich may require much tighter
arrangements. It may also vary over time, in respda changing policy environments, as
in South Africa. In both cases the variation irhtigess reflects political and institutional
as well as technical and epistemological criteria.

L abour-market demands

The intrinsic logic of the framework needs to bgraéd with the institutional logic, not
only of the education and training system, but alsiine labour market. This can be
difficult. It typically requires, among other thisgthat skills are strongly in demand in the
labour market, that employers use qualificationa asans of expressing this demand,
and that their use of qualifications is not ‘crowdrit’ or distorted by other institutional
logics such as those associated with wage detetioninarocesses, credentialism or the
use of qualifications to screen for ability.

Iterative alignment

The process of mutual accommodation of NQF andtipggof aligning a framework with
institutional logics and educational practices,ussdteratively. For example, educational
programmes are progressively aligned with the fraomk as this is used as a tool in
programme review and re-design; conversely, thedmork may be modified in the light
of issues raised by its application in practice ekxample, by adding level descriptors for
different types of learning outcomes. A similardtive process is needed to align
technical with social/political considerations, torample, to resolve anomalies arising
from the pragmatic compromises mentioned above.

Balance between sub-framework development and framewor k-wide development

A further aspect of ‘iterative’ development concethe balance between development
processes within sectors (or sub-frameworks) aedig@velopment of coherent system-
wide arrangements. The emphasis is likely to gaftveen these two over time. In some
countries, as in Scotland, NQFs may develop ihjti@s unconnected sectoral frameworks,
but based on common principles, which may allowtleir eventual integration. This may
have implications for the relative influence ofk&holders.

Poalicy breadth

The implementation and impact of a framework wdpdnd on its alignment with national
policy, institutional priorities and other conteatypressures. An NQF may provide a new
intrinsic logic, but other measures may be neededhange the institutional logics which
determine its use. The South African experiencgasitg that consistency as well as
breadth of policy is important. Policies in suppafran NQF need to be consistent across
different branches of government, such as educatidnabour ministries. And the slow,
incremental process of introducing an NQF may bstfated by abrupt changes in
national policy, for example, following a changegmvernment.
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Earlier in this paper, | noted that transformatloframeworks tended to have the
greatest difficulties of implementation. This mod#l change helps to explain why. It
points to a tension between the radiiahs of many NQFs and their need fopeocessof
implementation that is the opposite of radical: gwarm, incremental, iterative and
reasonably consensual, in which NQFs provide témischange but are not expected to
drive it. Successful NQFs develop incrementally amdanically. They depend on
processes of trust-building, cultural and instdanél change that can only occur
incrementally and through experience, starting frexisting institutions and practices.
They need the support and engagement of instituton organizations with a stake in the
existing system. They need a loose, weakly prebegipdesign. They may require
development to proceed within sub-frameworks withlyoloose framework-wide
coordination. They need other change agents to rtfake effective. All these factors
could be seen to restrict the transformative capaof NQFs and suggest why
transformational frameworks have been less suadessbr, at least, why they have
encountered greater difficulties - than communaaiframeworks.

However, the typology is a continuum, not a diclhofo There are intermediate
possibilities between the extremes of a commurinatiramework and a transformational
framework. Reforming frameworks, as the Irish exeEnguggests, may get the best of both
worlds. And all three case studies show how theader of an NQF may vary across sub-
frameworks and over time. The Scottish framewoxk bt need to be transformative or
even strongly reforming because it built on eanteforms which created reforming sub-
frameworks with tighter specifications and at leaslatively top-down processes of
implementation. And it could be argued that the kmeas of existing institutions in South
Africa made the NQF's radical break with what wbafore a necessary part of the change
process, a short sharp shock that paved the waythi®rmore reforming model of
framework now being introduced. In effect, the sfanmational framework helped to re-
define the ‘existing system’ from which a more gmental model of change could then
start. (This is not to deny that the original NQEyrhave had weaknesses of design and
implementation, lacked policy breadth, and suffepéthning blight during the prolonged
transition to a reforming framework.)

What all this suggests is that the success of meweork depends primarily on its
model of change, together with key features ofdésign; it is not simply an inverse
reflection of the scale of its ambition. Even radi¢ransformations of education and
training may be achieved through NQFs that ar@dhtced in a manner that is long term,
incremental (as far as is possible given the raampgk capacity of existing institutions),
iterative and reasonably consensual, with variafioross sub-frameworks and over time,
and with supportive policies and measures to diimplementation and use of the
framework.

Discussion

The model described above is based largely onxperience of early NQFs and is
tentative for a number of reasons. First, therefeve early frameworks from which to
generalize. The model draws on the experiencehdr atountries’ NQFs (notably England
and New Zealand) in addition to the three caseietudbut it still rests on a very narrow
empirical base. Cross-national studies frequerntigt that national typologies based on a
small sample of countries work much less well wizgplied to a larger sample (for
example, Gallie 2007, Raffe 2008). Second, eves ghiall sample is unrepresentative of
countries which have more recently decided to ag/dlQFs. It primarily consists of high-
income, anglophone countries with open, looselydagd economies and with developed
education and training systems influenced by liberaglophone traditions. Third, although
there was substantial mutual influence among thg Fameworks, they were developed in
an international context very different from thétater frameworks which have been more
directly influenced by regional meta-frameworks, byernational bodies and donor
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organizations or more simply by a fear of being befhind in the race to acquire an NQF.
And finally, the evidence even from the early segtis inconclusive. Not only have the full
impacts and consequences yet to appear, but tHanatipn of the experience to date is
contested, as the South African example illustrafasl the dynamic model proposed
above, with its emphasis on organic, holistic refeghips and lengthy time scales, suggests
that cause-and-effect models can never be eappty @ the introduction of NQFs.

The conclusions of this paper are therefore tamatio be tested against the
experience of newer frameworks as well as furtixpedence and further analysis of the
early frameworks. It is tentative for a further sea. Earlier in this paper, | contrasted a
notion of policy borrowing, based on the assumptlat ‘best practice’ can be transferred
across national contexts, with a broader notiopabity learning which recognizes a wider
range of purposes of cross-national comparison®sé hpurposes include increasing
national self-awareness, identifying global treaasl pressures, clarifying policy options
and the issues that they typically raise, and hglgio understand the processes of
educational change. Commentators who have workéld MQFs in different countries
typically draw attention to differences in theimtexts, purposes and strategies; few would
advocate a single model of best practice applictbil NQFs. Yet, after a fashion, this is
what this paper has done: it has proposed a norenatdbdel of change which, albeit stated
in general terms, is claimed to be applicable taN&Fs. The question therefore arises:
does the normative model of change apply to all BlpFall contexts?

In both Ireland and Scotland, the relative sucoédbe framework, and the model by
which it is implemented, may be associated withualper of contextual factors. These
include:

a policy culture and policy style that already hadyarying degrees, several
characteristics of the normative model: policy amnty and incrementalism, consensus,
producer dominance and partnership;

small scale (populations of 4 and 5 million respety);

relatively uniform and transparent institutionaleaigements, which facilitate the task of
aligning ‘institutional logics’ with frameworks anfeir technical requirements;

reasonably well-organized stakeholder groups, ésiheamong providers, with the
capacity to act in concert;

well-developed education and training instituticssg previous policies to increase their
coherence, on which an incremental model of chaongéd build;

a developed economy, and a large formal labour edamkwhich qualifications are a
recognized currency; and

the resources (including expertise, skills, orgatanal capacity and finances) to establish
an NQF.

These factors contributed to the ‘success’ of tteh land Scottish frameworks, in part,
because they made it easier to adopt the normaideke| of change described above.

The first step in further developing a dynamic egptaal model of NQFs is to identify
the most important features of the context in wlaohNQF is introduced, starting from the
above list. The second step is to develop a mawlele typology of the processes of NQF
implementation, in order to see how these mighy warrelation to the contextual factors.
This could start from the variable features ofrtbemative model of change outlined in this
paper. For example, in comparing NQFs it may beoitgmt to consider:

the role and influence of different stakeholderup® with particular reference to the

relative influence of central authorities, educati@ining institutions and employers and
other stakeholders, and to how strongly they agartized and resourced at national level;
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= the emphasis on development at sectoral or sukeframk compared with system-wide
level. This in turn has implications for the cappato engage stakeholders who may lack a
system-wide frame of reference, and it may affachgrocesses as the development of
awareness and trust and the adaptation of instfitaltiogics. In both Ireland and Scotland,
the emphasis switched from sub-frameworks to timepcehensive framework; the same
pattern is evident in some newer frameworks sudRamsania, where common principles
underlie the development of separate VET and HEdmorks, which may be integrated
at some future date (Hart and Rogojinaru 2007%8duath Africa, the reverse trend
occurred;

= similarly, the changing balance of tighter sub-feavorks and looser over-arching
frameworks;

= the nature of the iterative alignment of existin@lifications and practice with the
framework. A key variable suggested by the thred-Bl€@viewed above is the relation
between ‘legacy qualifications’ provisionally acamwodated in the framework and new
qualifications that fully conform to its criteri®he process of iterative alignment will be
different in frameworks where legacy qualificatiare: (i) not formally distinguished, as
in Scotland; (ii) modified, over time, to form framwork-compliant qualifications as in
some sub-frameworks in Ireland; or (iii) replacedhlew qualifications, as was the
intention in South Africa;

= policy breadth. Not only is policy breadth - theéemt to which a framework is
complemented by other policies - a variable, batrtature of complementary policies is
itself an important source of variation. A simitgpology to Figure 1 may be applied to
these policies. Thus, the process of introducindl@f may be very different depending
on whether the framework is intended to supporpdlicies to rationalize and coordinate
an existing education and training system; om@iicies to effect radical change in an
existing system; or (iii) policies to develop a stamtially new system (or a new sub-
system such as VET).
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